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INTRODUCTION

One of the most remarkable phenomena of the past dec-
ade has been the renascence of Humanism in various ideo-
logical systems. Humanism—in simplest terms, the belief
in the unity of the human race and man’s potential Id
perfect himself‘ ‘his’;own;eiforts=has--»had---a~~-~long and
varied historysUa 
the Greek philosophers. Terentius’ statement, “I believe
that nothing human“Falien to me,” was an expression of
the Humanist spirit, echoed centuries later by Goethe's
“Man carries within himself not only his individuality but
all of humanity, with all its potentialities, although he can
realize these potentialities in only a limited way because
of the external limitations of his individual existence.”

Over the ages some Humanists have believed in the
innate goodness of man or the existence of God, while
others have not. Some Humanist thinl<er_s—a.mong them
Leibniz, Goethe, Kierkegaard, and Marx—pa.rticularly
stressed the need to develop individuality to the greatest
possible extent _iI1__0!'der to achieve the highest hannbhy
and universality. -' But all Humanists have shared a belief
in the poss_i_bilinty__9f man's perfectibility, which, whether
they believedmin rI1E‘rTéE'2T"iEf grace or not, they
saw as dependent upon man's own efforts\(which is why
Luther was not a Humanist). Nonreligious‘ Humanists like
Gianbattista Vioo and Karl Marx carried this fiuther to
say that man makes his own history and is his own creator.

Because Humanists believe in the unity of humanity and
have faith in the future of man, they have never been
fanatics. After the Reformation they saw the limitations
of both the Catholic and the Protestant positions, because
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they judged not from the narrow angle of one particular
organization or power group, but from the vantage point
of humanity. Humanism has always emerged as a reaction
to a threat to mankind: inrhe r_{_é;_if5ié_$an9e, to the threat
of religious fanaticism; in theHEnlightenrnent, to extreme
nationalism and theuenslavement of man by the machine
and economic interests. The revival of Humanism today is
a new reaction to this latter threat in a morlemintensified
for-m—the fear that man may become the slave of things,
the prisoner of circumstances he himself has created-and
the wholly new threat to man_l_dnd’s physical existence
posed by nuclear weapons. '

This reaction is being felt in all camps—Catl1olic Protes-
tant, Marxist, liberal. This""Ei5e§"'m$i' mean, however, that
contemporary HiIrn.ari‘istsTaRek_vvill.ing"To‘ ibiégéfifiéir spe-
cific philosophical"ofréHgiou§‘:: ions'I sake of
“better understanding,”Lratlggrfjhat, as Humanists,
they believe they can regch the clearest understanding of
different points of "§ré§}q_££6fifiTé"i¥1'osr precise expression

A

of each, always bearing in ‘mind that what _rngt_t§{s_ g_rn|c_1s1:___
iS_.th_s. l111.1r1_aH !sel1'£X._l1*a11iHd .the1.Q@n¢eet§- a:

This volume is an attempt to present the ideas of one
branch of contemporary I__-Iumanism. Socialist Humanismg?
differs ir1 an important respect from other “branches. Rep-
aissance and Enlightenment Humanism_b_el_ieved that the
task of transforrriirig man into a fully human Ttoul-d
be aclii€\7€dTexclusivl=_-Tly ¢r"1'.srg;;1y‘15§r Although
Renaissance Utopians‘ “touched '615'6}i the need for social
changes, the socialist Humanism of Karl Marx was the first
to declare that theory cannot be separated from practice,
knowledge from action, spiritual aims from the social sys-
tem. Marx held that free and independent man could exist
only in a social and economic system that, by its ration-
ality and abundance, brought to an end the epoch of “pre-
history” and opened the epoch of “human history,” which
would make the full development of the individual the
condition for the full development of society, and vice
versa. Hence he devoted the greater part of his life to the
study of capitalist economics and the organization of the
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working class in the hopes of instituting a socialist society
that would be the basis for the development of a new
Humanism.

Marx believed that the Working class would lead in the
transformation of society because it was at once the most
dehumanized and alienated class, and potentially the most
powerful, since the functioning of society depended upon
it. He did not foresee the development of capitalism to the
point where the working class would prosper materially
and share in the capitalist spirit while all of society would
become alienated to an extreme degree. He never became
aware of that afiluent alienation which can be as de-
humanizing as impoverished alienation.

Stressing the need for a change in the economic or-
ganization and for transferring control of the means of
production from private (or corporate) hands into the
hands of organized producers, Marx was misinterpreted
both by those who felt threatened by his program, and by
many socialists. The former accused him of caring only
for the physical, not the spiritual, needs of man. The latter
hclieved that his goal was exclusively material affluence
for all, and that Marxism differed frorn capitalism only in
its methods, which were economically more eflicient and
could be initiated by the worlcing class. In actuality,
Marx's ideal was a man productively related to other men
and to nature, who would respond to the world in an alive
manner, and who would be rich not because he had mdch
but because7"h'e was much. l H

Marx was seeking an answer to the meaning of life, but
could not accept the traditional religious (answer that this
can be found only through belief in the existence of God.
In thisghe belongs to the same tradition as the Enlighten-
ment t.hinl<ers,' from Spinoza to Goetliejwho rejected the
old theological concepts and were searching for a new
spiritual frame of orientation. But, unlike such socialists as
]ean Iaurés, Lunacharslcy, Corki, and Rosa Luxemburg,
who permitted themselves to deal more explicitly with the
question of the spiritual, Marx shied away from a direct
discussion of the problem because he wanted to avoid any
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compromise with religious or idealistic ideologies, which
he considered harmful.

Authentic Marxism was perhaps the strongest spiritual
movement of a broad, nontheistic nature in nineteenth-
century Europe. But after 1914—0r even before—most of
this spirit disappeared. Many different factors were in-
volved, but the most important were the new affluence
and ethics of consumption that began to dominate capital-
ist societies in the period between the wars and immedi-
ately following the second and the seesawing pattern of
destructiveness and suffering caused by two world wars.
Today, the questions of the meaning of life and man's goal
in living have emerged again as questions of primary im-
portance.

' One must realize that, by necessity, the spiritual prob-
lem has been camouflaged to a large extent until our pres-
ent moment in history. As long as productive forces were
not highly developed, the necessity to work, and to keep
alive, gave suflicient meaning to life. This still holds true
for the vast majority of the human race, even those living
in industrially developed counhies where the mixture of
work and leisure, and the dream of ever-increasing con-
sumption, keeps man from realizing his true human po-
tential, of being what he could be. But we are moving
rapidly toward a fully industrialized, automated world in
which the ten- or twenty-hour work week will be stand-
ard, and where the many material satisfactions provided
for everyone will be taken for granted. In this totally af-
fluent society (which will be a planned if not a socialist
one), man’s spiritual problem will become much more
acute and urgent than it has ever been in the past.

This volume has a dual purpose. It seeks to clarify the
problems of Humanist socialism in its various theoretical
aspects, and to demonstrate that socialist Humanism is no
longer the concem of a few dispersed intellectuals, but a
movement to be found throughout the world, developing
independently in different countries. In this volume many
Humanist socialists from the East and the West meet for
the first time. Reading the volume, contributors as well as
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readers may become fully aware for the first time of the
common response of many socialists to what the history
of the past decades and the present threat to the physical
and spiritual survival of mankind has taught them.

With five exceptions, all of the contributions were writ-
ten specifically for this volume, but in no case did I sug-
gest the topic of a specific essay to the author. I preferred
to ask each of them to write on any topic that appeared
most important to him within the general frame of refer-
ence of socialist Humanism. I hoped that in this Way the
volume would represent the main interests of Humanist
socialists. It did not seem to me a disadvantage if some
topics were dealt with several times by different authors.
On the contrary, I thought it would be an interesting and
even impressive phenomenon to see the fundamental
agreement among most authors represented in this volume
and the extent to which a new school of thinldng has arisen
in various parts of the world, in particular among the
scholars of Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia, whose writings
have so far been little known in the English-speaking
world.

Despite the authors’ common bond, there are important
disagreements among them and with the editor. The au-
thors belong to different political parties. Most of them
are socialists, but some are not. Most of them are Marxists,
but some—including Catholics, independent liberals, and
non-Marxist labor party members—are not. N0 one whose
contribution is published here can be held responsible for
the views expressed by any other author or by the editor.

As Humanists, all of the contributors have a common
concern with man and the full unfolding of his potenti-
alities, and a critical attitude toward political reality, espe-
cially toward ideologies. This latter is of the utmost impor-
tance. Today, more than ever, we find concepts like
freedom, socialism, hurfianisui,“and,_Q_o_>gl:u§d an alien-
“ted, P.P1£<il§YlYlé515§i?=5T@Y;.maai11§§s.9fiii>..9§¢§lI1¢m-
\/Vhat is real nfifiéiii is the word, thesound, not a genuine
experience’ofTyvh:a_t_thle_i'yvord supposedto in_d_.icate. The
contributofsnare concemed with the reality of human ex-

, __... ..._.,,,_ ,_, \___,..-._._.~ .__ _.~---»--i_t_,_,_ ____i___i.._..___,i __.__..._i_
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istence, and hence are critical of ideology; they constantly
question whether an idea expresses the reality or hides it.

There is one other factor common to all the contribu-
tors: their conviction that the most urgent task for man-
kind today is the establishment of peace. No one repre-
sented in this volume in any way supports the cold war.

Inevitably there are omissions, which the editor regrets.
Most of the authors are either European or North Ameri-
can, even though Asia, Africa, and Australia are repre-
sented. There is also a rather one-sided emphasis on the
philosophical aspect of socialist Humanism as compared to
the practical and empirical problems of Humanist social-
ist organization, which are dealt with only in the last chap-
ter, On the Practice of Socialist Humanism. Indeed, a great
number of important problems of socialist organization are
not only not represented here, but have been little dis-
cussed in socialist literature in general. (Such problems
are, for instance, the distinction between real human needs
and artificially produced needs, the possibility of a revival
of handicrafts as a luxury industry, new forms of demo-
cratic participation based on small face-to—face groups,
etc.)

To sum up: it is perhaps no exaggeration to say that
never in the past hundred years have there been such
widespread and intensive studies of the problem of Hu-
manist socialism as today. To demonstrate this phenome-
non and show some of the results of these studies are the
purposes of this volume. In_ this concern for man and op-
position to dehurnanization we {deep ‘saisé of soli-
darity with all ‘Humanists, many of whom do not share all
of our views, but all of whom share our concern for the full
development of man. __ if

I wish to thank all those who have helped me in my
editorial task. I have often tumed to Thomas B. Bot-
tomore of the London School of Economics and Gajo
Petrovié of the University of Zagreb for advice, and they
have always been most generous in their response. I
am grateful to the contributors for responding so co-
operatively to my suggestions about space and organiza-



Erich Fromm

lion, and to the translators for taking on the difficult job
of putting complicated manuscripts in French, German,
llalian, Polish, and Serbo-Croat into English. Finally my
sincere thanks to Anne Freedgood of Doubleday for her
ovcr-present interest in this book and for her extraordinary
ollort in preparing the manuscript.

Erich Fromm





I. ON HUMANISM

Veljko Koraé

IN SEARCH OF HUMAN SOCIETY

VFZLJKO Koimé is professor of philosophy at the Univer-
sity of Belgrade, where he received his Ph.D. after study-
ing in Zagreb and Prague from 1933 to 1938. During
World War II he fought with the Yugoslav partisans.
I-le did research in the United States during 1962-63 un-
clcr the auspices of the Ford Foundation. Primarily in-
tcrested in the history of modern philosophy, philosophi-
cal anthropology, and sociology, he is the author of
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, Hegel’s Foundation of
the History of Philosophy, Personality in Socialism,
Ilia? and Contemporary Sociology, and many other
boo s.

Ono of the most often repeated objections to Marx's so-
r-ialism is the allegation that it is untenable from the hu-
manist standpoint, reducing man and society to strictly
material factors and degrading spiritual values, which are
the essence of humanity, to a mere epiphenomenon of
material life. Marx's socialism is said to lack human con-
lont, to have as its ideal not homo sapiens but homo faber.
Those supposed shortcomings of Marx’s socialism are at-
trihuted to Marx's materialism, the ultimate aim being to
(lcvalue and discredit both.

One of the most characteristic examples of such criti-
cism is that of the German philosopher Max Scheler. In
Man’s Place in the Cosmos he goes so far as to identify
Marx's conception of man and society with that of the
vulgar materialist Karl Vogt. Scheler represents Marx as
maintaining that “man does not create history but is in-
stead himself formed by history under differing conditions,
particularly by economic history and economic structure.”
According to Scheler, Marx considers man the product of
economic conditions and believes that spiritual creativity
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-—as expressed through art, science, philosophy, law, etc.-
is without its own immanent logic and continuity, since any
such continuity or true causality is completely supplanted
by economic forms.

Being neither new nor original, Scheler's criticisms of
Marx's concepts would not merit attention were Scheler
not considered the founder of contemporary philosophical
anthropology, i.e., that philosophical science which investi-
gates the frmdamental explanation of human beings as a
special dimension of reality. When such a philosopher
makes no distinction between Marx’s materialism and that
of Karl Vogt, it becomes worth while to ascertain just
what it was in Marx’s works that Scheler failed to grasp.

In Marx’s Theses on Feuerhach, the third thesis reads
as follows:

The materialistic doctrine that men are the
products of circumstances and education, and that
changed men are therefore the products of other cir-
cumstances and a changed education, forgets that
circumstances are changed by men, and that the
educator must himself be educated. Consequently
materialism necessarily leads to a division of society
into two parts, of which one is elevated above society
(e.g., in Robert Owen). The coincidence of the trans-
formation of circumstances and of human activity can
be conceived and rationally understood only as revo-
lutionizing practice (Praxis) .

It is difficult to believe that Scheler was unacquainted
with this text, although experience does show that the
heaviest and most reckless criticism of Marx was leveled by
those of his opponents who were totally unfamiliar with
his writings. But if one assumes that Scheler had in fact
read Marx, including the Theses on Feuerbach, one must
conclude that he, like many others, failed entirely to grasp
the critical exception which Marx as a materialist took to
the one-sidedness and narrowness of traditional material-
ism. Contrary to the image Scheler and many others wish
to project, Marx’s writings clearly indicated the degree to
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which he emphasized that human history is in fact man’s
own creation. Does not Marx refer in the first volume of
t .'apilt1l to Gianbattista Vico, who wrote that the essential
rlillorence between the history of humanity and natural
history consists in the fact that the former is the work of
man and the latter not? But Marx does not put man above
and beyond history in the role of an all-powerful creator
with divine qualities; rather he examines man in history
itself and asserts that “the whole of what is called World
history is nothing but the creation of man by human la-
bor." Thus, man is not the work of “higher” powers (no
matter how such powers might be conceived), nor is his
being determined once and for all. Creating history he
creates himself, creating himself he creates history. The
sccret of this creation is human labor, which is human
only in so far as it purposefully directs natural forces to act
in man’s interest. In this way man elevates himself above
natural necessity as a particular dimension of reality.

Those who suggest that Marx comprehended and ex-
plained man simply as the result of material circum-
stances either do not, or will not, understand the meaning
of Marx's fundamental attitude: the root of man is man
Iiiznsclf. This attitude, which is basic to Marx's conception
of man, shows clearly wherein Marx's materialism differs
from traditional materialism. It is this view that entitles
Marx to assume the most prominent place among the
founders of contemporary philosophical anthropology and
sociology, and that is the refutation of Scheler’s attempt to
represent Marx's definition of man as the simple and acci-
dental product of material conditions and circumstances.
Marx seeks the root of man neither in nature abstractly
conceived, nor in the abstractly conceived totality of so-
ciety; he seeks the root of man in human praxis, which is
human only to the extent that human labor difiers from
the labor of every other living creature (that is, to the ex-
lent that the worst of human architects is superior to the
best of bees, even though in the construction of its honey-
comb the bee puts many an architect to shame).

There is no mystery in the assertion that man’s nature
or essence differs from the nature and essence of other



4 ON HUMANISM

living creatures and that the root of man is man. This only
points out the need to regard the purposefulness of hu-
man activity as the point of departure for any investigation
of man and all kinds of human activity. Purposefulness is
that essential feature of the human spirit which enables
man to appropriate nature, or, as Marx put it, to humanize
nature. While all other creatures, however intelligent, can
act only within the limitations of their species, always re-
maining more or less subject to direct natural necessity,
man is capable of freeing himself from that necessity and
of assuming the characteristics of other species. Thus only
man can universally appropriate nature's scattered poten-
tial for his own pmposes and so become a universal species
reproducing the whole of nature while other creatures re-
produce only themselves. While other creatures are always
bound by direct necessity, man can be freed of it. There,
and only there, does man labor as man.

Thus, when Max Scheler says that man's peculiarity lies
in the fact that he can say “no” even to his own vital needs,
that he can be a “principled ascetic of life,” he is actually
repeating, in a much narrower context and unwittingly,
what Marx had already stated much earlier and more pro-
foundly. Whether man’s origin is explained by God’s grace
or as an accidental result of natural forces, history shows
that he structures his own existence by the rational mas-
tery of “higher” powers, the rational overcoming of im-
mediate natural necessity. O-f course, in investigating man,
we must clarify all the factors and components of his hu-
man existence, and explain everything he creates while
creating himself as man; but the fact of his being human
remains problematic until we explain the purposefulness
of his praxis or the root of what is specifically human
“nature.”

Many interpreters of Marx’s ideas, whether they con-
sidered themselves his followers or his opponents, made no
attempt to grasp the theoretical possibilities of his explana-
tion of man's generic essence for sociology, the social
sciences in general, and for socialism. Moreover, some
who wished to represent themselves as the most con-
sistent, or even as the only true followers of Marx's thought
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declared that one cannot, in the spirit of Marx's philoso-
phy, speak of man as man, of man in general, or of human
nature or human essence, but only of man as belonging to
a particular social-economic formation, a particular class,
etc. The proportions such one-sidedness has assumed are
demonstrated by a fair share of contemporary Marxist
literature.

However, familiarity with Marx's thought gained from
his own works, and not via Stalin's writings or Stalinistic
ideas, makes it a simple matter to establish beyond dis-
pule that from his youth to the very end of his life Marx
thought and wrote about man as man, and labored to give
the fullest possible definition to human essence. He could
not have done otherwise, because to him the question of
man was essential, the more so since he was not satisfied
with existing definitions. He was the first to realize that, in
order to explain society, man as the starting point must first
be clearly defined. Those who have not seriously studied
Marx’s writings believe that after his earlier work he
abandoned the discussion of man as man. But this is not
true of Marx's work taken as a whole.

In the first volume of Capital he expressly points out that
in capitalistic society “the general and the banker have a
large role but man as man has only a very wretched role.”
The human element in man is thus foreign to capitalism.
lu criticizing Bentham and calling him to account for
spiritlessly repeating what Helvétius and other French
philosophers of the eighteenth century had said with wit,
especially in describing their concept of man, he writes:

To know what is useful for a dog, one must study dog
nature. This nature is not to be deduced from the
“principle of utility.” When the same principle is ap-
plied to man, i.e., when we wish to evaluate all hu-
man activity, relationships, etc., the first thing in ques-
tion is human nature in general, and second that
which changes with each historical epoch. Bentham
is not at all concerned with this. Naively and coldly
he is content to take the modern English philistine as
representative of the type of normal man.
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Far from neglecting the question of human nature in
general, Marx criticized those who did not consider it. He
also took exception to the definition of man as a being for-
ever the same as he appears at one point in history or in a
given system. The objection of mutatis mutandis has a
bearing on those socialistic theories Marx discussed criti-
cally because, presupposing man forever fixed and isolated,
these theories proposed an ideal society that would, in the
opinion of their expounders, best correspond to man so
determined. Marx, however, considered that man had the
potential to achieve self-realization through the process of
self-creation. Where other socialistic theories failed to
examine the causes underlying man’s alienation from man
and from human society, Marx’s theory, based on a new
concept of man, proposed to investigate the phenomenon
of contemporary class society as the basic condition of
praxis.

Establishing through critical analysis man's alienation
from man, from the product of his labor, even from his
own human activity, Marx raised the question of abolishing
all these forms of dehumanization, and the possibility of
restoring human society. This is his basic problem. As
critics of the existing society, other socialists also knew that
the society of private property was nothing more than a
society of merciless exploitation, dehumanization, and the
deformation of man, but they never analyzed deeply the
reasons for such a state of affairs. They believed that so-
ciety could be transformed by an ideal plan of a more
perfect form of social relationships which would be
realized by the triumph of reason as soon as people com-
prehended what such a plan held out to them. The real
liberating forces within society remained unknown to
them, as did the real methods for overcoming existing de-
humanization and inhumanity. For this reason all attempts
to realize such projects very soon came to nothing.

Nevertheless, the idea of socialism was not compro-
mised. Marx was completely aware of this when he con-
fronted various eommunistic and socialistic doctrines. He
criticized them from first to last, even rejecting some for
their egalitarian dogmatism, illusionism, and other biases.
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I-In-.ry notion of egalitarianism projected in advance he re-
gm-dcd as dogmatism. In place of this he chose consistent
wilicism of the inhumanity in existing society. Searching
lm‘ lhe root of the basic contradictions in that society, he
vzllnc to the phenomenon of the irreconcilable opposition
nl capital and labor. Faced with this, he began to seek the
vxplanation of man’s generic essence, which he found in
llic purposefulness of human labor. “In speaking of labor
mic deals directly with man himself,” he observed, adding
llmt “this new formulation of the problem already contains
ils solution.” He wanted to discover why Work wrought
marvels for the wealthy but brought poverty and
wretchedness to the laborer. What was the conn-adiction
in work itself? If by his own labor man creates himself,
why then is his own work something foreign, a hardship
instead of a satisfaction? Why is man alienated from man
and from his own humanity?

That all these questions necessarily followed from Marx's
concept of man is more than obvious, and the answers he
gave had a decisive meaning for his entire theory and the
practice of it—for it was from these answers that he de-
rived his socialist theory. Their essential content is that
man creating himself through the social-historical process
becomes only potentially more htunan because his way of
life under the prevailing conditions of division of labor and
class antagonism permits his humanity to manifest and con-
firm itself only partially. Increasing his power over nature,
man develops the dimension of his species-being, but re-
mains powerless to direct his social existence because his
own being remains alien and unknown. In the society of
private property and exploitation, universal alienation man-
ifests itself as the alienation of those potentialities that
raise man above all other living creatures. Even the ad-
vances of science and technology become instruments of
inhumanity. That is why the problem of abolishing aliena-
tion and insuring free development presents itself as the
problem of social freedom.

Ascertaining that all forms of alienation are a conse-
quence of the alienation of man's working activity and, that
private property as “the sensuous material expression of
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estranged man’s life gave rise to the stupid habit of re-
garding an object one's own only upon physical possession
of it,” Marx concluded that without complete and true
emancipation of labor, people could not become human
and society could not become human society. The abolition
of private property and exploitation are only the first steps
in that direction; the humanization of labor is the first im-
mediate task of socialist practice. But to accomplish this
it is necessary to know just which social forces can ac-
complish it. Starting with the fact of alienation, Marx
showed that total estrangement and dehumanization (in
his words “the complete loss of man") has become uni-
versal in modern society, causing universal suffering.
Marx’s aim was true man-living under emancipated con-
ditions of labor and not disintegrated by the division of
labor. His vision of humanity’s future was founded on the
assumption that such a man was not only possible, but the
necessary result of social development and essential to the
existence of a truly human society. It was in this spirit that
he wrote that "the standpoint of the old materialism is
‘bourgeois society’; the standpoint of the new materialism
is human or socialized humanity.”

Socialism is therefore not Marx’s ultimate aim but an
approximation. His ultimate aim is human society; society
in which dehumanization ceases, human labor is truly
emancipated, and man has all the conditions necessary to
his development and self-aflirmation. Marx does not pro-
pose an ideal society in which the freedom of the individ-
ual is automatically achieved. This he knows to be a de-
lusion, for free society remains an abstraction if every
member of that society is not free as an individual. There-
fore he makes explicit that a new, human society can be
only an association of men where the freedom of each
individual becomes the condition for the freedom of all.

Freedom of human personality, for Marx, is not an
empty abstraction, nor is it merely a youthful dream as
his conservative detractors would like to maintain. In
Capital he says clearly that freedom in social relations lies
with freely associated men, associated producers, ration-
ally regulating their exchange of matter with nature,
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In-inging it under social control so as to effect the exchange
with as little expenditure of energy as possible and rmder
t'on(lil1i0nS most worthy of their human nature. Only thus
can alienated labor, which irnpoverishes, deforms, and robs
the worker of his humanity, come to an end. Hence when
Marx speaks of the absolute impoverishment of the worker
in capitalism and declares that the accumulation of capital
is equaled by the accumulation of misery, he is thinking of
the worker's inhuman life in all its aspects, not just of his
ucotlomic poverty. This is what he has in mind when he
writes that the accumulation of “drudgery, slavery,
snvagery, and moral decline are the lot of the very class
which creates its own product in the form of capital."

Truly emancipated labor will provide the conditions
for free social life because only then will work become
production, i.e., a creative activity which transfonns the
individual into a personality. Marx saw the development
of society as the development of each individual, hence
the ultimate aim of society's development became the
complete and true freedom of the personality, which is the
essential condition of freedom for all.

The socialist and humanist theories with which Marx
had occasion to deal gave very little attention to this prob-
lem; moreover, the majority of them postulated ideal so-
cialism or communism in such a way as to eliminate free-
dom of the personality.

Marx was an energetic opponent and critic of all such
forms of socialism and communism, as his attitude toward
Cabet and Weitling well illustrates. Describing their sys-
tem of ideal society as “primitive” or “crude” commu-
nism, Marx noted:

This communism, which negates the personality of
man in every sphere, is only the logical expression of
private property, which is this negation. Universal
envy setting itself up as a power is only a camouflaged
form of cupidity which re-establishes itself and satis-
fies itself in a different way. The thoughts of every
individual with private property are at least directed
against any wealthier private property, in the fonn of
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envy and the desire to reduce everything to a com-
mon level; so that this envy and leveling in fact con-
stitute the essence of competition. Crude communism
is only the culmination of such envy and leveling-
down on the basis of a preconceived minimum. How
little this abolition of private property represents a
genuine appropriation is shown by the abstract nega-
tion of the whole world of culture and civilization,
and the regression to the unnatural simplicity of the
poor and wantless individual who has not only not
surpassed private property but has not yet even at-
tained it.1

Marx's socialism was thoroughly opposed to every fonn
of unnatural simplicity, and to the leveling and complete
loss of the individual in the impersonal and nameless col-
lective. Instead he proposed the free and universal de-
velopment of the individual as the underlying condition
of freedom for all. Such an association of people calls first
of all for the abolition of classes, but not in the sense of
primitive egalitarianism as in Campanella's Civitas Solis;
rather, as Friedrich Engels stresses, “the abolition of social
classes presupposes a level of production at which the
appropriation of the products and means of production,
and with them political power, monopoly of education and
spiritual guidance, by a special social class will be not only
superfluous but a hindrance to economic, political, and
intellectual progress.” This is why Marx expected that
the socialist revolution would begin in the most developed
countries of the capitalist world.

However, contemporary history shows that socialist rev-
olutions have not taken place in industrially developed
countries but in those barely on the verge of industrial
revolution; also that contemporary socialist practice often
contains obvious digressions from some of Marx’s basic prin-
ciples of socialist theory. Furthermore, certain socialist de-
velopments that have occurred would be extremely difii-
cult to reconcile with any, let alone Marx’s, socialism. This,
of course, is seized upon as an argument against socialism
in general, and especially against Marx's socialism.
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'|'he dialectical philosophy on which Marx based his

snrltlllst theory cannot ignore these divergences, just as
nhiections to his socialism cannot remain ignored. Critical
uml revolutionary, Marx’s philosophy states that a theory
t'tI|IIt‘S to life in a people only to the extent to which it is a
u-:|li7.t1liOn of that people’s needs.

'l'he question thus arises as to what and how great is
llnv nccd for socialism in an underdeveloped country which
linds itself on the threshold of industrial revolution. What
are the primary needs of such countries? Whether they
mlll themselves socialist or capitalist, there is no doubt that
their primary needs are bound up with the development
of material production. For this reason the problems of
industrialization outweigh all others, even human relation-
ships. Belief in a better life, which has arisen in all parts
of the world after victorious socialist revolutions, is a
powerful stimulus to action and becomes a potent element
in social practice, accelerating social development. But
with limited possibilities of realization that belief must of
necessity remain restricted to ideologies of human happi-
ness. So it has been in the past and so it is today. For a
poor society, as for a poor man, the primary consideration
is the satisfaction of elementary needs and the experience
of elementary material enjoyment. Since the contemporary
socialist and communist ideal of social order (as formu-
lated by Marx and Engels on the basis of their critical
analysis of existing society) presupposes a high level of
development of productive forces, the potential danger of
considering socialism in a purely economic sense as the
only and ultimate aim of social progress is constantly
present.

The often observed tendency in socialist countries to
take technical advance and growth in productive forces
(in themselves not an earmark of socialism, because they
are just as important a feature of capitalism) as the index
for the degree of socialism and social progress attained
bears ample witness to this danger, especially as, at the
same time, the progress of humanity and personal rights
remain secondary. The less developed a country is, the
greater its tendency toward primitive egalitarianism and
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the suppression of personal freedom. It has even come to
the point where, in some countries, the ideal of socialism
has taken shape in precisely the aspect that Marx most
energetically criticized as the “regression to unnatural
simplicity of the poor and wantless individual” and as “uni-
versal envy” (China). The wish to accelerate material
technical achievement results in deliberate human sacri-
fice, and the attempt to justify such sacrifice by historical
necessity. To make the justification convincing, fictitious
history is substituted for the real. The present is sacrificed
in the name of a bright future; living people are the victims
to posterity’s happiness—just as Christian ideologists
promised the kingdom of heaven in reward for worldly
suffering. Remote fictitious goals, which are favored over
immediate objectives, are presented as absolute ideals for
which it is necessary to sacrifice everything. Thus historical
optimism, which motivated and still motivates people to
strive for a better future, is reduced to a common instru-
ment of current politics and loses all connection with so-
cialist ideals.

There are more than enough examples to show how
man becomes, in the name of socialism, a mere instru-
ment for certain fixed aims Without regard for objective
reality. Man's and humanity’s advancement become an ad-
junct of the advancement of an entity which stands above
man, and which can be “society,” “the state,” “technology,”
etc. In any case, individual man is increasingly deprived
of his personality while mankind as a “greater” goal of
history is increasingly emphasized.

All this finds its expression in various sorts of ideological
instrumentalism and conformism, in philosophy, science,
art, literature—every variety of spiritual activity. Spiri-
tual creativity is converted into an instrument of ideology
and politics to become submerged by those elements of
contemporary behavior that have come to be one of the
essential marks of present-day bureaucratism, institution-
alism, and totalitarianism. The high ethical standards of
socialism are misapplied for entirely profane purposes,
most often for those purposes that correspond to the in-
terests of the bureaucracy, which thinks only of itself and
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Identifies that self with society and socialism, speaking of
nu ideal future while enjoying today’s pleasures and con-
sidering itself the single interpreter of historical laws.

The proportions reached by this tendency were demon-
slralcd by Stalinist practice, which, of course, did not
ccase at the moment when Stalin’s embalmed body was
rcmoved from Lenin’s mausoleum on Red Square. The
situation in contemporary China is the best evidence of
lhc tendency toward the revival of Stalinist statism and its
transformation into a specific model of primitive and poor
cgalitarianism. It is this model that wants to impose itself
rullllcssly on contemporary mankind as the ideal of social-
ism—which means that Stalinistic practice wants to im-
pose itself from an even lower level than it used to occupy,
n level that really has nothing in common with Marx’s
idcas of human society. In Stalinist practice, faith in so-
cialism was transformed into one of the main levers of
despotic arbitrariness which, in the name of certain
";_'_rcater” future goals, and the “future happiness of hu-
manity,” became antihuman and anticritical in the highest
dcgree, until it finally turned into ruthless state idolatry.

ideologists of bureaucratic-state tendencies have illus-
trated their departure from Marx’s socialist theory on
numerous occasions. An outstanding example of this is the
following explanation of freedom of the personality in
socialism:

The personality in socialism is free by virtue of the
fact that all the people are free. Under the condi-
tions of socialistic collectivism and socialistic democ-
racy the freedom of one member of the society does
not and cannot threaten the freedom of another?

Thus, the relationship between the personality and so-
ciety is posed in such a way as absolutely to submerge the
personality in the society, or in “the people,” and this is
l>r0ugl‘lt about in the name of “higher” interests which are
also termed collective interests. The fact that this “collec-
tive” interest ceases to be collective as soon as the indi-
vidual or personal interest is excluded from it is forgotten.
llut this is the method whereby bureaucracy represents its
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own interests. It is more than apparent that, with a person-
ality so described, nothing is left of Marx’s association of
men in which the freedom of each individual is the con-
dition of the freedom for all. It is obvious then that prac-
tice has indeed become far separated from Marx’s socialist
theory, because his case is clear enough: where there is no
freedom of the personality, there is not and cannot be any
freedom for “the people.”

Critics and opponents of Marx’s socialism would like to
use just such practice as an argument against Marx's so-
cialism, precisely as they would utilize the materialism of
Karl Vogt as argument against Marx's materialism. They
forget that this practice has abandoned Marx and set up
its own ideology, which has nothing in common with
Marx's ideas, regardless of what is attributed to him. If, in
the countries that experienced socialist revolutions before
they had had industrial revolutions, all kinds of distortions
of socialist ideas appeared, this still does not speak against
either the principles of Marx's socialism, or the possibility
of realizing these principles under more developed or dif-
ferent conditions, and with different methods. The contra-
dictions in contemporary trends to socialism appear mostly
because some socialist practice wants to impose itself as
the only possible model of socialism.

Tendencies to ignore or to conceal these contradictions
are contrary to Marx's dialectic principles, which attempt
to expose and resolve them—their creative st:t'ength lies in
precisely this attempt. Therefore Marx’s philosophy carmot
be reconciled with bureaucratic decrees which announce
that socialism or communism in a certain country is al-
ready an accomplished fact. On the contrary, what is
necessary, according to Marx, is unconditional and uncom-
promising criticism of “everything existing.” Only to the
extent that such criticism exists can the principles of
Marx’s socialism be verified and aflirmed. That is why such
criticism increasingly assmnes the characteristics of a hu-
manist revolt against bureaucratic-technocratic pragmatism
and against all forms of dehumanization and alienation-
whatever the society to which it is applied.

Returning to Marx in the original and to the search for
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thc anthropological and humanist principles of his social-
I-.m is not, therefore, an escape into the outlived past.
ltnther, it is the affirmation of the concept that, in socialism
In-aring Marx's name, man as man can never be sacrificed
lo the alleged “higher” interests of the future, but always
|c||::ll|lS the ultimate aim of today’s tendencies toward
hmnrm society, both theoretically and in practice. That is
\vl|_v interest in Marx’s ideas is more alive today than it has
lIl‘t'II at any previous time.

Translated by Jan Dekker

' Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, trans. T. B. Bot-
ll-more, in Erich Fromm, Marx's Concept of Man (New York:
l"|cdcrick Ungar Publishing Co., 1961), p. 125.

'-"l'he Soviet review Voprosi Filosofii, No. 9, 1958.



Ivan Svitzik

THE SOURCES OF SOCIALIST HUMANISM

Ivxrr Svrréx was bom in 1925 in Hranice, Czechoslo-
vakia. He graduated from secondary school in Pra e
and was put on a forced labor s uad in an iron foundgry.
After the war, he was politicall active in the Social
Democratic student movement while he was earning his
Doctor of Law degree at Charles University in Prague
and his Doctor of Political Science degree at the Uni-
versity of Political Sciences. After graduation he lectured
in the histor of philosophy at the University‘ (1950-54),
wrote a textbook on the history of hilosop y, and com-
piled a philoso hical reader. He also wrote three books
aimed at populparizing atheism, Contemporary Problems
of Atheism, The Marxist Classics on Problems of Reli-
gion, and How to Overcome Reli ion. He was a mem-
ber of the stafi of the Philosopfiical Institute of the
Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences in Prague, has
worked in radio and television and with various experi-
mental drama companies, done translations of such au-
thors as Marx, Sche er, Diderot, and Camus, and Written
many articles.

“VVhere have we come from? ‘Who are we? Where are
we going?” These three simple questions were the title of
a painting by an artist who, at the close of the last cen-
tury, left Europe—not because he preferred the empty idyll
of the Tahitian islands, but because he wanted to seek the
attitudes of life that, by the primitiveness of the questions
they posed, could give rise to endless paraphrases of the
key problem of the meaning of life. Thus the artist Paul
Gauguin, with no philosophical, religious, or scientific am-
bitions, expressed the very questions that may be con-
sidered the main problem of all the religions of the world
and the basic concept of all past philosophies of man, as
well as the central content of every humanism.
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Who is man? The answer to Cauguirfs simple question
is very diflicult and at the same time very important. The
most general instruments of human thinking, i.e., cate-
gories, cannot really be scientifically defined, precisely be-
cause they are categories, or very general notions. They
are so basic and fundamental that they are subordinate
only to the concept of being, so that a true definition could
state only that categories exist. That in itself would have no
meaning, and as a definition it would be absurd. The same
can be said of man, not only because he is the category of
all categories, but because he himself is their creator. He is
on both ends of the definition at the same time: he is both
rlefiniens and definiendum. If we nevertheless wish to de-
fine man, the best way to do so is by his history. Man is a
history of his own definitions, the determination of him-
self. So far, the number of definitions that have been put
forward throughout the history and the development of
man's understanding of himself are, to a certain extent, in
accord with the history of social formations. The image
man has created of himself has varied, because man has
reflected the world and himself in the world in various
ways, depending upon the social relationships he has
had. Although biologically homo sapiens has remained
lho same, his consciousness of himself and his self-
understanding have changed with his changing social or-
ganization. Man's monumental self-portraits, and his
understanding of the historical process of his own develop-
ment of thinking, are still, to a certain extent, the live
nucleus of mass ideologies and the basic concept which
unimates both such ideologies and the arts, religion, and
philosophy. Homo peccator, the essential concept of Chris-
lianity; homo faker, the center of liberal doctrine; and the
Socialist vision of nonalienated, total man—these are
various answers to the ancient question of human meaning.

A knowledge of the various answers to the question of
man—-those currently given by the East and the West, as
wt-ll as the traditional Christian, liberal, and socialist an-
swers-—is a prerequisite of mutual understanding. In the
dialogue of ideologies, where reproaches for the absence
ul humanism are often heard, it is important to remember
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that Marxism stems from the same classical sources of
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century European hmnanism
as non-Marxist and nonsocialist traditions. An understand-
ing of this common source and link between different hu-
manist ideologies—an understanding of man as the central
value of history—has become more important today than
the study of the difierences among the various types of
humanism.

Socialist humanism did not develop by the blind mech-
anism of economic history, but by solving the “eternal”
questions of man and his significance i11 the universe. In
spite of the fact that man’s development may seem pre-
ordained by the solution of the social problems of indus-
trial society, this is in fact an illusion. Reducing the socialist
movement and its concept of man to the realization of
social reform and revolution means passing over a.n impor-
tant dimension of socialism—its humanistic aim. The birth
of socialist thought was the result of the development of
European humanism, a tradition that has its deepest
roots in ancient Greece, the Renaissance, and the
Enlightenment.

The Prologue to Mai-xist Humanism

For many centuries of the Christian era the concept of
man was dominated by the idea of the dualism of body
and soul. Anthropology was a theological discipline pri-
marily concerned with the relationship of man to God,
although the amount of lcnowledge about the soul was far
less than the available knowledge about the human body.
Then, in the nineteenth century, came Ludwig Feuerbach.
Preserving the secular concept of the Renaissance and the
Enlightenment, Feuerbach reversed the theological point
of view and proclaimed that man was God, thus becoming
one of the discoverers of modern man.

Feuerbach's anthropology, a universal science of man,
was the peak of pre-Marxist humanism. It represents an
historical development where philosophical knowledge ar-
rived at a formulation of the scope and aim of the study of
the human race-a theory of man. Feuerbach’s materialistic
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concept was in sharp contradiction to the spiritualistic
tfhristian concept, because its point of departure was not
an abstract notion of man, but concrete man. Speculative
philosophy put the essence of man outside himself; Hegel's
system even placed thinking outside man, and made it a
special nonhuman substance. Against this philosophy,
which alienates man from his essence, Feuerbach saw man
as a sensual being and sketched a grandiose concept of a
dialectical triad in which primitive man, living in harmony
with his natural essence, goes through religious alienation
and becomes a victi.m of his own projection until the
necessity to return to himself brings his reintegration.

ln Feuerbach’s case, philosophical humanism did not
make speculation its basis—as it had during most of its
his-tory—but rather a union with the knowledge acquired
hy the natural sciences. Man, said Feuerbach, should be
understood as an entity, not as a thinking ego; he should
hccome a personalized, practical, active agent. Where pre-
vious systems had always fused the ego with some act of
intellectual consciousness, Feuerbach liberated concrete
man in all his reality, not only in his thinking. And in this
"rcal humanism” lay the basic theoretical position of later
Marxism and socialism.

In Feuerbach's system elements of “vulgar” material-
ism blend with a deep philosophical understanding of man;
n vague anticipation of socialism as human solidarity is
joined with the utopian solution of the renaissance of man
through love; a mystic relationship between the man-Cod
and his fellow men is linked with an objective, realistic
understanding of the importance of concrete human re-
lationships. The indistinct vision of love and the commun-
ion of human hearts is the starting point of a road leading
to a scientific understanding of man. The conclusion of
l"cuerbach's Principles of the Philosophy of the Future
proclaims the necessity of abandoning speculation com-
pletely, and this is the beginning of the future humanism
of Karl Marx. The whole of man—the total thinking, feel-
ing, loving man-becomes the subject of the new philoso-
phy and of atheistic, humanistic anthropology.

Feuerbach’s concept broke through not only Hegelian
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but all other abstractions, and its importance is multiplied
when we realize that in Feuerbach love is a transformed
Christian love of one's neighbor. For Feuerbach love is
not only sensual bliss but also the very definition of man's
social belonging, an expression of his substance, of his
unity with other men. Love is human naturalness, an affir-
mation of man's humanness. Feuerbach's man always exists
in a dialectical unity of “I and Thou," or, to be more exact,
man himself is “I and Thou.” Man is defined as a relation-
ship. For the first time in the history of philosophical an-
thropology man is recognized as a constantly changing
relationship. I is firmly anchored in Thou. The concrete
human relations that Feuerbach's philosophy introduced
to us are not as fruitful as Marx's later concept of man as
the whole sum of social relations. But they nevertheless lay
the foundation for this concept.

Feuerbach transformed love into a concrete human
category, and made it an important aspect of his total
man. But, despite his efforts toward a concrete concept, he
remained the prisoner of an abstract cult of man, unable to
explain him in all his social aspects. In the narrow concept
of I and Thou, he understood man quite concretely in the
field of sexual and family relations. However, this was the
only truly concrete aspect he was able to capture. Man
as a whole remained a kind of vague, deified man-Cod.
And when the historical process, striving toward a socialist
society, replaced the utopian way of achieving love among
people, Feuerbach’s theories gave way to the revolution-
ary practice of the people themselves. The theoretical
expression of this further phase of humanism was an his-
torical, materialistic, and dialectical understanding of man
and his role in the transformation of the world.

Fundamentals of Marxist Humanism

This new kind of humanism was formulated for the first
time in Paris, in the spring of 1844, by a twenty-six-year-
old immigrant from Germany named Karl Marx. His un-
finished manuscript had one of the most dramatic fates of
any book. Even today any reference to Marx's Economic
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and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 arouses the interest
oi both orthodox and unorthodox Marxists. The gist of this
work can be expressed as follows: Communism without
humanism is no communism and humanism without com-
munism cannot be humanism. From the maze of the
Hegelian and Feuerbachian prose in which Marx then
wrote, at least three important concepts of man emerge,
which form the basis of Marxian humanism. Together they
comprise an historical triad of the human race's dramatic
process of development, from the state of a natural entity
through its social development to its own freedom; from
tho alienation of its humane basis through the overcoming
oi alienation to the goal of history—communism; from na-
lure through inhumaneness to humaneness. The grand
contours of the picture Marx painted of man’s self-
understanding and self-realization rise above anything that
the theories of the Enlightenment created, either in its
l~'rcnch mechanistic-materialistic branch, or in its German,
Hegelian idealistic branch. Marx transcends the limits of
hourgeois society within which even the most radical
hourgeois democratic ideology had until then remained.
The concept of man as a separate individual was
surpassed.

To give a complete picture of Marx’s understanding of
anthropology, one must refer to his later works. Limiting
the Marxist philosophy of man to the works of the young
Marx would misrepresent Marx's humanism. Since Land-
shut has tried to introduce ethics into anthropology, anti-
Marxist critics have “theologized” Marx's concept of man.
'l'hcy have misinterpreted the meaning of man's path
from primeval freedom through alienation to future free-
dom as the fall of man, his penitence, and salvation. But
any interpretation of Marx which is not in accord with
the spirit of contemporary science is not correct, whether
it be an ideological concept of ethical socialism, theology,
rovisionism, or orthodox dogmatism. And, at the same time,
any concept that would exclude from communism the hu-
manistic basis of the young Marx, be it in favor of the
mechanics of economic forces, the class struggle, the in-
tcrest of the ruling class, or power of the contemporary
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state, is an ant-ihtunanist and anti-Marxist concept, re-
gardless of the phraseology used.

Marx’s picture of man, compared to earlier philosophical
ideas, differs qualitatively, especially in the concept of man
as an active subject, his own creator, who struggles with
forms of alienation, and consummates himself. This radical
change must be stressed, without denying that the existen-
tialist branch of philosophical thinking has formed yet
another concept of man. Marx's dialectical anthropology
is not final, because knowledge, which becomes part
of science, is subject to the criticism of time, and because
the further development of science transcends it. The
works of Marx are thus not the end of the history of an-
thropology and humanism, but a turning point, after which
anthropological typology continues. The most important
mark of dialectical anthropology is the constant broaden-
ing of the concept of man, as the model becomes more
and more complicated. The cycle of change in the con-
cept of man that has taken place in philosophy during the
last six thousand years continues as an exponential curve
beyond Marx himself. One can picture the growth of
scientific knowledge about man as a quickly rising curve,
climbing to the open future, like man himself.

Marx's concept of humanism brought a basic change into
the history of humanism, since it was more than the mere
metaphysical speculation of the German philosophy of the
time. It transcended older philosophies and formed an anti-
illusionist, anti-ideological social and historical basis for
scientific anthropology. Among other things, it brought to
a close the philosophy of man by laying the basis for a
science of man.

Marx formulated the prerequisites of humanism,
founded on a scientific anthropology. One hundred years
after Marx, there are, of course, a number of specific
branches of science which either did not exist in the second
half of the last century or were of negligible importance.
Scientific anthropology and humanism have a new empir-
ical basis, although the ideas and concepts of Marx’s
theory have not lost their validity. As the discoverer of the
real mechanism of human alienation, Marx is basically in
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accord with contemporary science—with the understand-
iug of man as a process, an open system, a flowing equi-
lihrium. Modem science is filling in the contours of man
sketched by the young and versatile genius with dialecti-
cal concreteness during a Paris spring. Marxist philosophy
is an organic product of European culture and of a Euro-
pcun, that is to say, classical and humanist concept of man.
If Marxist philosophy is now to begin to formulate the
socialist humanist concept of man and to expound the ideas
contained in Marx's manuscripts, it must do this in accord-
imce not only with the classical heritage of the pre-
Marxist concept of man, but with that of contemporary
science. Marxist philosophers are aware of the fact that
they have yet to formulate a more detailed answer to the
question, “Who is man?” than the broad contours formu-
lated one hundred and twenty years ago by a young Ger-
man philosopher.

Scientific Anthropology as the Basis of Socialist Humanism

In recent years, problems of theoretical htunanism have
been neglected and deformed in Marxist philosophy by the
personality cult. The achievements of contemporary social
science have not been sufiiciently absorbed by the phi-
losophy of dialectical materialism. The work of Roger
Garaudy, Adam Schaff, and Karel Kosik in evaluating con-
temporary philosophical anthropology and existentialism
is an important step forward in the whole approach to the
problem, but these authors themselves do not consider
their conclusions definite. Marxist historiography has not
yet come to grips with the works of Kierkegaard, Husserl,
and Scheler.

With the enormous specialization that has taken place
in the natural sciences during the last hundred years, the
amassed knowledge concerning man has come to form sev-
eral separate branches of science. Besides philosophical
anthropologies, of which there are a number, at least eight
special branches of anthropology have come into existence
that deal with the realities of man by scientific methods as
well as by philosophical reflection. If there is a point of
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departure in humanism that follows Karl Marx, it is the
attempt to draw conclusions about man on a firmer basis
than philosophical reasonings offer; in short, on the basis of
science. Marx's contribution was to show how barren were
the pretensions of any metaphysics aspiring to capture the
world in its totality and express its entirety; he proved
that from a scientific point of view man cannot be de-
scribed effectively by any philosophical anthropology; he
must be subjected to the analytical scalpel of the scientific
method, which can disclose the biological, psychological,
historical, and social tissues of human existence, and give
philosophy the material for forming a synthesis. In the
twentieth century, humanism must be supplemented by
the scientific analysis of man.

I.nsofar as the main branches of science have produced
a great amount of knowledge about man, we may speak
of physical, biological, psychological, sociological, cultural,
prehistoric, economic, and ethnographic anthropology,
each of which answers the question of who man is through
specialized methods. Without trespassing beyond their
own methodology, these sciences treat the origin of man,
his specifications in comparison to animals, his personality
as the creator of culture, his history, social relationships,
ecology, economic possibilities, etc. Single problems have
been Worked out to various degrees; some remain long-
range tasks for a future anthropological synthesis, while
for others there is already elaborate and to some extent
generalized material. Biological, historical, sociological,
and psychological data make it possible to issue the most
important results of contemporary knowledge about man
as a synthetic science-anthropology—and to form a sufl:l-
ciently large fund of knowledge for modem humanism
and philosophical theory to draw upon.

In the field of contemporary biology, entirely new
knowledge has come to light: man has been shown to be
an open, unspecialized entity, the product of a specific
rhythm of growth (as described by A. Portmann), which
is unique in the development of life and achieves a very
special standing in the animal world. Biology has proved
that man’s first year of life is an extremely important
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phase of his growth, similar to what in other mammals
lakes place during the development of the embryo inside
the womb, and that the period of acquiring knowledge,
which is exceptionally long in man, produces a peculiar
rhythm of life in regard to sexual maturity and the cycle
of reproduction—all of which suggests that man's distinc-
tion from animals has biological foundations.

Similarly, revolutionary information on man has been
contributed by modem psychology, which in both its
hranches, the Pavlovian and the Freudian, has substan-
liully changed the previously held image of man as a
reasoning individual by showing that many forces besides
consciousness govem him. VVhatever the terminology, the
psychologists’ image of man is always of an entity of many
layers, of which reason is not the most important. Man is
seen as constantly changing, and all the manifold roles
lhrough which the individual passes in his development
are taken into account. The psychology of the personality,
logether with social psychology, delves into the structure
of human nature and at the same time provides a great
many empirical facts.

After biology and psychology, sociology has achieved
lhe most important new understanding of man. Aristotle’s
words about the society of man were given a new content
when Marx approached man as a set of not only personal
but social relations. At the same time, the concept of man
as a member of a collective class—a nation, family, or
larger or smaller social group—has made it possible to un-
derstand the social aspect of human existence and the
growing importance of groups in the life of modern man.
Whole social classes have accepted the revolutionary idea
that a change in man requires a change in the given social
relationships; that a program of changing the world is in
accord with the evolution of society. Man is discovering
himself as the conscious creator of social relationships and,
thanks to Marx and Freud, now knows that, because of
alienation, he has been a mere plaything in the hands of
forces which he did not understand. This fuller knowledge
of man has not remained the privilege of a few, but has
become the theory of living, human, transforming prac-
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tice. Man knows now that to “think means to change,” as
Bertolt Brecht so aptly put it.

Scientific anthropology is beginning to formulate its first
answers to the problem of human existence, with due ac-
knowledgment to past thinkers. Man is an open entity, a
personality, and the sum of his relationships. He originated
in nature, in history, in the development of societies and
cultures; he is going forth to a humane world, toward the
mastery of technology, the creation and the metamorphosis
of man in time. “Where have we come from? Who are
We? Vl/here are we going?” We come from history; we are
people; we are going forth to meet ourselves. These are
the prolegomena of scientific anthropology to socialist
humanism, to the philosophy of man, to the philosophy of
man’s freedom.

The Future of Humanism

It is of course impossible to reduce socialist humanism
to the empirical data of the sciences, because it is also
concerned with the problem of values and a vision of the
future of mankind, which goes beyond science.

Pierre Leconte du Noiiy tells us that the future of man
is the only transcendentalism left to materialists who deny
God. We agree that the question of the future of mankind
is indeed one of the most important. Religious thinkers
have been convinced that the history of personalities, na-
tions, and the whole of mankind was in some manner pre-
destined. The question of the goal of history or the future
of man was thus senseless, because history was a revela-
tion of God’s aims. In the later years of the Enlighten-
ment an uncritical belief in the progress of mankind was
prevalent, but the people of the twentieth century have
reached beyond this belief, only to strive the harder for
their own rational futures as the sole alternative to total
destruction. The world of tomorrow is a modern world
without war, a world of mutual enrichment of cultures.
The future of mankind will be conditioned by the mastery
of technology, economic growth, automation of produc-
tion, and an invasion of the sciences into the everyday life
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of man, which will perhaps free man for creation and thus
change his way of life. This perspective of economic af-
lluence and a society without classes presents a vision
whose contours are lost to the scientist in the space of the
cosmos and the depth of time, where science remains silent
and the philosopher and poet have their say.

This is where true philosophy begins, because here be-
gins an area of reasoning that empirical science cannot
encompass. Here scientific anthropology is transformed
into active and concrete humanism, into practical human
activity, which is leading the world in the direction of so-
cialism. But the essence of socialism is not the growth of
material wealth; it is the full development of man and his
liberation. The older utopians as well as modem scientists
have envisioned a socialist society where man can freely
develop his talents and reasoning; where he can cultivate
his feelings and grasp the richness and beauty of the
world. Socialism has always been a concept of broader
freedom for man. Marx saw future society as a realization
of the humanist ideas of the past, as real communism,
which frees man. Unless socialism brings to life the ideas
from which it was bom, it can not bring to life Maris
program. Marxism is a program of human freedom, and if
it is not this it is not Marxism.

The guarantee of the humanist future of socialism lies
only in the people themselves, in their actions. Unlike past
centuries, when man was dragged through history as a
sacrifice to his own needs, when he was a passive thing
in the hands of blind social forces, constantly plagued by
war, hunger, and oppression, the twentieth century offers
man a chance to direct history. Only in our century have
people realized that it is possible to change the world. If
they go about it with full consciousness, they will not go
against their own interests, will not transform themselves
into a society of mechanized robots and prefabricated
automatons, but will strive for the human content of future
society. The actions of the people today, their knowledge
that socialism does not exist without humanism, are of the
utmost importance. Socialism is concerned not only with
the development of productive forces and technology, but
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also with the content of social relationships, the problems
of people, and the character of man. Increased technology
without a change in human relations can bring only the
dark future of George Orwel.l’s 1984, not socialism. The
inhuman technocracy of Orwell's pessimistic utopia rep-
resents a world that has lost its humanist tradition. So-
cialism ca.nnot relinquish this tradition without giving up
the rationale of its existence and its roots. The people
themselves are responsible for socialist humanism, and
nobody can take that responsibility away from them-not
a strong personality, or weapons, or institutions, or techni-
cal perfection. The people alone, in their actions, must
answer for the socialist content of humanism.
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Whenever we talk about humanism, we see the conflict
of two different attitudes. One of them holds that the
term “humanism” refers to a complex of enduring values
formulated centuries ago in antiquity which was comple-
mented by certain ideas of the Renaissance—values which
are said to have the same significance for all men, irrespec-
tive of where and when they live. The other attitude is
that the term “htunanism” refers to an historically variable
phenomenon, developing and transforming itself in a de-
termined way in the course of centuries.

There is no denying that the concept of man—-and con-
sequently of humanism as well—contains certain penna-
nent elements. But these elements always exist concretely
in the specific conditions of time and space, and are thus
enriched both by the introduction of new elements, and
by keeping old elements alive. Man always exists “here
and now”; his present existence is at least as important
for determining his essence as the conviction that this es-
sence is determined by historical detenninants.
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From this point of view, the problems of humanism
ought not to be confined to the problem of what men have
always been and what they have always valued, but must
also deal with what men are becoming in the course of
historical development, what—under changing conditions
—they desire and are working toward.

The Renaissance first began to comprehend that man's
genuine autonomy consisted not only in freedom vis-a-vis
religious and philosophical authorities, but also in libera-
lion from the slavery of the social world, which was in
contradiction to humanity. The “true man” the Renais-
sance sought for and discovered was to be free from both
the “outer and inner priest,” from the antihumanistic forms
of life shaped either by old feudal privileges, or by the
new power of money. In perceiving the antihumanism of
these forms of life, the thinkers and artists of the Renais-
sance were posing the dramatic question, How can the
true man be found, buried under conditions which show
the real, existing man to be his negation?

From Petrarch and Boccaccio to such diarists as Cellini
and Cardanus, from the painters of the Italian quattrocento
through the portraits and self-portraits of Diirer down to
Titian, multifarious knowledge about empirical human
variety grew.

Macchiavelli was the first to state his philosophical con-
clusions. As historian and observer of contemporary life,
politician and statesman, Macchiavelli saw how men
fought for power, how they succeeded, and how they suc-
cumbed to their adversaries. The question, Who is man?
was being interpreted as What is man like in his social
and political life?

But from the very moment that the empirical conception
of man's cognition started to take shape, other questions
arose.

One question was whether the true man is really identi-
cal with the person who leads a certain life. The new
empiricism took for granted all the manifestations of hu-
man life and credulously recorded them as authentic.
But some thinkers asked whether the way man lives is
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the result of his nature or of the conditions and circum-
sl:lnCeS that oblige him to behave in one way and not
another, to put on a certain costume and mask without re-
vcaling his true identity. This question was posed by Mac-
<-hiavelli’s contemporary and adversary, Thomas More.
More pointed out that the English peasants lived as thieves
and criminals because the lords had removed their land
h-om them and taken away their means of livelihood.
More unmasked the social hypocrisy which punishes cul-
prits compelled by forces beyond their control to commit
a misdeed.

In his Praise of Folly, More's friend, Erasmus of Rot-
lcrdam, took up the idea that man's way of life reveals
the social structure and not man’s nature. Picturing the
world as a realm of stupidity, Erasmus showed how bish-
ops and princes, leaders and judges, scholars and writers
yielded to stupidity, until the “true” man seemed to be
mad and had either to perish or to follow their example;
that is, to wear the mask which his life and position re-
quired. Thus, the king becomes king only by virtue of his
crown and purple; the bishop, by his miter and crosier;
the scientist, by his robe and beret. However, this occurs
merely in the world's eyes; the truth lies elsewhere.

The criticism of the empirical theory of man’s cognition
posed the basic problem of modern anthropology: i.e., the
reciprocal relationship between the “real” man and the
“true” man. Toward the end of the Renaissance this ques-
tion was posed most dramatically by Cervantes and
Shakespeare, who demonstrated how true men, not fitting
into the social conditions of life, had to perish or betray
themselves.

Renaissance humanism, which had started with the
idea of liberating men from the trammels of the super-
human world of church metaphysics, thus posed a central
problem of the philosophy of man, the problem of liberat-
ing him from the secular bonds laid upon all.

Must real empirical man always be a negation of the
true man? Will the true man never be able to be a real
man? Will there always be a conflict between man and
the world created by men? These were questions to which
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Only Utopian answers were being given when the Renais-
sance came to its close.

One answer was given by Bacon, who believed that
social progress could be achieved through the victories of
science and technology over the brute forces of nature and
over men's delusions; another was given by Campanella,
who believed in a social revolution that would liquidate
private ownership and open a door to the development of
science, technology, and art.

Succeeding centuries continued to face these problems.
If man was neither to appeal to religious authorities nor
to accept with docility the whole social reality as it existed,
then he had to rely on his own intellect as the only force
capable of understanding and guiding his life. Conse-
quently, believers in the empirical concept of man began
to value reason more and more highly as a factor to liber-
ate man from conservatism and opportunism.

Thus a new and almost paradoxical type of rationalism
arose. Man's lot was to be improved rationally in terms of
reality, or the situation as it existed. Acceptance of such
reality was easy; so was criticism from a religious or meta-
physical position; but evaluation of the situation within
the limits of reality was a fundamental difficulty.

Man from this point of view was a particularly complex
being; he lived in a World created by himself which he,
however, criticized. If he was not to resort to metaphysi-
cal criteria in his criticism, he had at his disposal only the
historical and social experience of mankind. But he was
obliged, at the same time, to evaluate this criterion.

Under these circumstances, the relationship between
human reason and human reality emerged with particular
sharpness as the problem of the meaning of human history.
Faced with a conflict between reason and history, to
choose reason would be tantamount to renouncing history,
that is, the only force at the disposal of man, who is a
solitary being left on his own in the universe.

Closely bound up with the conflict between reason and
history was the conflict between reason and social reality,
which was in essence the same conflict, revealed in con-
temporary life. Philosophers of the seventeenth century
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were alarmed by the question, Which is better, the
choice of social institutions and universally observed cus-
toms, or reason, particularly in its critical attitude toward
society? As long as the social world could resort to a meta-
physical or historical authority, the problem posed no dif-
ficulty. Wherever man was left alone to face his social
reality, it became essential.

In choosing the social reality despite his own reason,
man departed from what was most valuable in him: his
critical consciousness, his ability to evaluate, his will to
act. But, in choosing the ideals of reason despite social
rcality, he ran another risk. Who could be certain whether
ideals not yet tested in social practice were correct? The
conservatives were always of the opinion that it was bet-
ler to do a stupid thing which had hitherto been done by
other men than to do a wise thing which had never yet
been done by anybody. If the ideals of reason were not
to be guaranteed metaphysically, the testimony of social
reality was their only confirmation. Under those condi-
tions, was the social criterion of truth and falsehood to be
rejected?

The conflict between human reason and human reality,
both in history and in contemporary society, was the prin-
cipal subject of the deliberations conceming civilization,
the social system, and man among the philosophers of the
Enlightenment. The Enlightenment stressed the idea that
the reality within which people lived, their institutions and
views, ought to be transformed according to the require-
ments of reason. In perpetuating this concept, the En-
lightenment saw the stages of its implementation and con-
ceived of history as an avenue of progress leading toward
the future.

Thanks to this, the philosophy of man acquired, for
the first time in history, a new dimension. True, the gene-
alogy of the theory of progress goes back to earlier times,
but it was only in the eighteenth century that the concept
became a universally recognized and fruitful philosophy
of history and of man. Man was seen as a being who not
only created the conditions of his life, but also, in their
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historical transformations, progressed from one form of ex-
istence to another.

It was then that philosophers for the first time ceased
to answer the question, “Who is man?” by indicating what
men are like. They recognized that the differentiation
within the human race, as recorded by historians and eth-
nographers, could be understood only when it was taken
for granted that man is a being that evolves. One cannot
define man's nature by summing up all the data; one can
define it only by tracing its development and characteriz-
ing its stages of evolution. Thus the Enlightenment could
once again take up the problem of human reason in rela-
tion to human reality.

It was possible to solve that problem only through a
new analysis, far more profound than any hitherto applied.

The Renaissance discovered the role of the activity of
man but failed to recognize the diificult problems inherent
in it. Only Bacon saw them—and in one aspect only; that
of human intellectual activity. He noticed that man in his
activities devised false and illusory ideas to which he af-
terward succumbed.

Bacon’s criticism was the first attempt to inquire into the
mechanism of human activities and to show that man's
creative achievements nurtured a peculiar kind of parasite
that hampered his own development. Not only alien and
menacing nature, but also man's own products were his
enemy. The defeat of those products was very difficult, if
only because they were a human creation.

This first version of the theory of alienation did not find
any followers. In the eighteenth century, however, condi-
tions arose which again brought the problem to the fore.

It seemed probable that such parasites might appear
not only in intellectual activities, but in others as well, par-
ticularly social activities. The attack launched by the ide-
ology of the Enlightenment on the prevailing social system
induced philosophers, especially Rousseau, to interpret it
as a struggle against the degeneration of social reality at
a certain stage of historical development.

The new concept made it possible to pass judgment on
the fruits of human activities in all fields. It became pos-
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sihle to evaluate history by distinguishing the authentic
:|||(l valuable products of human activity from the para-
.~.-itcs on such activity; to evaluate social life by distinguish-
ing the expression of valuable human activities from their
degeneration. The philosophy of man could point both to
the ways in which man develops under the influence of
history, and to those in which he degenerates; to the man-
ner in which society creates man and the manner in which
it destroys his humanity. The former contradictions be-
tween the empirical and the metaphysical cognitions of
man were gone. Scholars seeking to define man according
to his “existence” justly criticized those who looked above
all for his “essence,” since the concepts of “essence” have
always been of a metaphysical nature. Man was, in fact,
richer.

Nevertheless, those who considered man on the basis
of his existence erred as well; his existence had hitherto
restricted man and prevented his full development. Now
that he was potentially richer, it followed that to under-
stand man was not to determine what he is or should be
like, but to recognize him as an active being creating his
own world and, by overcoming what has been created,
changing and developing his own creation. Man develops
himself and his own existence, and—consequently—his own
cssence.

This concept of man as determined by both his activi-
ties and his ability to overcome their results was simul-
taneously formulated by ]. Salaville in France and Wil-
helm Humboldt in Germany. The former expressed it from
the point of view of a politician of the French Enlighten-
ment and Revolution, while the latter did it in terms of
a scholar engaged in the study of culture and in educa-
tion. Both of them, however, made the same basic dis-
covery—the vision of man as both creator and slave of his
own creations.

The social consequences of this new philosophy of man
were perceived by Pestalozzi. Pestalozzi realized the
greatness—and also the narrow-mindedness—0f the Enlight-
enment, and the narrow-mindedness of the French bour-
geois revolution. Therefore he felt that the ideals of
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bourgeois individualism and bourgeois collectivism were to
be equally opposed; in either case the “true man” per-
ishes: bourgeois individualism is, after all, a kind of
egoism, and the bourgeois slogans of patriotism, national-
ity, and state are merely the same egoism, in a collective
version. Pestalozzi saw that it was necessary to get beyond
the contradiction of the two poles of antihumanism (in-
dividualism and collectivism) that existed in feudal a.nd
bourgeois society. Only on the ruins of bourgeois society,
when a new social reality suited to the vital needs of all
people arises, would it be possible to create the “true
man,” said Pestalozzi, referring back to the great Renais-
sance discussion of the true man and the real man.

By courageously pointing out that the essential cause
of the conflict lay with the social class system that en-
tailed the negation of humanity, Pestalozzi raised the lcind
of considerations Marx referred to in his criticism of the
bourgeois ideal of man and that of “citizen” (citoyen)
hailed by the French Enlightenment.

Marx based his theory on the philosophy of man whose
foundations he laid during the course of his famous polem-
ics with Hegel and Hegel's disciples. That philosophy,
broaching and solving the problems advanced by the phi-
losophy of the Renaissance and the Enlightenment, pro-
vided a scientific interpretation of man as an active being,
the starting point for contemporary concepts of man.

Analyzing the manifold kinds of human activity, Marx
showed how they create a specific environment of human
life based on the natural environment and biological needs
of the human being, but rising above these preliminary
conditions and creating a separate reality that evolves with
the development of the material and social activities of
man. Man in every period of that historical development
is moulded by this reality and is, at the same time, its
creator; “man is man's world.”

Going deeper into the definition, Man: revealed the con-
flicts of that “human world” and the corresponding inner
conflicts of man. Man's world develops through contradic-
tions arising principally from the resistance of the con-
solidated system of social relations and their correspond-



Bogdan Suchodolski 37

ing ideology to the development of productive forces. The
world of social institutions and social ideals, created by
man, becomes a reality independent of him, a world alien
to him, a world that imposes its requirements upon him.

Labor and social life, inexhaustible sources of man's de-
velopment, change under these circumstances into factors
leading to dehumanization. Thus, everything that deter-
mines the historical development of man—his rise over and
above the level of animal vegetation, his increasing wealth
of human needs and aspirati0ns—simultaneously becomes
a factor depriving him of his humanity and subordinating
him to the requirements of capitalist economy. Man's his-
torical development has hitherto been determined by the
fact that man is—in his very essence—menaced by the de-
generation of those same activities by which he defines
himself.

The Renaissance writers saw this and pointed out that
man's world was “topsy-turvy,” but they did not under-
stand the social mechanism of the conflict. That is why
their only hope was Utopia. Marx explained how, under
the conditions of capitalist economy and the class system,
the “true” man has to succumb to the “dehumanization”
process, and the “true” society must become an “apparent”
one; the resources of man and the human community
must be destroyed under such conditions. 'I'hen the real
life of man becomes inhuman, and his human aspirations
and desires become unreal; that is to say—they degenerate.

Marx analyzed the world philosophically in order to
change it; his understanding of it increased as he turned
to revolutionary activity, which, being directed against the
capitalist system, was to overcome the alienation of labor
and social life and the dehumanization of man. VVhat
Marx called “revolutionary practice” was to be, under the
historical conditions that existed, the main factor of social
transformation and the principal force liberating man from
the slavery of those forms of social and intellectual life to
which he had succumbed.

Marxist anthropology brought to an end all forms of
metaphysical speculation on the “essence” of man. Marx
pointed out that such concepts always involved the un-
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warranted acceptance as absolute truth of experiences
acquired by certain social classes in certain historical pe-
riods; in other words, they promoted experiences to the
rank of objective and invariable principles.

Concepts concerning the “essence” of man were not-as
Marx pointed out—discoveries of his true nature to serve
as a basis for social, political, and educational activity, but
rather expressions of certain sociopolitical situations, made
with a view toward their perpetuation.

Marx also criticized all attempts to determine man em-
pirically. For they, like the metaphysical theories, took the
historical state of aflairs for granted and considered it im-
mutable. They wrongly presupposed that people are de-
termined by the way in which they live; they did not
perceive any internal contradiction within the human
world at different stages of its historical development, or
the transformations taldng place in man against the back-
ground of those contradictions.

Marxian anthropology, which determines man by re-
ferring to “the World of man,” and which points to the
internal mechanism of the transformation process in that
world, showed the mutability of the so-called essence of
man. It put emphasis on the fact that man was the only
being that developed through his commitment to the cre-
ation of the objective human world, by succumbing to its
requirements and, at the same time, conquering its de-
caying forms. The development of man is not a spontane-
ous and p1u'ely spiritual projection of his dreams and
wishes, nor is it an expression of the subjective desires of
an individual or of a group. The development of man is
realized through his activities, which must pass the test of
objective criteria of various kinds: the criterion of truth for
scientific activity, of efliciency for technical activity, of
form for artistic activity, and of productive forces and
social relations for economic activity. Nothing may be
facultative, nothing may be human license. Only by ob-
serving the laws of the objective world can man succeed
in his aims, and human creations be perpetuated. At the
same time, however, courage and creative ability are nec-
essary. Man must not submit to his own creations. Scien-
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tists have the right, and the duty, to reject scientific
theories, just as technicians ought to reject solutions al-
ready obsolescent. The same applies to organizers of social
activities.

This duality in the development of man—his acceptance
of the requirements of objective reality and his courage
in rejecting previous achievements and forms-is a funda-
mental tenet of Marx's philosophy of man. This dual de-
velopment is based upon man’s social activities. Such
activities, being related to the changes in productive
forces and the aspirations of the masses, revolutionize
stable social institutions and forms, as well as the corres-
ponding social consequences.

In the complex processes of destroying the old, creating
the new, and preserving the enduring, certain elements
complement and, at the same time, contradict one an-
other. These are the requirements of productive forces,
the manifold trends within the economic “base,” the vari-
ous currents in the ideological “superstructure,” and
general social consciousness. They all create material, so-
cial, and spiritual situations replete with internal tensions
and contradictions for man.
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In the minds of the leading Marxist theorists before 1917,
the triumph of the proletarian revolution, the socialization
of the means of production, and the setting up of cen-
tralized plann.ing would inevitably lead to a society or-
ganized in such a manner that, after a preliminary phase
of democratic dictatorship of the proletariat} the social
body would then cease to be divided according to classes
and the exploitation of man by man would be abolished.
This would subsequently lead to an integration of the ma-
jor values inherited from middle-class humanism (univer-
sality, individual freedom, equality, the dignity of the
human person, freedom of expression) so as to endow
them, for the first time in the history of humanity, with
a quality of authenticity, instead of the purely formal
status that they had previously been granted in a capitalist
society.

True, democratic capitalist societies give legal recogni-
tion to the equality and freedom of all citizens before the
law and to the right of each individual to express his ideas
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freely. Economic inequality, however, reduces this equal-
ity and the individual’s freedom to a purely formal status
since the citizens of such a democracy are divided into a
minority of the wealthy and a mass of relafively poor
workers, and since this poverty deprives the mass of work-
ers of the possibility of really enjoying the freedoms recog-
nized by law,2 and of using efiectively the right of ex-
pressing their ideas publicly.

'A socialist society, on the other hand, was expected to
re-establish real equality and, in its earliest stage, even
to suppress all noticeable differences in wealth, so as to
give freedom, equality, and human dignity their full mean-
ing. In such a society, exploitation would he abolished,
production would be rationally planned, and the suppres-
sion of production for the market would reaflirrn the
qualitative nature of the relationship between human be-
ings and goods or other human beings, all of which would
make it possible for this society to achieve a synthesis, at
a higher level, of the positive elements of the three great
forms of society which had preceded it:

a) the classlessness of primitive societies;
b) the qualitative relationships of men with other men

and with nature which had characterized precapitalistic
societies;

c) the rationality that capitalist society had introduced
in privately owned plants and the values of universality,
equality, and freedom which are closely bound to this
rationality.

For all these reasons, the socialist revolution was ex-
pected, in the minds of Marx, Engels, and the Marxist
thinkers who followed them, to mark the end of “pre-
history” and the transition from the realm of necessity to
that of freedom.

This scheme of things, worked out in the nineteenth
century, continues to dominate most socialist thought in
our own age. However, since 1917, the existence, first
of a single state, then of several others (all endowed with
a socialist character, which they boast of at the ideological
level, though at the political and social level, they actually
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function within the framework of a very complex reality),
has brought out clearly a more or less striking discordance
between, on the one hand, the social, economic, and politi-
cal reality of these societies or states and, on the other
hand, the above-mentioned ideological superstructure. Re-
solving such a discordance should, moreover, be one of
the primary tasks of a living socialist philosophy which
seeks to operate in those areas of thought where the un-
derstanding of reality and the demystification of all ide-
ologies are most advanced.

The discordance between reality and ideology is in it-
self neither new nor surprising. Great social and political
movements have nearly always developed somewhat sim-
plified conceptions of the future and of the possibilities of
achieving the values which inspired them. Nearly always,
once victory has been achieved and the social reality dis-
covered to be more tangled and complex than had been
foreseen, leaders have come forward to take advantage of
the situation and to claim that it corresponded exactly to
what the revolutionaries had wished and foreseen.

But progressive thinkers have always tried to point out
the distances that separated such aflirmations from reality,
to dismantle the machinery that has made it possible for
a revolutionary ideology to become an apologetic “ide-
ology,” and to re-establish the harmony between thought
and reality that alone can endow the former with a truly
progressive character. Among others, such is the function
that Marx and Engels performed in their relationship to
the ideologists of the triumphant middle class, and such is
certainly the function that all thinkers who wish to keep
the legacy of the great fotmders of Marxism effective and
alive should now fulfill in their relationship to:

a) the apologists of the new socialist states which were
bom of anticapitalist revolutions,

b) the apologists of the Western capitalist societies
which are undergoing an evolution, and

0) the apologists of the societies of the “Third World.”

This is why we now face an urgent task—that of liberat-
ing ourselves from all the slogans that clutter the political
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life and the thought and theory of the socialist movement,
so as to be able to return to the ldnd of analysis of the
world’s social and political evolution, since 1917, that
would be both positive and accurate. Within the frame-
work of this task, I would like to raise here, if only in a
somewhat schematic manner, a problem which seems to
me of particular importance.

If we compare the analyses that Marx has left us with
the real evolution of both capitalist and socialist societies
since, respectively, the end of the nineteenth century and
1917 until today, we find that such a comparison calls
for two very important corrections which, though they
may appear, at the level of theory, to be the kind that
could easily be integrated within the general body of
Marxist philosophy, would in practice require considera-
ble changes in the aims and perspectives of socialist action.

Each of these two corrections concerns the problem of
relationships between social reality and humanist values,
in the Western capitalist societies as well as in those So-
cieties that have a socialist character.

Let us therefore begin by referring back to the first of
the two major analyses of capitalist societies that Marx
has left us:

a) the theory of the fetishism of goods or, to use a
terminological correction later introduced by Lukacs, of
their reification, and

b) the theory of the progressive pauperization of the
proletariat and its necessary evolution toward an awareness
of its own revolutionary role.

The first of these two theories has proved to be not only
valid, but also much more important in any understanding
of the evolution of the capitalist world in the twentieth
century than Marxist theorists before 1917 would have
expected. The second, however, has been rendered ob-
solete, and indeed has even been contradicted, by the
real evolution of a society whose essential structural
aspects have been modified.

In spite of his orthodoxy, Lenin was quite characteris-
tically obliged, in order to take into account the social
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and political reality of his age, to add two very important
notions to Marx’s analyses:

a) that the spontaneous evolution of the proletariat
leads to the creation not of a revolutionary class, but of
labor unions, and

Z2) that there exists, throughout the West, a category
of the proletariat which varies in its numerical importance
but constitutes a “working-class aristocracy” which is in-
tegrated in capitalist society and provides the social foun-
dations for the reformist movement.

To these observations of Lenin, which must be eluci-
dated and developed before we can understand the evolu-
tion that has occurred in the first half of the twentieth
centu.ry,3 some remarks must be added on the changes
Westem capitalism has undergone since the end of World
War II.

There is no room here to develop these ideas at greater
length, so I must limit myself to observing that, as the
revolution which orthodox Marxists have expected, and,
thanks to the experience gained in the great economic
slump of 1929—33, and to the pressure of the expansion
of the economic and, consequently, the military power of
the USSR and the whole socialist bloc, the capitalist world
has now developed more or less satisfactory devices for
economic self-regulation which allow it to avoid, to a great
extent, structtual crises of overproduction. There has re-
sulted, in the industrialized nations of the West, not only
a great expansion of productive forces but also a con-
stantly rising standard of living for the great majority
of the population, including the working class.

It may, of course, be possible for a socialist economy
to expand production and increase the well-being of the
population even faster, but this has not yet been proved
unequivocably, and, in any case, socialist action in the
industrial societies of the West can no longer be founded
on the premise of the increasing pauperization of the
proletariat and its necessary transformation into a revolu-
tionary force.
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In these circumstances, such societies are now beginning
to follow a social, economic, and political evolution dif-
ferent from the one predicted by Marx, with other per-
spectives and other dangers.

In these societies, the workers are no longer necessarily
driven by increasing pauper-ization to choose the path of
socialism. A true socialist world might, and indeed proba-
bly would, offer them certain economic advantages and
increased well-being. However, they cannot be expected
to acquire an awareness of this as inevitably as the Marxist
theorists of the nineteenth century believed. The strug-
gle between capitalism and socialism in these societies
thus becomes a struggle for domination over the class-
consciousness of the workers and the population as a
whole. It is particularly important, moreover, that the in-
frastructure, far from being of assistance to the forces of
socialism in this struggle, as Marx and the traditional
Marxists believed, operates on the contrary in favor of
integration in the existing social order, since the economic
changes just mentioned have determined a very profound
social and psychological evolution.

However, at a certain level, the evolution of Western
capitalist society has confirmed Marx's analysis to a far
greater extent than envisioned by nineteenth-century
Marxist thinkers, i.e., in terms of Marx’s theories of the
fetishism of goods.

Marx demonstrated to what extent the appearance of
the market reduces all transindividual values to something
merely implicit by eliminating them from awareness and
reducing them progressively to the phenomenological and
quantitative aspect of two new properties of inert objects:
value and price, which transform goods into wares. Marx,
and especially Lukécs after him, have insisted strongly on
the passive character that this development of reification
imposes on life and on the behavior of individuals sub-
jected to those economic laws of a market that acquire
the characteristics of a quasi-natural power.

On the other hand, the development of production for
the market has now created, for the first time in history,
the foundations for the insertion of new values within so-
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cial life and for their subsequent development, values in-
cluding those of equality, freedom, and tolerance,‘ which
contribute greatly to the constitution of Western hu-
manism.

Later, however, the shift from a craft society producing
for the market to an industrial capitalist society, which
involves so many economic inequalities and the organiza-
tion of production on a hierarchical basis within the plant,
weakened values of humanistic individualism, in both their
application and their intrinsic nature. In their application,
they have been eliminated from production and limited to
the realm of the actual market and the abstract and
peripheral fields of law and politics. In their nature, they
have purely fomral character, which has replaced the real
content which they once possessed.

However difficult it may be to contest the validity of
these analyses, one must nevertheless admit today that
neither Marx nor Lukacs was able to see, in the societies
they were analyzing, to what extent an area of individual
activity and values that could still supply a structure for
individual awareness was maintained, as a result of the
mere existence of the liberal market (and, later, of a
monopolistic market subject to very limited state interven-
tion). The development of monopolist imperialism, espe-
cially after the Second World War, and the massive
interventions of the state, were closely related to the
appearance of self-regulating devices, that in actuality
eliminated every function of responsibility of the individ-
ual in production and in the market, thereby emptying the
individual’s awareness of all its autonomous or immanent
content, and achieving a degree of passivity which even
the most pessimistic theorist of the early years of our cen-
tury would have imagined only with great difliculty.5

Of course, this increasing passivity of the population
creates a very dangerous situation for culture, especially
humanistic culture. It reveals itself in a constant weaken-
ing of interest in anything that lies beyond the scope of
the consumer needs of the individual or his family unit;
at the same time, his standard of living progressively im-
proves, all of which contributes substantially to the integra-
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tion of the workers within the existing society and counters
their evolution toward socialism.

In such a situation the socialists must formulate a pro-
gram directed toward acquiring the power to influence
the awareness of individuals at the level of superstructures
and in their political, social, and cultural thinking. There
are two possible alternatives which the workers in the con-
temporary Westem world must choose between con-
sciously or implicitly. They may choose a technocratic
society which bestows the powers of decision on a very
restricted minority of technocrats who are capable of en-
suring a constantly rising standard of living for a great
majority of the population, but who will at the same time
lead them, if not necessarily, at least probably, into a de-
humanized world in which cultural possibilities are re-
duced to a bare minimum. Or they may choose a socialist,
democratic society which is likewise capable of ensuring
an equal and perhaps even high degree of well-being, and
which would also and above all ensure the development
of a sense of individual responsibility within the total popu-
lation, so as to create the social and economic foundations
for a development of its spiritual and cultural life.

The whole problem can be reduced to one of making
Wage-eamers understand that the path of convenience
and selfishness may well lead toward integration, but that
their own interests and those of their families should in-
spire them to swim against this stream in order to save
both their own dignity and the great cultural values in-
herited from the past.

In conclusion, I can mention only briefly the very im-
portant change that such a novel situation implies at the
level of political aims and perspectives. It appears obvious
that the suppression of absolute pauperization, the crea-
tion of devices for economic self-regulation, and the pro-
gressive indifierence, passivity, and integration of the
population as a whole have all contributed toward depriv-
ing the traditional program of a socialist or proletarian
revolution of its practical value and its political chances of
success.
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This is why, in the capitalist societies of the Westem
World, the only realistic socialist program today is one of
structural reforms“ that would analyze the situation,
clearly and without hesitation or scruple, in such a way
as to make the workers understand that it is entirely in
their interest to demand, first, the right to control, and
later also to manage, their plants. These alone could
assure them, in addition to economic advantages, which
may vary in importance, an effective participation and re-
sponsibility in the major decisions of economic, social, and
political life, and an opportunity to play an active part in
the development of a truly humanist culture.

We thus reach the concept of a path leading to socialism
and analogous to that followed by the middle class in
feudal society. Along such a path, economic transforma-
tions, though born of conflict, would be gradual and
peaceful and would precede a potential political revolu-
tion—which is no longer inevitable in all cases, as the rise
to power of the middle class in nineteenth-century Ger-
many demonstrates.

II

If we now proceed to the other side of our analysis,
we are obliged to observe that the evolution of societies
with a socialist character has also proved to be extremely
complex and, above all, different from what had been
foreseen or predicted in a necessarily schematic and sum-
mary manner by the creators of Marxism.

The differences between these predictions and reality
are numerous, but this should not be at all surprising since
no theorist, however great, can arrive at anything but a
very summary and general scheme of reality, without the
aid of empirical, concrete experience. However, this poses
no major problem so long as such a scheme of reality,
however general, corresponds to the essential structure of
reality.

As stated earlier, the philosophy of Marx, Engels, and
the Marxists who followed them predicted a socialist and,
above all, communist society of the future which, thanks
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to the socialization of the means of production and the
setting up of planned production, would bring together
the positive qualities of the three great forms of social
organization that are characteristic of what Marxists have
sometimes called the “pre-history of humanity,” that is to
say:

a) the suppression of social classes and of man's ex-
ploitation by man, which humanity had already known in
primitive societies, though at a level of extreme poverty;

b) the qualitative and not yet reified character of inter-
human relations between man and nature which had char-
acterized, in a barbaric and unjust manner, precapitalist
and essentially traditional forms of the organization of pro-
duction and distribution;

0) the two great contributions of production for the
market and especially of capitalist production:
1. the rational organization of production and the rapid

development of productivity that it brings about and
ensures; capitalist society had introduced this rationali-
zation in its own plants, but not in relationships between
them or in production as a whole, whereas the socialist
society of the future was destined to extend the applica-
tion of rationalization to the whole field of the produc-
tion of goods; and

2. the humanist values, born and developed in Western
society parallel to the appearance and development of
production for the market, especially the values of uni-
versality, equality, individual freedom, and, as part of
the latter, freedom of expression.

It is obvious that a society founded on true community
and real freedom would then be achieved for the first time
in history as a result of the simultaneous application of
the following principles: the abolition of exploitation, the
suppression of class distinctions, the establishment of quali-
tative relationships between men and nature, the rational
organization of production, and, together with a great ex-
pansion of productivity, the establishment of real univer-
sality, equality, and freedom.
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Socialist society was expected to restore and further
develop the values of Western humanism, since it would
not only strip them of their merely formal character by
suppressing all exploitation and class distinctions, but also
bind them organically to a community both truly htunan
and fully conscious of those trans-individual values which
would be liberated at last from the heavy handicaps that
poverty and exploitation had imposed in the precapitalist
periods of history.

In concluding this study, I might mention the impor-
tance in theory and in doctrine of the Yugoslav experiment,
even though it happens to have been undertaken in a
relatively small country. Seeking to react against bureau-
cratic or Stalinistic centralization, Yugoslavia has in-
tegrated to socialist thought the discovery that the sociali-
zation of the means of production does not necessarily
imply, as Marx and later Marxists had thought, integral
centralized planning and the suppression of the market.

The greatest achievement of Yugoslav Socialist Democ-
racy, self-management by the workers, is a means of
ensuring an effective democracy. It also ensures a consid-
erable socialization of the ownership of the means of pro-
duction, making it possible to suppress both the exploita-
tion of man by man and, in any case, a considerable part
of the manifestations of reification. At the same time, it
ensures the maintenance of production for the market
which can constitute the basis for a real and authentic
development of “freedom,” especially that of expression.

Self-management by the workers seems to me to be the
only possible foundation for a truly socialist program in
the contemporary world. The character of this self-
management and the road taken to reach it will, of course,
depend on whether one starts from a capitalist society
with a formal democracy, from a dictatorial system like
that of Spain, from a socialist society with centralized plan-
ning, or from the society of a developing country. And it
must be kept in mind that maintenance of the market,
even if accompanied by the suppression of private owner-
ship of the means of production, may cause important
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difliculties which can be solved only after serious empirical
and theoretical studies have been made.

Translated by Edouard Roditi

1 Dictatorship, insofar as it implies the existence of a prole-
tarian state which applies measures of constraint to the middle
class. Democratic dictatorship, insofar as this state represents the
vast majority of the population and, for the first time in history,
applies measures of constraint only to a small and reactionary
minority.

2Anatole France once made a famous remark: The law rec-
ognizes the same right for millionaires and clochards or bums
to sleep beneath the bridges of Paris.

3 The proletariat of the Western world has some essentially
reformist social layers, a phenomenon which seems due to the
fact that the fraction of the Westem working class that has es-
caped, thanks to the existence of colonial markets and to union
action, from the process of pauperization Marx predicted and
expected, has been much larg)er than Lenin thought.

4 I feel that the opposition etween tolerance and freedom of
thought and expression constitutes one of the main differences
between middle-class humanism and socialist humanism.

The very term tolerance indeed implies some de ee of in-
difierence to error. Born in the realm of religious €elief and
faith, it corresponds to the inevitably atheistic and rationalist
character of the lising middle class and thus to a social and
economic order which has suppressed trans-individual values.
The classical rationalist or empirical middle class becomes tol-
erant in religious matters because in its eyes faith has lost its
importance and effective reality.

A socialist humanism which implies, on the other hand, the
right for each man to express freely his convictions precludes
any such indilference to the opinions of others and resupposes
a common and nnanent effort to find truth and acflieve agree-
ment through flfze, frank, and o en discussion.

5These are realities expressecl) both by the most important
writers of our ti.me, from Kafka to Beckett, Ionesco, Robbe-
Grillet, Adamov, and even Sartre (in La Nausée) and Camus
(in L’Etranger), and also by sociologists to whom Marxism is as
alien as it is to David Riesman, when he observes, for instance,
the shift from a society which is regulated from within to one
which is regulated from without. One might, of course, point
out the same phenomenon by studying the evolution of modern
art. In a brilliant remark, Erich Fromm pointed out the same
phenomenon in his contribution to the debates of the Dubrovnik
Congress when he declared that there had at first been people
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who traveled to learn and thus expand their knowledge, then
tourists who took cameras with them, whereas now we have
only cameras that travel accompanied by tourists to service
them.

61 first wrote "reformist," but discussions with several so-
cialists, especially Italian socialists, led me to see that this term
might prove confusing. The meaning of words depends on the
context in which they are used. In socialist thought of the first
half of the twentieth century, there were discussions concerning
the two concepts of reform and revolution, the former meaning
mainly an adjustment of more or less important details within
the capitalist regime into a socialist one through civil war, the
seizure of power by the proletarian parties, and the setting up
of the dictatorship of the proletariat which would, among other
things, socialize the means of production. But I am now con-
cerned with a third concept which can be identified with neither
of these.

This new concept is the idea of a transition to worker man-
agement, which can be achieved progressively in one sector after
another. It implies the possibility of more or less acute conflicts,
although not necessarily of a civil war, or a synchronic transfor-
mation of society as a whole preceding such economic changes.
Such a transition might, of course, involve a particular nation
in civil war, but might in other nations be achieved without
such ex enditure.

Actuallly, such a process is in its general lines analogous to the
transfonnation of feudal society into capitalist society, a gradual
economic transformation sometimes accompanied by civil war
(in England and France), but achieved in other nations without
any violent revolution. Such a transformation may therefore be
ca led a reform or a revolution, but the term in neither case
will have the meaning it possessed in Marxist literature of the
latter part of the nineteenth century and the first half of the
twentieth.
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In the respective programs of om" former parties, all of
us used to proclaim our attachment to socialisrn. This was
a good thing, but it was not enough. Most of the time, we
were satisfied with stereotyped formulas and vague aspi-
rations that we called scientific socialism, as if socialism
did not mean a return to original sources. Above all, we
need to make an effort to rethink the basic texts in the
light of Negro-African realities. Let us first consider the
main question.

The antifederalists have accused us of being atheists,
“Marxists,” and of outlawing religion. Surely this smacks
of propaganda. Can we integrate Negro-African cultural
values, especially religious values, into socialism? We must
answer that question once and for all with an unequivocal
yes.

We are not “Marxists” in the sense given the word to-
day, insofar as Marxism is presented as atheistic meta-
physics, a total and totalitarian view of the world, a
Weltanschauung. Marx himself once said: “As for me, I
am not a Marxist." We are socialists. In other words, we
shall exclude neither Marx nor Engels from our sources;
we shall start from their works as from those of the “Uto-
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pian socialists,” and we shall add to these sources the works
of their successors and commentators. But we shall retain
only the method and the ideas: the method, to help us
to analyze our situation; the ideas, to help us to solve our
problems.

We shall start from Marx and Engels. Whatever their
limitations, their inadequacies, or their errors, they, more
than all others, revolutionized the political and economic
thought of the nineteenth century. The consequences of
that revolution are still perceptible in the twentieth.
Churchmen themselves cannot deny Marx’s contributions
and they accept his positive values. And, since the libera-
tion, they have perhaps contributed most to an under-
standing of Marx-in France, at least. As proof of this, I
need cite only two French Marxists. “A final paradox,”
writes Henri Lefebvre, the “Master Marxist” in France, is
that “the most important works on Marxism published re-
cently are signed by jesuits.” And Lucien Coldmann,
speaking of these same volumes, notes that they “consti-
tute at the moment the principal French contribution to
the study of Marxism.”1 I may particularly draw your
attention to Father Bigo’s book entitled Marxisme et Hu-
manisme. It bears the same title that I gave to an earlier
article of my own published in La Revue socialiste.2

We shall take Marx’s ideas, theory, and theories as a
starting point. Marx borrows economic concepts and vo-
cabulary from his predecessors. To be sure, he is interested
in statistics, which were then in limbo, but he cites facts
and figures without verifying or criticizing them. What
interests him more than things themselves is man's rela-
tionship with other men and with things. He is the real
founder of sociology. According to a famous expression,
his goal is “to penetrate the real and intimate totality of
the relationship of production in bourgeois society.” The
fact is that Marx came to economics through philosophy,
detouring through Hegel, from whom he borrowed the
theory of alienation, and Feuerbach, who taught him the
importance of praxis. His sociology is based on the gen-
eral theory of alienation, which he develops through the
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particular theories of value and capital. I shall take the
latter as my point of departure.

For Marx, a commodity is the elementary form of
wealth in capitalist-type societies, and every commodity
has two values: a use-value and an exchange-value. The
use-value of an object is based on human needs; it is “lim-
ited by the physical properties of the commodity [and]
has no existence apart from that commodity.”3 It is the
material support of the exchange-value. In a capitalist
ec0nomy—that is, in a money-market economy—the ex-
change-value is substituted for the use-value and becomes
the value in itself, and “the magnitude of the value of any
article is the amount of labor socially necessary, or the
labor-time socially necessary for its production.“ This is
the labor theory of value. In other words, within a patri-
archal, community economy, commodities bom of human
needs remain in the hands of men. In a market economy,
these same commodities escape from the conscious deter-
mination of men, are subject to the monetary law of ex-
change, and establish objective relationships among them-
selves. The world of things is substituted for the world of
men and dominates it. Men are cut off from nature and
from each other. They have entered the world of capital.

Capital could not be identified with the means of pro-
duction themselves. The latter existed just as well in the
patriarchal community. Capital is the means of production
monopolized by a minority of men. For Marx, capital is
even more than that. It is an idea that takes life and is
personified, a conscious and implacable will that becomes
incarnate in a monstrous force. It is money whose final
objective is to make money. The objective is not to satisfy
human needs, not even animal needs-food, clothing, shel-
ter—but rather to grab the surplus-value of the worker's
labor. It is here that the theory of surplus-value intervenes.

The value of a commodity is here determined by the
amount of labor needed to produce it. This value should
normally correspond to the number of hours needed to
make this commodity; in a human economy, it should cor-
respond to the number of hours necessary to assure the
livelihood of the worker and his family—his material and
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spiritual life. Let us suppose that this number of hours is
five. The capitalist ought to pay the worker on the basis
of five hours. However, though he pays him on this basis,
he makes him work eight hours, but the value of the three
extra hours goes to the employer and not to the worker.
It is this surplus-value that, according to Marx, permits
the “accumulation of capital,” capitalization. The em-
ployer could object that he has taken the risk and provided
the means of production. The socialist replies that the in-
vestment is amortized after a few years, whereas the
surplus-value remains indefinitely. But this is perhaps not
the essential argument. Marx’s general theory is a macro-
economic one. What he is considering is the totality of
workers and the totality of capitalists, which eliminates the
idea of risk.

In the light of these analyses, we can now explain the
general theory of alienation that underlies them. The the-
ory of alienation is not precisely discussed in Capital but
rather in the philosophical works of Marx, as well as in a
posthumously published manuscript called “Alienated La-
bour.” Without these early works of Marx, it would be
difficult to understand Capital.

For Marx, man is essentially a producing artist. This is
what distinguishes him from the animal. Both are placed
in nature, better still, both are products of natu.re—geog-
raphy and history—and realize their potential only in and
through nature, which is given to us at the outset as an
inorganic, objective world. The animal does not transform
nature; he naturally extracts from it his “immediate means
of subsistence” in the sense that he is moved by his in-
stinct. He does not aim beyond the satisfaction of his ma-
terial needs.

If, on the other hand, man realizes himself in nature, he
does so even more through nature. He does not passively
submit to the productive forces of nature, he acts on them:

[Animals] produce only under the compulsion of di-
rect physical needs, while man produces when he is
free from physical need and only truly produces in
freedom from such need. . . . Animals construct only
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in accordance with the standards and needs of the
species to which they belong, while man knows how
to produce in accordance with the standards of every
species and knows how to apply the appropriate
standard to the object. Thus man constructs also in
accordance with the laws of beauty.“

Man realizes himself as a man only by realizing nature,
by transforming it to his measure, and by becoming a
creator of culture, of civilization.

Man, then, has rights—over his activity as a conscious
producer, over his “expenditure of labor,” and over the
objects he produces. In the capitalistic system, however,
man undergoes a double alienation, a dual frustration,
from the fact that he sells to the capitalist his “labor
power,” which is the source of all human good. The prod-
uct of his labor is snatched from the producer, in the form
of surplus value, to increase the capital. “So much does the
performance of work appear as vitiation that the worker
is vitiated to the point of starvation.“ The alienation is not
only in the product; it is in production itself which, by its
human character, should be free activity. In the capitalist
system, production is imposed on the producer from the
outside. “It is forced labor." It is not the satisfaction of an
inner need for creation, “but a means to satisfy needs ex-
ternal” to man. “[It is] the personal physical and mental
energy of the worker, his personal life (for what is life
but activity?) as an activity which is directed against him-
self, independent of him and not belonging to him. This
is the self-alienation as against the alienation of the thing.”l

Alienated from himself, the salaried producer becomes
a stranger to other men behind a screen of objective prod-
ucts. Passively, he is dominated by his products; actively,
by his employer, to whom the products belong. Man has
become a wolf to man. But the alienation in turn affects
the employer, who betrays his human nature. He becomes
more and more a parasite, leaving to the technician the
role of thinker and inspirer that he himself should play.
Thus he destroys the natural harmony of persons and
things.
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How can one prevent this mutual alienation and, mu-
tatis mutandis, regain the natural equilibrium of a patri-
archal economy? Here we refer especially to Engels, who
is often clearer than Marx though less profound. Before
the establishment of capitalism, the productive forces-
that is to say, the instruments of production—were weak.
They belonged either to the individual or to the family in
the framework of family co-operation. Little by little, the
factory replaced the individual tools. The work, once in-
dividual or co-operative, becomes collective, while the
productive forces and the products remain individual and
private property is maintained.

This is the imbalance that breaks natural laws and
alienates at once both worker and employer. The aliena-
tion of the bourgeois lulls him to sleep instead of waking
him, but the proletariat, on the contrary, more seriously
alienated, is conscious of his physical and moral suffering.
VVhence class antagonism, which the accumulation of
capital and periodic depressions exacerbate, and which
calls for revolutionary solution. Inevitably, the proletariat
will one day seize political power and establish its “dic-
tatorship.”

“In reality,” Marx writes, “it is up to the practical ma-
terialist to revolutionize the existing world, to attack in a
practical manner, and to change conditions." It is a matter
of restoring to the productive forces and the products
themselves their nattn-al appropriation, which, under a
system of collective labor, can only be collective. Thus the
natural balance will be restored. Man will stop being domi-
nated by his products and will dominate them. He will
institute a planned, rational organization of production.
Only thus will he act on nature instead of being acted on
by nature. Then the totality of goods produced by men
according to each man’s capacity will go to the totality
of men according to each man’s needs. And man will find
his place and his role in the universe. The reign of free-
dom will then succeed that of necessity.

We have been able to present merely an outline of
Marxian thought. This is djfficult to condense into a few
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pages, for it is much richer and contains many more nu-
ances than “Marxists” usually claim. Sometimes it may
even seem contradictory. Let us now examine it with a
critical eye.

We may wonder, first of all, whether the socialism and
economics of Marx is really “scientific.” Yes and no. N0,
if one means by scientific the exact knowledge and formu-
lation of economic facts in laws that permit one to foresee
and to organize a balanced economy. Yes, if science is
defined as comprehension of the real, if it consists of de-
ciphering the complexities basic to economic facts, and
especially man’s relations to these facts, and if its aim is to
reveal “the economic law of motion in modern society.”

So we must not seek in Marx, not even in Capital, an
exposé of economic laws. Considering them more or less
as contingent “appearances,” Marx was not interested in
them. Moreover, he went so far as to predict changes that
have not occurred.

In Conflit du Siecle, Fritz Sternberg has analyzed almost
all the changes in economic, social, and political reality
that have taken place since the publication of Capital.
(They have been listed by other writers.) The changes
are important, but in our resumé of Marx's theories, we
skipped over most of them; we shall now mention only a
few, while noting the recent studies made in France by
the Autonomous Socialist Party:

1. The “class struggle” is much more complex than
Marx thought. In fact, the working class is not a simple
reality. Moreover, it is diminishing, while the several cate-
gories of salaried workers with dissimilar interests are
increasing.

2. The peasants, whom Marx considered more or less
impervious to revolutionary ferment and dedicated “to the
stupidity of rural life,” have, in underdeveloped countries,
belied his judgment.

3. The theory of capitalist concentration has not been
borne out by the facts. On the contrary, the number of
small and medium-sized businesses continues to grow in
Western European countries.
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4. Though periodic economic crises have not ceased,
they are becoming rarer, and we cannot reasonably foresee
a general cataclysm ending the capitalist system, which
is adjusting to economic and social evolution.

5. “Socialism” has not triumphed in the industrial na-
tions of Western Europe as Man: predicted it would, but
in the underdeveloped nations of Eastern Europe and Asia.

By excessive simplification of the “class struggle” theory
—a more precise translation of Klassenkampf would be
“class war”3-Marx overestimated the role of the deter-
minism of things and underestimated rnan’s freedom and
the organizing power of the capitalist state. Thanks to
trade-union activity and a more enlightened middle class,
the capitalist state has been able, by a policy of interven-
tion and rational organization, progressively to reduce the
surplus-value. This surplus-value, reduced by more equi-
table taxation, has permitted the productive investments
of the postwar era and the institution of social security.
Marx welcomed social legislation; in his opinion, it would
lead to increased unemployment, bitter class antagonism,
and, finally, to the revolution. However, social reforms
have produced quite the opposite efiects.

We may also observe in passing that Marx did not pay
enough attention to the role of co-operatives as preached
by the utopian socialists. We know from the Scandinavian
socialist democracies that these have proved their worth.
In Western labor unions, a will to reform has replaced a
will to revolt. In the Communist countries, the “dictator-
ship of the proletariat,” contrary to the teachings of Marx,
has made the state an omnipotent, soulless monster,
stifling the natural freedoms of the human being, and dry-
ing up the sources of art, without which life is not worth
living.

One final word on this point. In Marx's day, colonialism
was just beginning. He could not foresee its universal de-
velopment during the second half of the nineteenth cen-
tnry. He spoke, of course, of “the modern theory of coloni-
zation,”° but merely in the etymological sense of the word.
He had in mind only the European colonization of the
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United States. Furthermore, his macro-economic theory
and almost blind confidence in proletarian generosity and
conscience prevented him from anticipating the opposition
that would develop between colonizers from the dominant
countries and proletarians in the dominated territories. It
is a now commonplace fact that the European masses’
standard of living has been able to rise only at the expense
of the standard of living of the masses in Asia and Africa.
The economy of European nations consists fundamentally
in selling manufactured products to underdeveloped coun-
tries at high prices and buying raw materials from them at
the lowest possible cost. I am not talking about the United
States of America. The problem is difierent with France,
but if the prices paid for raw materials in African countries
are subsidized, it is no less true that French prices are
generally the highest in Europe. One compensates for the
other. In a word, the European proletariat has profited
from the colonial system; therefore, it has never really—I
mean, effectively—opp0sed it.

There we have a series of facts we must think about,
we men from underdeveloped countries, men inspired by
socialism. We must not consider Marx as an economist like
Keynes, but as a sociologist, a philosopher. This would
have astonished the founder of “scientific socialism," since
he refrained from “philosophizing.” Yet his thought re-
mains that of a philosopher. Beyond the economic “ap-
pearances,” it plunges into the human reality that causes
them. For the factual view of things, Marx substitutes a
profound insight into human needs. His is a new human-
ism, new because it is incarnate.

Humanism, the philosophy of humanism, rather than
economics, is the basic character and positive contribution
of Marxian thought. As we said earlier, Marx does not
formulate laws from economic facts; he defines “the eco-
nomic law of motion of modern society,” which is a social
“tendency” rather than a law. In his analysis, he advances
by postulates and theories that explain the facts.

For a better understanding of the philosophy of human-
ism, we should like to return to the Marxian concept of
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labor. Here we should add to the extracts from “Alienated
Labour” a passage from Capital, one of the most beautiful
and profound that Marx ever wrote. If labor defines man,
primitive man is still only Homo faber, scarcely distinguish-
able from the animal. His labor is an assimilation of nature,
a transformation of nature to satisfy his vital needs, just
as is animal activity. To the extent that he acts on nature
and humanizes it, man acts “on his own nature” and hu-
manizes it at the same time. Homo fairer becomes Homo
sapiens; he introduces “consciousness and liberty” as well
as artistic feeling into his labor. In so doing, he distin-
guishes himself from the animal:

But what from the very first distinguishes the most
incompetent architect from the best of bees is that
the architect has built a cell in his head before he
constructs it in wax. The labor process ends in the
creation of something which, when the process be-
gan, aheady existed in an ideal form. What happens
is not merely that the worker brings about a change
of form in natural objects; at the same time, in the
nature that exists apart from himself, he realizes his
own purpose, the purpose which gives the law to his
activities, the purpose to which he has to subordinate
his own will. Nor is this subordination a momentary
act. Apart from the exertion of his bodily organs, his
purposive will, manifesting itself as attention, must
be operative throughout the whole duration of the
labor.1°

Thus, if labor defines man, a certain ldnd of labor makes
him more than a man. Man realizes his full potential to
the extent that there is division and socialization of labor.
From patriarchal co-operation to the factory, man grows
gradually in consciousness and in freedom. From master
of a tool, he becomes master of the world. But, at the
same time, he is separated from the world and from him-
self: grandeur and wretchedness of man in and because
of labor. Marx's originality is that starting from purely
materialistic postulates, he arrives at a vision of man that
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yields, neither in truth nor in depth, to that of the greatest
philosophers. It recalls the vision of Pascal. This is Marx’s
positive contribution: an incarnate conception of man
based on the material and social determinations of man.

This conception goes further than is generally rec-
ognized. In this connection we refer you to an article by
Lucien Coldmann, “La Réification.”11 Gold.mann tells us
that he borrowed the term from Georg Lukacs. Reification
appears in the Marxian analysis of value. In capitalist so-
ciety, mercantile relations gradually replace human rela-
tions; consciousness tends i.n its forms of thought and
feeling to empty itself from the inside. Its manifestations-
religion, ethics, art, and literature—lose their real, autono-
mous character as they are invaded by the “ghostly reali-
ties” of the economy. Homo sapiens becomes Homo oec0-
nomicus and regresses to the status of the animal:

The mercantile economy, and especially capitalist
economy, tends, in the producer's consciousness, to
replace use-value with exchange-value, and concrete,
significant human relations with abstract universal re-
lations between sellers and buyers; thus it tends to
substitute the quantitative for the qualitative through-
out human life [italics mine].12

Although Goldmann’s thought is shaded, we cannot fully
accept his statement that, “In classic capitalist society, only
the proletariat is in a situation that allows it to refuse reifi-
cation and to restore its true human character to all the
spiritual problems [again my italics].”13 As Marx has
shown us, the proletarian is in fact victim of the greatest
alienation. That is why he avoids labor and takes refuge
in the satisfaction of animal needs. His sole superiority over
the bourgeois is that he feels his estrangement. If, histori-
cally, he refused this alienation, it was always because of
the initiative of less alienated bourgeois intellectuals, who
showed him the road to liberation. It is true that every
worker who reflects about problems is already an intel-
lectual. So it is with colonized people, who are the victims
of a multiple alienation. The intellectuals—often European
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intellectuals—have awakened them and made them dis-
cover their spiritual, human riches. In truth, and this fol-
lows from Marxian analysis, all Westem civilization, all
machine-civilization, all factory-civilization, is reified. We
shall see what role the colonized peoples must play in the
struggle for dereification.

Along with its positive, revolutionary contributions,
however, Marx’s humanism presents a negative aspect. Its
weakness is that it proceeds from a one-sided conception
of man and universe, or perhaps, more exactly, from an
equivocal conception. Marx’s ambition—and his paradox-
has always been to express, throughout his entire work,
the dignity of man and his spiritual needs without ever
resorting to metaphysics or ethics or religion, not even
philosophy. ‘He is a philosopher in spite of himself. More-
over, one needs only to re-read Marx carefully to per-
ceive that his vocabulary, in his numerous lyrical pas-
sages, is one of indignation because it is based on an ethic.

In the name of whom or of what, after all, does Marx
dare to affirm the dignity of man and man's right to ap-
propriate all the products of his labor? In the name of
whom, or of what, does he condemn night labor, child
labor, and the African slave trade, unless it be in the name
of a certain quality or a transcendent something beyond
man? Science notes facts and their relations; it explains, it
does not demand. It cannot pass from a factual to a value
judgment. We do not underestimate the strength of the
arguments advanced by Lucien Goldmann in his article
“Propos dialectiques” (subtitled “Y a-t-il une sociologie
marxistef”). Leaning on Max Adler and Georg Lukacs,
Goldmann shows that Marxism is a sociology, at once his-
torical knowledge and action, theory and praxis, science
and ethics:

The dialectical position of Lukacs is specifically
characterized by the refusal to subordinate the means
to the end, the end to the means, the group to the
individual, or the individual to the group, etc. End,
means, group, individual, party, masses, etc., being in
dialectical th.inking elements constituting a dynamic
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totality, within which it is a question of combating, in
each concrete situation, the ever-present danger of
the primacy of one or another of these with relation-
ship to the others and to the ensemble.“

We agree with Goldmann that Lukacs’ position restores
the “true inner coherence” to Marx’s work. We do not feel
that it eliminates “the so-called dualities.”

At this point, we must apply to Marx the Marxian
method, the historical method. His life and works reveal
him to be primarily a philosopher, a pupil of Hegel and
Feuerbach; later, in Paris, he studied “economics, the
history of the revolution, and socialism. The great thinker
Saint-Simon exerted the most considerable influence on
him.”15 From the French idealistic sociologists, later
termed “Utopian,” Marx inherited his concern for ethics.
He assimilated, in the etymological sense of the word, Ger-
man philosophy and French ethics, while transforming
them so that they appear only as fine threads in his writ-
ing, especially in Capital.

As he advanced in his career, Marx gradually placed
more and more stress on materialism, means, and praxts,
while the philosophical thought and ethical concems of
his earlier works were toned down. But, although de-
emphasized and hidden, they did not disappear entirely.
At the risk of becoming repetitious, we may say that they
subtend Marx’s writings. One can detect in Marx more
than a philosophy and an ethic—a metaphysics, a Weltan-
schauung, but brought back from God to man, from the
transcendent to the immanent. Father Bigo is right to
speak of the “ambivalence of Marx.” And, in a review of
Capital, published in the Stuttgart Observer on Decem-
ber 27, 1867, Engels put it even more clearly: “Insofar as
the book itself is concerned, we must carefully distinguish
between the solid, positive presentations and the sugges-
tive conclusions that the author draws from them.” Later
on, he explained:

It is quite different with the author’s subjective con-
clusions, the manner in which he imagines and pre-
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sents to others the ultimate result of the present
movement of social evolution. This has nothing to do
with what we call the positive part of the book. More-
over, if space permitted us to discuss the point, we
cou.ld perhaps indicate that those subjective whims
are refuted by his own objective expositions [Engels'
italics].

This comment by Marx’s most faithful collaborator-
indeed, co-author—is not negligible. We need say no more
about it. In Marx’s work there is a positive contribution
and a subjective tendency that contradicts it and reaches
debatable conclusions. We need not reject the same con-
clusions that Engels rejects. Marx’s atheism is, in our
opinion, the fruit of this subjective tendency.

And yet atheism is deep in Marx; it impregnates his
entire work, above all the Philosophical Writings. It is
basic to him. For Marx, the most complete alienation of
man stems from religion, because religion separates man
from nature, from society, and from himself in order to
enclose him in an abstract world where he cannot realize
his potential. In Marx's view, the religious act is the most
absolute act of dehumanization. To support this conten-
tion, we could quote munerous passages; I shall cite only
the famous sentence “Religion is the opium of the masses.”
Nevertheless, appearances to the contrary, atheism is not
necessary to the “positive part” of Marx’s work. In some
of his writings, he even goes so far as to refuse its
“mediation.”

Historically, Marx's atheism can be explained both by
his family environment and by reasons of praxis. His fa-
ther was a Jew who had been compelled to embrace Chris-
tianity. Thus young Marx never knew anything but the
external practices of religion; he never lived it. Another
historical fact is that the triumph of capitalism in Chris-
tian countries of the West was accompanied by serious
religious deviations. Marx’s atheism can be considered as
a reaction of Christian origin against the historical de-
viations af Christianity, which violated the essence of reli-
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gion all the less because the idea of alienation was of
religious origin.

Translated by Mercer Cook
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It was during the decade of the First Intemational (1864-
74)—a decade that saw both the Civil War in America
and the Paris Commune—that Marx restructuredl the
many drafts of Capital and published the first two editions
of Volume I.

Capital sets forth a new concept of theory, a new dia-
lectical relationship between theory and practice, and a
shift of emphasis from the idea of history as the history
of theory to the idea of history as the history of produc-
tion. It signifies Marx's “return” to his own philosophic hu-
manism after more than a decade of concentration on eco-
nomics and empiric studies of the class struggles of his
day. Not surprisingly, this retum is on a more concrete
level, which, rather than diminishing Marx's original hu-
manist concepts, deepens them. This is obvious in the sec-
tion “The Working Day," which Marx first decided to write
in 1866 under the impact of the mass movement for the
shortening of the working day following the conclusion of
the Civil War in the United States. It is obvious in “The
Fetishism of Commodities,” which Marx informs us he
changed "in a significant manner” after the Paris Com-
mune. It is obvious in the original categories he created
for his economic analysis and the creative practice of the
Hegelian dialectic. Humanism gives Marx's magnum opus
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its force and direction. Yet most Western scholars of
Marxism are content either to leave the relationship be-
tween the now-famous Economic-Philosophic Manuscripts
of 18442 and Capital implicit, or to make the continuity
explicit only insofar as the ethical foundations of Marxism
are concerned? This, it seems to me, leaves the door wide
open for those who wish to transfomi Marx’s humanism,
both as philosophy and as historic fact, into an abstract
which would cover up concrete economic exploitation,
actual lack of political freedom, and the need to abolish
the conditions preventing “realization” of Marx’s philos-
ophy, i.e., the reunification of mental and manual abilities
in the individual himself, the “all-rounded” individual who
is the body and soul of Marx's humanism.

The 1844 Manuscripts didn’t just “pave the way” for
“scientific socialism.” Humanism wasn’t just a stage Marx
“passed through” on his voyage of discovery to “scientific
economics” or “real revolutionary politics.” Humanist
philosophy is the very foundation of the integral unity of
Marxian theory, which cannot be fragmented into “eco-
nomics,” “politics,” “sociology,” much less identified with
the Stalinist monolithic creation, held onto so firmly by
both Khrushchev and Mao Tse-tung.

Of all the editions of Capital, from its first publication
in 1867 until the last before Marx died in 1883, the French
edition (1872-75) alone contained the changes that had,
as Marx put it in the Afte1'vvord, “scientific value independ-
ent of the original.” The revolutionary action of the Pari-
sian masses in “storming the heavens“ and taking destiny
into their own hands clarified for Marx the two most fun-
damental theoretical problems: the accumulation of capi-
tal, and the fetishism of commodities. ]ust as his analysis
of the struggles to shorten the working day became pivotal
to the structure of Capital, so these additions became cru-
cial for its spirit, i.e., for the future inherent in the pres-
ent. The changes were of two kinds. One was tantamount
to a prediction of what we today call state capitalism—the
ultimate development of the law of concentration and
centralization of capital “in the hands of one single capi-
talist, or those of one single corporation.”5 The second was
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the illumination of the fetishism of commodities inherent
in the value-form as emanating from “the form itself.”°
Marx concluded that only freely associated labor can abro-
gate the law of value; only “freely associated men”7 can
strip the fetishism from commodities.

At this moment in history, when established state powers
claim “to practice" or to base themselves on Marxism, it
is essential to re-establish what Marx himself meant by
practice. It was freedom. The notion of freedom, always
Marx's point of departure and of return, is concretized
through a most painstaking and original analysis of the
“inexorable laws” of capitalist development. This discloses
how the proletariat, as “substance” (or mere object of an
exploitative society) becomes “subject,” i.e., revolts against
the conditions of alienated labor, thereby achieving “the
negation of the negation,” or self-emancipation. In a
Word, Capital is the culmination of the twenty-five years
of labor that began when Marx, in 1843, first broke with
bourgeois society and melded what he considered its high-
est achievements in thought—English political economy,
French revolutionary doctrine, Hegelian philosophy—into
a theory of liberation, a new philosophy of human ac-
tivity which he called “a thoroughgoing Naturalism or Hu-
manism.”

The Hungarian Revolution of 1956 transformed Marx's
humanism from an academic debate to a question of life
and death. Interest in it intensified the following year
when the “Hundred Flowers” blossomed briefly in China
before the totalitarian state caused them to wither
abruptly.5 From 1958 to 1961 the African revolutions gave
proof of a new, third world whose underlying philosophy,
again, was humanism.”

The Cold War and McCarthyism helped keep the
United States isolated from the West European rediscovery
of Marx's 1844 Humanist Essays in the mid-1940s and
early 1950s. Now, however, Americans have an opportu-
nity to make up in comprehensiveness of discussion what
was lost in the belated start.1° The Freedom Now move-
ment of the Negroes, on the one hand, and, on the other
hand, the 1962 missile crisis over Cuba, which made real
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the nuclear threat, have helped rekindle the debate. In
his own way, the scholar too must grapple with the inner
identity of the Marxian economic, political, sociological,
scientific, and philosophic categories. It was the late, non-
Marxist, anti-Hegelian economist, Ioseph Schumpeter,
who pinpointed Marx's genius as “the idea of theory,”
the transformation of “historic narrative into historic
raisonné.”11

Elsewhere" I have made a detailed analysis of all four
volumes of Capital and their relationship to the 1844
Manuscripts. Here space considerations limit me to the
two basic theories—the Marxian analysis of value and the
fetishism of commodities—which are, in reality, the single,
decisive, unified theory of alienation, or historical materi-
alism, dialectically understood.

Marx’s discovery that “it is not the consciousness of men
that determines their existence, but, on the contrary, their
social existence that determines their consciousness"13
was no departure from either his own theory of alienated
labor or the theory of alienation as the central core of the
Hegelian dialectic. But Marx’s precise analysis of the ac-
tual labor process under capitalism is more concrete, alive,
shattering—and, of course, revolutionary—than any stage
of alienation in Hegel’s Phenomenology of Mind. In true
Hegelian fashion Marx focuses on creativity, but, unlike
Hegel, he bases it on the actual process of production.
There, facing not just an idea but a human being who has
ideas, Marx develops his earlier concept of the worker's
“quest for universality.”1‘* The “new passions and new
forces” he now sees are born not only to overthrow the
old order, but to construct a new one, “a society in which
the full and free development of every individual is the
ruling principle.”15

So organically related are the economic, political, and
philosophic concepts in Capital that when, in 1943,10 the
Russian theoreticians first openly broke with the Marxian
analysis of value, they had to deny the dialectic structure
of Capital and ask that, in “teaching” it, Chapter I be
omitted. It does not speak highly of “Western” philosophy
that it never saw the philosophic implications in this eco-
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nomic debate, and therefore also failed to discern the rea-
son why the theoretical magazine of Soviet Marxism (Un-
der the Barmer of Marxism), which had carried on the
tradition of Marx's dialectic philosophy, ceased its publi-
cation. Thereafter, without further ado or any reference to
any previous interpretation of Marxian economics, the re-
vision of the Marxian analysis of value became the stand-
ard Communist analysis. The wholeness of Marxian theory
has always been the béte noire of established Marxism. It
took the collapse of the Second International and a break
with his own philosophic past to make Lenin, at the end
of 1914, fully grasp the organic connection of Marxian
economics with Hegelian philosophy. And from then on
he became uncompromising in his criticism of all Marxists,
himself included. In one of his “aphorisms” he wrote, “It
is impossible fully to grasp Marx’s Capital, and especially
the first chapter, if you have not studied and understood
the whole of Hegel's Logic. Consequently, none of the
Marxists for the past half century has understood Marx!”

There is no more remarkable piece of analysis in the
annals of political economy—and no more Hegelian kind of
writing in Marx's “early Hegelian period"—than the final
section of Chapter I of Capital, entitled “The Fetishism
of Commodities.” There philosophy and economics are con-
nected with history as integrally as content and form are
welded together in a great work of literature. By the time
Marx introduced further changes into the French edition,
after the Paris Commune, those fifteen pages were as
tightly drawn as the strings of a violin. We must remem-
ber that Marx considered the greatest achievement of the
Commune to be “its own working existence.” The totality
of the reorganization of society by the Communards gave
Marx a new insight into the whole question of the form
of value, not only as it was historically determined, but also
as it conditioned bourgeois thought in turn. Under capi-
talistic conditions of production, philosophy had been re-
duced to an ideology, i.e., false consciousness. The cate-
gories of thought proper to capitalistic production were
uncritically accepted by all, including even Adam Smith
and David Ricardo, the authors of the epoch-making dis-
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covery that labor was the source of all value. This is why,
despite their discovery, they could not dissolve the
fetishism of commodities. Classical political economy, con-
cludes Marx,. met its historic barrier here.

The commodity form of the products of labor became a
fetish because of the perverse relationship of subject to
object—of living labor to dead capital. Relations between
men appear as the relation between things because in our
alienated society that is all “they really are.”17 Dead capi-
tal is the master of living labor. The fetishism of com-
modities is the opiate that, to use a Hegelian expression,
passes itself 0E as “the very nature of the mind”18 to all
except the proletariat who daily suffer from the domina-
tion of dead labor, the stranglehold of the machine. There-
fore, concludes Marx, no one can strip the fetishism from
the commodities except freely associated labor. Obviously
the Russian theoreticians, in 1943, were determined that
no one should.

The necessary ideology to cover up the exploitation of
the laborer did not change its essence when it changed
its form from the private to the state capitalism that calls
itself Communism. Nor has the ideological rift between
China and Russia undermined the exploitative relation-
ship in either land. Were Marx to return to earth, he
would have no difficulty whatever in recognizing in its
new form—the State Plan and its fet1'shism—the state capi-
talist development he predicted as the ultimate eifect of
the inexorable laws of capitalist development. Our gen-
eration should understand better than any previous
generation that it is not a question of nationalized vs.
private property. It is a question of freedom. Wherever
and whenever freedom was limited, Marx struck out
against the barrier, in practice and in theory. Thus, when
classical political economists spoke of “free labor,” by
which they meant wage labor, Marx wrote caustically:
“For them there was history, but history is no more.”

It should be obvious that Mai-x’s primary theory of
value, or “abstract,” “value-producing” labor, is a theory
of alienated labor. In the humanist essays Marx explained
why he analyzed economic facts “in conceptual terms as
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alienated labor. . . . How does it happen, we may ask,
that man alienates his labor? How is this alienation
founded in the nature of human development? We have
already done much to solve the problem insofar as we
have transforrned the question concerning the origin of
private property into a question about the relation between
alienated labor and the process of development of man-
kind. For in speaking of private property one believes one-
self to be dealing with something external to mankind.
But in speaking of labor one deals directly with mankind
itself. This new formulation of the problem already con-
tains its solution.”1°

By the time he completed Capital, however, Marx felt
the need to create economic categories to analyze the alien
character of labor under capitalism both as an activity in
the factory and as a commodity in the market where
“alone rule Freedom, Equality, Property and Bentham.”2°

Marx created special economic categories not only to
expound his theory of value and surplus-value, but also
to show how degraded human relations were at the point
of production itself. By splitting the category of labor into
labor as activity and labor power as a commodity—as if
the laborer could indeed disjoint his hands from his body
and have them retain their function—Man< was able to
show that, since labor power cannot be so disembodied,
it is the laborer himself who enters the factory. And in
the factory, continues Marx, the laborer's ability becomes
a mere appendage to a machine and his concrete labor is
reduced to a mass of congealed, abstract labor.

Now there is, of course, no such creature as an “abstract
laborer"; one is a miner or a tailor or a steelworker or a
baker. Nevertheless, the perverse nature of capitalist pro-
duction is such that man is not master of the machine;
the machine is master of the man. By the instrumentality
of the machine, which “expresses” itself in the ticking of a
factory clock, a man's skill becomes unimportant so long
as he produces a given quantity of products in a given
time. Labor time is the handmaiden of the machine which
accomplishes the fantastic transformation of all concrete
labors into one abstract mass.



Raga Dunayeoskaya 75

Marx considered his analysis of concrete and abstract
labor his original contribution to political economy, “the
pivot on which a clear comprehension of political economy
turns.”21 In the process of his analysis of the capitalist's
“werewolf hunger for surplus labor” as “a live monster
that is fruitful and multiplies,”22 Marx creates two other
new categories: constant capital (machines) and variable
capital (wage labor). All labor, paid or unpaid, he in-
sists, is forced labor. And this labor is so alien an activity
that it has itself become a form of capital.

The precision, as well as originality, of this description
of alienated labor is not, of course, merely a category of
the “deductive Hegelian dialectic.” It is a category of the
dialectic empirieisrn of Marx re-creating an altogether new
level of truth. Only politically motivated, self-induced
blindness can, when reading Marx’s pages upon pages on
the labor process under capitalism, conclude either that
the mature Marx departed from his theory of alienated
labor, or that alienated labor is a “leftover” from Marx’s
“left Hegelian days” before he worked his way out of
“Hegelian gibberish” into “scientific materialism." At the
same time, because Marx's economic categories have so
incontrovertible a class character, it is impossible to de-
nude them of their class content. Although some of to-
day's near-Marxists loudly proclaim the “neutralization” of
these categories, they apply them to capitalism and to
capitalism only. Because the Marxian law of value is the
supreme manifestation of capitalism, not even Stalin—at
least not for very nearly two decades after he already had
total power, the State Plan, and the monolithic party-
dared admit its operation in Russia since he claimed the
land was “socialist.” It was only in the midst of a world
war that the Russian theoreticians openly broke with the
Marxian concept; in practice, of course, the ruling bu-
reaucracy had long since followed an exploitative course.

In 1947 Andrei Zhdanov dramatically (or at least
loudly) demanded that “the philosophical workers” re-
place the Hegelian dialectic with “a new dialectical law”:
criticism and self-criticism. By 1955 the critique of Marx-
ian concepts concerned his humanism. V. A. Karpushin
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wrote in “Manfs Working Out of the Materialist Dialectics
in the Economic-Philosophic Manuscripts in the Year
1844”: “Marx was the first philosopher who went beyond
the confines of philosophy and from the point of view of
practical life and practical needs of the proletariat ana-
lyzed the basic question of philosophy as a truly scientific
method of revolutionary change and knowledge of the ac-
tual world.”23

The Russian Communists were not, however, about to
favor “revolutionary change” where revolutionary change
meant their downfall. Therefore, when the Hungarian
Revolution tried the following year to transform reality
by realizing philosophy, that is to say, by making freedom
from Russian Communism a reality, the debate ended in
machine-gun fire. Thus the violation of the logos of Marx-
ian theory was followed by the destruction of liberty itself.

Soon after, the Russian theoreticians unloosed an un-
bridled, vitriolic attack on all opponents of established
Communism, whom they gratuitously labeled “revision-
ists.” Unfortunately, too many Westem scholars accepted
the tenn and referred to the ruling Communists as the
“dogmatists,” despite such wild gyrations and “flexibility”
as, on the eve of World War II, the Hitler-Stalin Pact
and the united front between Mao Tse-tung and Chiang
Kai-shek; and, more recently, the rift between Russia and
China. At the same time, the single grain of truth ir1 the
duality of Lenin’s philosophic legacy—between the vul-
garly materialistic Materialism and Empirio-Criticism and
the creative dialectics of his Philosophic Notebooks—has
provided a field day for the innate anti-Leninism of “the
West.” Elsewhere“ I have analyzed “Mao’s Thought,”
which is supposed to have made “original contributions to
Marxism,” especially his On Practice, and On Contradic-
tion, as they relate to his rise in power. Here I must limit
myself to the fact that the humanist debate was in danger
both of becoming a purely academic question, and of be-
ing separated from the “political” debates on “revision-
ism.” Fortunately Marxism does not exist only in books,
nor is it the possession only of state powers. It is in the
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daily lives of working people trying to reconstruct society
on new beginnings.

The liberation from Western imperialism, not only in
Africa but in Latin America (Fidel Castro too first called
his revolution “humanist”), unfurled a humanist banner.
Thereupon the Russian Communist line changed. Where,
at first, it was claimed that Leninism needed no sort of
humanization, nor any of the reforms proposed by the
proponents of “humanist socialism,” the claim now be-
came that the Soviets were the rightful in.heritors of “mili-
tant humanism.” Thus M. B. Mitin, who has the august
title of Chairman of the Board of the All-Union Society
for the Dissemination of Political and Scientific Knowl-
edge, stated that Khrushchev's Report to the Twenty-first
Congress of the Russian Communist Party was “the mag-
nificent and noble conception of Marxist-Leninist socialist
humanism.”25 And in 1963, at the thirteenth Intemational
Congress of Philosophy, held in Mexico, it was the Soviet
delegation that entitled one of its reports “humanism in
the Contemporary World.”2° Thus, curiously, Western
intellectuals can thank the Russian Communists for throw-
ing the ball back to them; once again, we are on the track
of discussing humanism.

Let us not debase freedom of thought to the point
where it is no more than the other side of the coin of
thought control. One look at our institutionalized studies
on “Marxist Leninism” as the “know your enemy” type of
course will show that, in methodology, these are no differ-
ent from what is being taught under established Commu-
nism, although they are supposed to teach “opposite prin-
ciples.” The point is this: unless freedom of thought means
an underlying philosophy for the realization of the forward
movement of humanity, thought, at least in the Hegelian
sense, cannot be called “an Idea.” Precisely because, to
Hegel, “only that which is an object of freedom can be
called an Idea,” even his Absolutes breathed the earthy
air of freedom. Our age can do no less. It is true that the
Marxian dialectic is not only political or historical, but also
cognitive. However, to claim that Marx's concept of the
class struggle is a “myth” and his “glorification” of the
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proletariat only “the end product of his philosophy of
aIienation”2" flies in the face of theory and of fact. In this
respect, George Lichtheim’s criticism that such an Ameri-
can analysis is “a sort of intellectual counterpart to the
late Mr. Dulles’s weekly sermon on the evils of commu-
nism”29 has validity.

Marx’s humanism was neither a rejection of idealism nor
an acceptance of materialism, but the truth of both, and
therefore a new unity. Marx's “collectivism” has, as its very
soul, the individualistic element. That is why the young
Marx felt compelled to separate himself from the “quite
vulgar and unthinking communism which completely ne-
gates the personality of man.” Because alienated labor
was the essence of all that was perverse in capitalism,
private or state, “organized” or “anarchic,” Marx con-
cluded his 1844 attack on capitalism with the statement
that “communism, as such, is not the goal of human de-
velopment, the form of human society.” Freedom meant
more, a great deal more, than the abolition of private
property. Marx considered the abolition of private prop-
erty to be only “the first transcendence.” Full freedom
demanded a second transcendence. Four years after these
humanist essays were written Marx published the historic
Communist Manifesto. His basic philosophy was not
changed by the new terminology. On the contrary. On
the eve of the 1848 revolutions, the Manifesto proclaimed:
“The freedom of the individual is the basis of the freedom
of all." At the end of his life the concept remained un-
changed. His magnum opus, like his life’s activity, never
deviated from the concept that only “the development of
human power, which is its own end” is the true “realm
of freedom.”29 Again, our age should understand better
than any other the reasons for the young Marx's insistence
that the abolition of private property is only the first
transcendence. “Not until the transcendence of this me-
diation, which is nevertheless a necessary presupposition,
does there aiise positive Humanism, beginning from itself."

“Positive Humanism” begins “from itself” when mental
and manual labor are reunited in what Marx calls the
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“all-rounded” individual. Surely our nuclear age should be
oppressively aware that the division between mental and
manual labor, which has been the underlying principle of
all class societies, has reached such monstrous proportions
under capitalism that live antagonisms characterize not
only production, but science itself. Marx anticipated the
impasse of modern science when he wrote in 1844: “To
have one basis for life and another for science is a priori
a lie.” We have been living this lie for one hundred and
twenty years. The result is that the very survival of civi-
lization as we have known it is at stake.

The task that confronts our age, it appears to this
writer, is, first, to recognize that there is a movement from
practice—from the actual struggles of the day-to theory;
and, second, to work out the method whereby the move-
ment from theory can meet it. A new relationship of the-
ory to practice, a new appreciation of “Subject,” of live
human beings struggling to reconstruct society, is essen-
tial. The challenge of our times is not to science or ma-
chines, but to men. The totality of the world crisis
demands a new unity of theory and practice, a new rela-
tionship of workers and intellectuals. The search for a total
philosophy has been disclosed dramatically by the new,
third world of underdeveloped countries. But there are
also evidences of this search in the struggles for freedom
from totalitarian regimes, and in the West. To discern this
mass search for a total philosophy it is necessary only to
shed the stubbornest of all philosophies—the concept of
“the backwardness of the masses”—and listen to their
thoughts, as they battle automation, fight for the end of
discrimination, or demand freedom now. Far from being
intellectual abdication, this is the beginning of a new stage
of cognition. This new stage in the self-liberation of the
intellectual from dogmatism can begin only when, as He-
gel put it, the intellectual feels the "compulsion of thought
to proceed to . . . concrete truths.”

The espousal of partiynost (party principle) as a philo-
sophic principle is another manifestation of the dogma of
“the backwardness of the masses,” by which intellectuals
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in state-capitalist societies rationalize their contention that
the masses must be ordered about, managed, “led.” Like
the ideologists in the West, they forget all too easily that
revolutions do not arise in the fullness of time to establish
a party machine, but to reconstruct society on a human
foundation. Iust as partiynost, or monolithism, in politics
throttles revolution instead of releasing the creative energy
of new millions, so partiynost in philosophy stifles thought
instead of giving it a new dimension. This is not an aca-
demic question for either the East or the West. Marxism
is either a theory of liberation or it is nothing. In thought,
as in life, it lays the basis for achieving a new human
dimension, without which no society is truly viable. As a
Marxist humanist, this appears to me the whole truth of
Marx's humanism, both as philosophy and as reality.
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HUMANISM AND DIALECTIC

Mnuuro Mxrucovré took part in the Yugoslav war of lib-
eration, 1941—45, before starting his studies at the Uni-
versity of Belgrade, Yugoslavia. He took his Ph.D. in
philosophy first at the University of Belgrade and then
in London at the University College, where he studied
under A. I. Ayer and wrote a thesis on The Concept of
Logic. Since 1955 he has taught at the Serbian Academy
of Sciences and Arts. He is presently the head of the
department of philosophy and sociology and, along with
numerous other posts, edits the list of contemporary phi-
losophy for Nolit, a publishing house in Belgrade. Among
his several books are Formalism in Contemporary Logic,
The Dialectical Theory of Meaning, and Logic.

1

One of the most fundamental problems in contemporary
philosophy, in my opinion, is how to make humanism a
dialectical philosophy and dialectic a humanist method.

By humanism I mean a philosophy that tries to solve all
philosophical problems in the perspective of Man, that
embraces not only anthropological problems, like human
nature, alienation, freedom, etc., but also all other onto-
logical, epistemological, and axiological problems. A hu-
manist ontology is a philosophical theory of the objects of
the human world, whose boundaries are constituted by all
kinds of human activity, including sense-perception, the
construction of theories, mathematical operation with sym-
bols, etc., as well as the physical operations of the human
body. A humanist epistemology is a theory of human
knowledge. Logic should not be reduced to the investiga-
tion of exact, purely formalized schemata of thinking,
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which presuppose a much more precise language than the
one actually used in the empirical sciences and in ordinary
life. A humanist logic would investigate, besides formal
logic, the general conditions of validity of a way of think-
ing which is expressed in real human language and which
operates with vague concepts and incomplete statements.
A humanist axiology is a theory of concrete, historically
given and variable values—not of certain absolute, tran-
scendental ideals and norms.

Such a humanist approach to philosophy demands a
philosophical method which accepts the unity of subject
and object, and of theory and practice; which is historical
without falling into historicism, synthetic in that it takes
into account the results of previous analysis; critical rather
than ideological; and objective, without positivist blindness
for human values and practical interests. The philosophi-
cal method that meets these requirements is the dialectical
method developed and applied by Marx.

Many followers of Marx have misinterpreted his method
and construed it as a more or less closed methodology, a
teaching, supported by a number of examples from special
sciences, mainly the natural sciences. But for Marx dialec-
tic was primarily a weapon of social criticism, a means of
explaining existing social reality that would immediately
point the way to revolutionary action. This activist and
revolutionary nature of dialectic needs to be revived and
applied to the human problems of our time.

Contemporary humanist philosophy is, in most cases,
methodologically below the level of Marx. It suffers from
methodological eclecticism, from an abstract and unl1isto-
rical approach to the problems of man, and sometimes
from the deliberate underestimation of the methodological
questions. This situation is partly the result of a wide-
spread revolt against Stalinist dogrnatism, including the
dogmatic form of dialectic found in the textbooks in Dia-
mat (dialectical materialism) in the Stalinist era, with
their muddled categories, arbitrarily selected examples,
and obvious propagandistic function.

Such a caricature of dialectic must be replaced by a
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methodological re-examination of contemporary progres-
sive humanist thought.

2

Marx's dialectic is inseparable from his humanism. In
his Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts Marx noted
that Hegel’s dialectic, as expounded in Phenomenology of
Mind, is essentially a criticism of society, albeit a “con-
cealed, unclear and mystifying criticism.” The mystifica-
tion lies in the concept of all forms of human alienation-
religion, wealth, state power, politics, law, civil life—as
alienation from pm-e abstract thought, which implies that
the supersession of alienation is only a supersession in
thought. This is the negative moment of Hegel’s dialectic.
The positive moment is “the insight, expressed within
alienation, into the appropriation of the objective being
through the supersession of its alienation.” And Marx
adds: “It is the alienated insight into the real objectifica-
tion of man, into the real appropriation of his objective
being by the destruction of the alienated character of the
objective world, by the annulment of its alienated mode
of existence. In the same way, atheism as the annulment
of Cod is the emergence of theoretical humanism, and
communism as the annulment of private property is the
vindication of real human life as man’s property-the
emergence of practical humanism.”1

What Marx discovered in Hegel's Phenomenology of
Mind remained the essential feature of his method. Dialec-
tic is primarily a method of criticism—not, however, a criti-
cism of concepts, but a criticism of real social relation-
ships; not a fictitious and mystifying, but a real and truly
revolutionary, criticism.

Marx’s main critique of previous forms of materialism
was their lack of dialectic, and of an initial humanist po-
sition. According to Theses on Feuerbach, materialism has
considered reality an object of contemplation, and has thus
neglected the importance of “revolutionary practical and
critical activity” (First Thesis). By such activity man



Mihailo Markovié 87

proves the truth of the results of his thinking (Second
Thesis), and changes the circumstances whose product he
is (Third Thesis). The essence of this change is that man
is able to grasp the world in all its contradictions, to criti-
cize it theoretically, and to supersede it practically by re-
moving its essential contradictions (Fourth Thesis). Philo-
sophical criticism should not take as its object the human
essence conceived as an abstract property of each individ-
ual. In order to be concrete, it must aim at the real human
essence—which is the totality of social relationships (Sixth
Thesis).

This is a pregnant sketch of both a method and a hu-
manist program. Das Kapital is the realization of both. In
the well-lcnown postscript to the second edition of that
work Marx stated explicitly what he considered dialectic
to be:

“In its mystifying form dialectic has become a German
fashion because it appears to be able to glorify reality.
In its rational form it provokes the anger and horror of
the bourgeoisie and its doctrinaire representatives because
it is not satisfied with the positive understanding of the
existing state of afIairs—it also introduces an understanding
of its negation, its necessary destruction, because it con-
ceives every form in its movement and therefore in its
transition, because it can not bear to have anybody as a
tutor, and because it is essentially critical and revo-
lutionary.”

3

After Marx, dialectic was interpreted mainly as an ab-
stract doctrine of method, a set of ready-made formulae,
which could be illustrated by an ever-increasing number
of scientific results, and which were a sacrosanct and in-
variable part of ideology. Thus, Marxist dialectic started
its alienated, ideological life.

This was inevitable. Once the labor movement became
a vast organization, it had to secure a certain minimum
ideological unity; it had to fix a Weltanschauung (which,
under given conditions, might have been solely that of
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Marx); it had to give to Marx’s theoretical and meth-
odological principles a complete and rigid form which
Marx himself would certainly not have subscribed to.

Even if it had not been made one of the fundamental
elements of ideology, Marx's dialectic, like every great
theory, would sooner or later have become a subject of
scientific investigation.

Besides the transformation of dialectic into a method-
ology—which was conditioned both politically and scien-
tifically—it was reasonable to expect the further develop-
ment of dialectic as a concrete, alive method of looking
critically at human reality. Such an expectation would
have been in accordance with Marx’s original conception;
on the other hand, both reality and our knowledge of it
have changed during the eight decades since Mal-x’s
death. Marx knew well that a method and a theory of a
subject to which it is applicable are mutually depend-
ent; therefore the application of a method is its self-
development.

This further development of dialectic has not been real-
ized for several reasons:

1) Dialectic has always been a favorite target for the
attacks of bourgeois ideologues who have called it un-
scientific, speculative, mystifying, etc. In Anti-Diihring
Engels was already facing the central problem of whether
scientific facts verify or falsify the laws of the dialectical
process which were discovered by Hegel and “interpreted
by Marx in a materialistic way.” Thus, the question of the
character of dialectic was posed one-sidedly, from the
point of view of its defense and not of its self-development.

2) Right-wing social democrats headed by Bernstein
rejected “the dialectical scaffolding” of Marx's theory for
the same reasons that they dismissed his theory of revolu-
tion and the ultimate goals of socialism as a “residue of
utopianism.” An opportunistic attitude toward capitalist
reality was irreconcilable with a method directed toward
a radical transformation of that reality. The opportunists
also found a way to make use of science—not, however,
in order to defend dialectic, but to refute it. The theory
of evolution was used to prove that there are no jumps
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in history, that the concept of revolution is unscientific,
and that progress in society comes only from small modi-
fications and legislative reform. How did the orthodox
Marxists react to this? Instead of developing Marxist the-
ory and method in new specific conditions, they called
for loyalty to Marx.

3) The first successful socialist revolutions were ac-
complished in relatively backward countries. Instead of
bringing the question of human relationships into focus,
these revolutions had to emphasize technology and rapid
industrialization. Problems of coal and steel pushed back
problems of man. Communism was conceived of more as a
wealthy society, and less as a humane and democratic one
in which “free development of each individual is the con-
dition of the free development of all” (Communist Mani-
festo).

4) For Marx and Engels, capturing political power was
only “the first step in the worker's revolution" (Communist
Manifesto). Stalinism reduced the concept of revolution
to the overthrow of the bourgeoisie and the creation of a
socialist state. What should follow is the building of a new
society. What role would a method “which into the under-
standing of the existing state of affairs introduces an
understanding of its negation, of its necessary destruction”
play in the building-up process?

If revolution is the whole social epoch in which not only
the institutions of the old society but also the provisional
forms of the newborn social order (for example, the class
rule of the proletariat) will be successively superseded,
then such a concrete and critical method is needed to
constantly direct revolutionary thought toward identifying
the essential shortcomings of the given society, i.e., those
whose annuhnent is necessary for further progressive
movement. But in a society in which public criticism was
not tolerated, a philosophical method implying such criti-
cism could not have been tolerated either. In a society in
which there are sacrosanct authorities, a method “which
does not bear anybody's tutorship” could not possibly sur-
vive. Bureaucracy needs apologies, not criticism. It re-
quires its philosophers to direct all their critical and
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revolutionary zeal toward the external, capitalist enemy.
In socialism it is desirable to see growth in all its aspects:
growth of material goods, of culture, growth of the unity
of all social strata. But when everything negative is con-
strued as only “a remnant of bourgeois and petty-bourgeois
consciousness in the heads of people,” it is impossible for
any new contradictions to arise in the process of socialist
development. To be sure, it has been customary to talk
of dialectic as a guide to action. But this has meant little
more than a subsequent rationalization of various past po-
litical conceptions and decisions. This is why Stalinism did
not reject dialectic as a whole in the way it rejected its
key principle—the negation of negation. The use of dia-
lectical phraseology created an illusion of continuity in
method. Furthermore: such a formalized and degenerated
dialectic was needed to prove that whatever existed in
socialism was necessarily such as it was, i.e., that it was
rational.

4
The humanist thought which has developed, within the

frames of Marxist philosophy and outside it, during the
past decade is to a great extent a revolt against Stalinism.
This has given it a militant, polemic character, and has
also set some of its limits.

In order to break one authority (Stalin), another,
greater authority (Marx) is being used. A scholastic phi-
losophy, for which a suitably selected quotation was con-
sidered a proof, is fought by the comments and explica-
tions of other, “better” quotations. This is often very useful
for practical purposes and even theoretically necessary to
save the most valuable humanist elements of Marx’s doc-
trine from the oblivion in which they have fallen at the
hands of both his enemies and his successors. However,
rethinking someone else's thoughts is a far cry from that
concreteness for which a dialectician should strive.

Further, in its reaction to Stalinist positivism, modem
humanism sometimes takes an antiscientific attitude. It
was typical Stalinist dogmatism to misuse science and to
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look for a quasi-scientific form for its doctrines. The party
line had to be presented as the result of a “scientific”
examination of existing reality and an exact expression of
social necessity. At the same time, the decisions of the
party congresses and articles of the party functionaries
were the starting points for the work of social scientists.
The paradox was complete: on the one hand, there was a
society in which all important decisions were said to fol-
low from scientific insights into social necessity, which was
so rational that no errors were possible; and on the other
hand, there was the same society ruled by the arbitrary
decisions of a few leaders, without social sciences in the
proper sense, i.e., without objective and critical empirical
examination of its structure, its centers of power, its inner
tensions and conflicts, and the way of life, attitudes, and
morals of its various social groups.

However, the fact that science can be used for the justi-
fication of the existing social order in both capitalism and
socialism does not mean that a humanist philosophy should
eliminate science or that scientific results are irrelevant to
philosophy. The fact that doctrines of determinism are
sometimes used to rationalize the most irrational blunders
and inhuman injustices does not mean that there are no
general tendencies of social change and no necessary
limits to various possibilities of historical action.

A genuine supersession of all kinds of misuse of science
would be a wide integration of scientific results within the
framework of a humanist philosophy. There is certainly no
other kind of knowledge so objective and reliable as that
provided by science. Whatever has been, is, and will prob-
ably happen in the near future can best be known by
using scientific methods. Only science can tell us the real
possibilities of the future course of events and the approxi-
mate probabilities of various alternatives. But which one
of these alternatives we choose to take depends upon our
fundamental human needs, our conception of what kind
of human life and society are good for man. Our values
influence the procedure of our research, and even our
conception of what scientific facts and laws are. To this
extent there is no pure science, no pure knowledge. On
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the other hand, if our choice of aims and values is to be
realistic, it has to be based on knowledge. To decide ra-
tionally what man and society ought to be we should have
at our disposal the most reliable account possible of what
they really are.

This dialectic of fact and nonn, knowledge and value,
reality and ideal, science and philosophy is often neglected
in modern humanist thought.

A particularly weak point in many contemporary hu-
manist considerations is the treatment of the great theme
of human freedom. We are often faced with a choice be-
tween two mutually exclusive theses: one, a vulgarization
of Hegel's well-known formula: “Freedom is the knowl-
edge of necessity”; and, two, a belief that freedom is
absolute and indivisible. From a dialectical point of view
the dilemma is hardly tenable. It is easy to see that once
necessity is conceived in a rigid way, as the existence of a
set of laws which are independent of human action and
determine the outcome of social processes in a unique
way, any talk of freedom within such a context is at best
a verbal game.

The opposite extreme leads to the same result. To talk
about human freedom without any qualifications (as an
essential element of human ontological structure, or as a
condition of authentic existence, etc.) might make sense
as poetry, or even have some practical value as an implicit
criticism of a world in which there is still so much oppres-
sion and denial of elementary human rights, so many con-
cealed forms of slavery. However, the cognitive value of
most such “odes to liberty” is rather insignificant. Upon
serious consideration it becomes clear that freedom means
something definite only under a set of conditions: A person
is free while acting toward the realization of a certain goal
if, and only if: (1) there is nothing in his objective sur-
roundings that compels him to act in a given way; (2)
the goal is an objective possibility, i.e., a state of affairs
which is not excluded by the existing physical and social
laws; (3) the proper means have been selected for the
realization of the given goal; (4) the person in question
knows the first three conditions; (5) his goal is a real
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value for him, that is, it corresponds to one of his genuine
needs, and he is aware of it; (6) his needs are not merely
a result of various external influences; he has accepted
them after critical reflection as a part of his personality.

An analysis of this kind, no matter how sketchy and
incomplete, indicates the multiple relativity of the con-
cept of freedom; the reality to which the concept refers is
contingent upon a number of factors, both objective and
subjective. In fact, an essential feature of dialectical think-
ing is the thesis that any term has a definite meaning only
in relation to a whole system of ascertainable conditions.

In a number of other issues, too, we are being offered
humanist solutions which represent only the opposite ex-
treme to Stalinist dogmatism. Once it was customary
among Marxists to deny that it makes sense to speak of
man in general; it was legitimate to speak only of a man
who belongs to a definite class i.n a given historical epoch.
Nowadays, many open-minded younger Marxists discuss
anthropological problems and (for good reasons) assume
the concept of man in general. However, the informative
value of such discussions is not always discernible. The
defect does not lie in the mere use of too abstract and too
general concepts; philosophy, as such, has no limits in this
respect. The question is how are the concepts used, how
much empirical content is covered by them. Hegel’s dis-
tinction between abstract and concrete generality is per-
tinent here. Abstract refers to those general terms whose
meaning is constituted solely by a few common features of
the denoted objects. Concrete refers to general terms that
have a rich meaning embracing not only common features
but also many specific and even individual characteristics
of the denoted objects. Increasing experience and knowl-
edge leads to the enrichment of general concepts and to
the Iransition from abstract to concrete. In the light of this
dialectical demand for the maximum available concrete-
ness, no humanist theory is satisfactory which operates
with concepts such as human essence, human nature, ge-
neric being of man, alienation, etc., without bothering
about sociological, psychological, and other relevant scien-
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tific data, and without taking into account specific condi-
tions of human life in various contemporary societies.

Good examples of one-sided humanist criticism are the
treatments of such problems as: the effect of rapid techno-
logical progress on human life, the role of planning in so-
ciety, the importance of future social ends. Bureaucracy
in socialist countries has been insisting on strict planning
in all spheres of material production, even in education
and culture; it has been placing so much emphasis on
technological progress that Marx's original conception of a
human society has been reduced to the idea of an afiiuent
society, and this impoverished ideal has been pressed on
masses of people as a goal for the future which demands
the most serious sacrifices in the present. This ideology is
now rejected by many Marxist philosophers for excellent
humanist reasons:

Strict planning destroys all individual initiative and
leaves the workers in the position of men ruled by a new
social group.

Fast technological progress is not a way to solve all
social problems; in fact, while fighting material poverty
and overcoming primitivism, it also causes certain forms of
alienation and dehumanization similar to those in devel-
oped capitalist countries.

Sacrifices to be made by one generation for the sake of
following ones is not something that can be decided by
rulers alone, especially if they do not sacrifice anything
themselves.

However, some humanist philosophers have gone to the
other extreme in their criticism:

They have rejected not only strict bureaucratic plan-
ning, but any rational planning, in both social and individ-
ual life; they declare that genuine creative activity is
free from any previous schemata to which our actions
should conform. But this is not true even for artistic crea-
tion: the fact that a piece of music, a poem, or a ballet
has a more or less rigid, previously determined form
(fugue, sonnet, a well-known choreographic design) cer-
tainly does not decrease its creative value. In material
production and other objective forms of social life one of
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the greatest problems contemporary socialism faces is how
to build a social system in which self-management will be
combined with flexible planning by some central, truly
democratic, representative bodies. This may seem con-
tradictory; that is why those who prefer a simple way of
thinking and who are unhappy with one side of the con-
tradiction between centralism and decentralization quickly
jump to the other. However the (dialectical) solution
seems to lie in a transformation of both such that they
can be reconciled and mutually adjusted. The experience
of socialist countries in the last few decades indicates that
there is no other way to secure both freedom and the ini-
tiative of individuals and small social groups on the one
hand, and rationality of the system as a whole on the
other.

Certain humanists, critical of the existing cult of tech-
nology, have also revolted against technology in general,
without any qualifications. What they condemn is not
primarily the manifold misuses of technology and its in-
human by-products, but technology itself as a metaphysi-
cal entity, an ontological structure of the present-day
human being. This one-sided, unrealistic attitude disre-
gards the instrumental nature of technology and the plural-
ity of diiferent, even opposite functions it plays in modern
society. It liberates man from natural forces, but under
certain conditions makes him a slave of his own products.
It tends to eliminate his material poverty, but sometimes
increases his spiritual poverty. It creates both an abun-
dance of material goods and an overwhelming urge for
property and consumption. It makes possible cultural
growth on an unprecedented mass scale, but too often it
provides only cheap cultural substitutes. Instead of over-
emphasizing one or the other side of these contradictions,
one should grasp them in their totality and, by all means,
under given specific conditions (e.g., the attitudes toward
technology must be different ir1 a highly industrialized and
in a backward country).

The practical point of the whole criticism should be a
demand for a rational control of technological progress,
for a practical annulment of its negative, inhuman conse-
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quences. In this way technology would be placed where it
belongs—as an important means of human liberation and
fulfillment but not an end in itself.

Some humanist philosophers often sound utopian when
speaking about ends-—which to a great extent is simply the
consequence of their method, especially their antiscientific
attitude and their systematic preference for pure specula-
tive vision over prediction based on objective knowledge.
They tend to imagine future man as free from all contra-
dictions, all forms of alienation-an easy-going creature
who constantly loves, plays, and enjoys nature. However,
the experience of those countries that have undergone
successful social revolutions and made efforts to build a
new world does not seem to confirm such an overoptimistic
vision of the future. It is true that some of the crudest
forms of human alienation have been more or less
abolished. But some have survived, and new unsuspected
ones have appeared, especially in connection with the
creation of new centers of enormous power, which are no
longer based on economic wealth as in capitalism, but on
unlimited political authority. The increasing power of state
and political organizations in some socialist countries has
brought to life new kinds of social contradictions on both
the national and the intemational level: new forms of polit-
ical oppression introduced by bureaucracy; new ways of
grabbing the surplus product, even without possessing the
means of production; new tensions between rich and poor;
new conflicts between nations and countries within the
socialist camp, etc. There is no reason to think that, how-
ever great the social progress, the foreseeable future will
bring complete elimination of old forms of human defor-
mation and degradation without introducing some new
conflicts and contradictions.

In each historical stage of such a world a philosophy is
needed which will constantly keep in focus the essential
problems of human existence, constantly give a sense of
direction and help to realize the optimal possibilities of a
free and rich human life in the given society. This phi-
losophy must have a method of criticizing, not only of in-
creasing positive knowledge—a method that will bring to
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light the main contradictions of the human condition in
each epoch, especially those negative aspects that must
be superseded by creative practical action in order to
make the next step in the realization of fundamental hu-
manist ideals possible. Thus humanist philosophy and dia-
lectical method seem to presuppose each other.

1 Manr, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, trans. T. B.
Bottomore, ed. Erich Fromm in Marx’s Concept of Man (New
York: Frederick Ungar Publishing Co., 1961), pp. 188-89.
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GANDHI: HUMANIST AND SOCIALIST

Nrruvrar. KUMAR Bosn, an editor of the Bengali Encyclo-
paedia, was Gandhi's personal secretary in 1946-47. Im-
prisoned several times in the course of the Gandhian
movement, he has written several books dealing with the
great leader, among which are Studies in Gandhism, Se-
lections from Gandhiji, and My Days with Gandhi. Mr.
Bose is also an anthropologist. Born in 1901, he studied
at the University of Calcutta and taught there from 1930
to 1957. The following year he spent at the Universities
of Chicago and Califomia, after which he returned to
direct the Anthropological Survey of India at the Indian
Museum in Calcutta.

Introduction: The supreme problem which faces man-
kind today is the problem of war. In spite of the fact that
persistent efforts have been made since the First World
War to establish a forum where nations can resolve their
conflicts in peace, mankind seems to be no nearer the
formation of a single world community. All nations wish
to avoid war, yet do not see any way out of it, for war still
remains the most effective means of bringing about deci-
sive results, even though the cost may be great.

Gandhi recognized very clearly that the human family
may perhaps never reach a state where there will be no
conflict, or where conflict will no longer have to be re-
solved by “direct action.” So he tried to find a substitute
for war which would be equally eflective, but which would
not leave men debased, as they now are, after a conflict.
It was in the pursuit of this that he invented the technique
of satyagraha, by which conflicts could be conducted at a
civilized moral level.
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Satyagraha: Literally the word satyagralul means “in-
sistence upon truth.” The basic assumption underlying it
is that no man sees truth in its entirety, and that he there-
fore has no moral right to impose a particular view of
truth upon others. However, it is his right and duty to live
according to his own lights, and to oppose whatever seems
to him wrong in the views of others.

The satyagrahi, or the man who practices satyagraha,
refuses to co-operate with a social system based upon im-
morality. At the same time, he tries to build up a diflerent
way of life in terms of what he considers to be moral.
Satyagralla has thus two aspects: one which is construc-
tive, and the other which leads to militant, but civil, op-
position to wrongs.

In the course of such resistance, the satyagrahi pa-
tiently and courageously bears all the violence which his
"opponent" may shower upon him, yet refuses to regard
the opponent as an “enemy,” and aims at his conversion.
For him, the human family can never be divided into
those who are friends and those who are enemies.

In war, on the other hand, superior violence imposes
one partial view of truth upon another. Victory does not
necessarily mean that the victorious are more morally
right than their adversaries, although victors have always
made this claim. Striking ability in war does not depend
upon the morality of one's cause, and has very little rele-
vance to it.

In satyagraha, the satyagrahi not only tries to live ac-
cording to his own lights, but also attempts to accept what-
ever may be right and just in the view of his opponent.
Satyagraha therefore ends when the conflicting parties ar-
rive at a solution which incorporates all that is “true” in
both sides. There is neither victory nor defeat, but an
agreement to which both parties willingly subscribe, while
institutions or practices proven wrong are destroyed dur-
ing the conflict.

All his life, Gandhi tried to organize the masses of In-
dia for this “collective practice of civil disobedience,” so
that they could eradicate the numerous weaknesses pres-
ent in their social and political life.
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Political aim: A correspondent once asked Gandhi if
everything can be defended by means of nonviolence. His
answer was clear and emphatic.

What is gained by violence can not only not be de-
fended by nonviolence, but the latter requires the
abandonment of all ill-gotten gains.

Q. Is the accumulation of capital possible except
through violence, whether open or tacit?

A. Such accumulation by private persons is impos-
sible except through violent means, but accumulation
by the State in a nonviolent society is not only pos-
sible, but desirable and inevitable}

In other words, a community must set its own house in
order before it can prevent, by nonviolence, an aggres-
sion upon its just rights.

VVhat should be the character of such a community?
What should be its economic aims, and how should it or-
ganize the State? We shall proceed to furnish an answer
in Gandhi's own words as far as possible.

In 1904 Gandhi was deeply influenced by the thoughts
of Ruskin. Later on, he produced a paraphrase of Unto
This Last in the Gujarati language, which was his mother
tongue. The central ideas derived by him were:

(1) That the good of the individual is contained in
the good of all.

(2) That a lawyer’s work has the same value as that
of the barber, in as much as all have the same
right of earning their livelihood from their work.

(3) That a life of labor, i.e., the life of the tiller of
the soil and of the handicraftsman, is the life
most worth living?

In 1928, he further explained:

According to me the economic constitution of In-
dia and for that matter of the world should be such
that no one under it should sufler from want of food
and clothing. In other words everybody should be
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able to get suflicient work to enable him to make ends
meet. And this ideal can be universally realized only
if the means of production of the elementary neces-
saries of life remain in the control of the masses.
These should be freely available to all as God's air
and water are or ought to be; they should not be
made a vehicle of traflic for the exploitation of others.
Their monopolization by any country, nation or group
of persons should be considered unjust. The neglect
of this simple principle is the cause of the destitution
that we witness today, not only in this unhappy land
but in other parts of the world too.3

In his political activities, Gandhi tried to work through
the Indian National Congress in order to convert this
democratic organization into an instrument of the collec-
tive exercise of nonviolence. Incidentally, he once said
about himself:

Violence is no monopoly of any one party. I know
Congressmen who are neither socialists nor commu-
nists but who are frankly devotees of the cult of vio-
lence. Contrariwise, I know socialists and communists
who will not hurt a fly but who believe in the univer-
sal ownership of the instruments of production. I rank
myself as one among them.4

This was in 1938. We may therefore look upon him as
a socialist who believed in the morality of nonviolence.
Gandhi had, however, strong leanings toward anarchism;
for he believed in the supremacy of the individual rather
than of the State. But he also recognized that as long as
human nature remains as it is, a State will be necessary.
But that State is best which govems the least. He once
wrote to a correspondent:

It is my firm conviction that if the State suppressed
capitalism by violence, it will be caught in the coils of
violence itself and fail to develop nonviolence at any
time.

The State represents violence in a concentrated
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and organized form. The individual has a soul, but,
as the State is a soulless machine, it can never be
weaned from violence to which it owes its very ex-
istence.

What I would personally prefer would be not a
centralization of power in the hands of the State, but
an extension of the sense of tlusteeship, as in my
opinion the violence of private ownership is less in-
jurious than the violence of the State. However, if it
is unavoidable, I would support a minimum of State
ownership.

Q. Then, sir, shall we take it that the fundamental
diflerence between you and the socialists is that you
believe men live more by self-direction or will than
by habit, and that they believe men live more by
habit than by will, this being the reason why you
strive for self-correction, while they try to build up a
system under which men will find it impossible to ex-
ercise their desire of exploiting others?

A. While admitting that man actually lives by habit,
I hold that it is better for him to live by the exercise
of will. I also believe that men are capable of de-
veloping their will to an extent that will reduce ex-
ploitation to a minimum. I look upon an increase in
the power of the State with the greatest fear, because,
although while apparently doing good by minimizing
exploitation, it does the greatest harm to mankind by
destroying individuality, which lies at the root of all
progress. We know of so many cases where men have
adopted trusteeship, but none where the State has
really lived for the poor.5

Gandhi's definition of freedom also stemmed from this
particular point of view, as well as from his belief that the
Law of Bread Labor is the first moral law of human ex-
istence. Every man has to earrl his bread by the sweat of
his brow; and the precept is to be taken ir1 a literal and not
a metaphorical sense. So he defined Swaraj for India in
the following terms:
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By Swaraj I mean the Government of India by the
consent of the people as ascertained by the largest
number of the adult population, male or female,
native-bom or domiciled, who have contributed by
manual labor to the service of the State and who have
taken the trouble of having their names registered as
voters. I hope to demonstrate that real Swaraj will
come not by the acquisition of authority by a few but
by the acquisition of the capacity of all to resist au-
thority when abused. In other words, Swaraj is to be
attained by educating the masses to a sense of their
capacity to regulate and control authority.“

Economic aim: We have already described some of the
economic ideals of Gandhi. He believed in the small com-
munity and face-to-face relationship, where men live in
equality by sha.ring common labor.

This logically leads to the decentralization of produc-
tion. At one time he disapproved of all heavy machines,
for in his opinion they helped to swell profits, and made
it possible for some to live upon the toils of others. But,
later on, he modified his views and would have as many
machines as would lighten human labor. However, he was
never prepared to barter away human freedom for the
sake of productive efliciency.

When someone asked him if he was against all ma-
chinery, the reply was:

My answer is emphatically, “No.” But, I am against
its indiscriminate multiplication. I refuse to be daz-
zled by the seeming triumph of machinery. I am un-
compromisingly against all destructive machinery.
But simple tools and instruments and such machinery
as saves individual labor and lightens the burden of
the millions of cottages, I should welcome.7

Again,

What I object to is the craze for machinery, not ma-
chinery as such. The craze is for what they call labor-
saving machinery. Men go on “saving labor,” till thou-
sands are without work and thrown on the open
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streets to die of starvation. I want to save time and
labor, not for a fraction of mankind, but for all; I
want the concentration of wealth, not in the hands of
few, but in the hands of all. Today machinery merely
helps a few to ride on the back of millions. The im-
petus behind it all is not the philanthropy to save
labor, but greed. It is against this constitution of
things that I am fighting with all my might.

Q. Then you are fighting not against machinery as
such, but against its abuses which are so much in
evidence today?

A. I would unhesitatingly say “Yes”; but I would add
that scientific truths and discoveries should first of all
cease to be mere instruments of greed. Then laborers
will not be overworked and machinery, instead of be-
coming a hindrance, will be a help. I am aiming, not
at eradication of machinery, but limitation.“

Gandhi favored the small machine which lightens la-
bor. But what about factories where this kind of machine
1S manufactured? Who shall own them, and who nm
them? The reply was as follows:

I am socialist enough to say that such factories should
be nationalized, or State-controlled. They ought only
to be worlcing under the most attractive and ideal
conditions, not for profit, but for the benefit of hu-
manity, love taking the place of greed as the motive.
It is an alteration in the conditions of labor that I
want. This mad rush for wealth must cease, and the
laborer must be assured, not only of a living wage,
but a daily task that is not a mere drudgery. The
machine will, under these conditions, be as much a
help to the man working it as to the State, or the
man who owns it. . . . The individual is the one su-
preme consideration. The saving of labor of the in-
dividual should be the object, and honest humani-
tarian consideration, and not greed, the motive.
Replace greed by love and everything will come
right.”
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Summary: We may now try to summarize what has

been said above. It is clear that Gandhi was inspired by
the highest ideals of democracy and equalitarianism. He
was a humanist even before he was a nationalist; and he
refused to lay aside at any time his feelings about the
undivided nature of the human family. He persevered in
the faith that these feelings would prevail against every
other, provided man was prepared to pay the highest
price for Love and Unity.

In his experiments during the struggle for Indian in-
dependence, Gandhi tried to forge a tool which might be
of service to all mankind. He knew the tool was not yet
ready to take charge of international problems, but hoped
that with growing experience in satyagmha man would
one day be able to preserve a sense of human unity even
when involved in conflict with those who denied it. When
satyagraha had become perfected by intelligent applica-
tion, then man would possess a real and moral substitute
for war.

A year before the Second World War, when he sensed
that the world was once more preparing itself for a blood
bath, he spoke in humility about his personal efforts:

I am myself daily growing in the knowledge of
satyagraha. I have no textbook to consult in time of
need, not even the Gita, which I have called my dic-
tionary. Satyagraha as conceived by me is a science
in the making. It may be that what I claim to be a
science may prove to be no science at all and may
well prove to be the musings and doings of a fool, if
not a madman. It may be that what is true in satya-
graha is as ancient as the hills. But it has not yet been
acknowledged to be of any value in the solution of
world problems or rather the one supreme problem
of war. It may be that what is claimed to be new in
it will prove to be really of no value in terms of that
supreme problem. It may be that what are claimed
to be victories of satyagraha, i.e., ahimsa, were in
reality victories not of truth and nonviolence but of
the fear of violence.
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These possibilities have always been in front of me.
I am helpless. All I present to the nation for adoption
is an answer to prayer or, which is the same thing,
constantly waiting on God.1°

1N. K. Bose, Selections from Gandhi (Ahmedabad: Nava-
jivan I_-‘ress, 1957), p. 39.

2Ibrd., p. 38.
3Loc. cit.
4 Ibid., pp. 38-39.
5N. K. Bose, Studies in Ganclhism (3d edition, Calcutta:

Merit Publishers, 1962), pp. 65-66.
“Bose, Selections from Gandhi, p. 114.
7Ibid., p. 66.
3Loc. cit.
9Ibid., p. 67.
1° Ibid., p. vii.
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Almost twenty years ago, Merleau-Ponty raised the is-
sue of socialist humanism with uncompromising clarity. Is
the humanistic, nonterroristic construction of a socialist
society in the given historical period a real possibility? He
rejected the alternative of humanism and terror: there is
no choice between violence and nonviolence, but only be-
tween two modes of violence—capitalist and socialist.

En U.S.S.R., la violence et la ruse sont oflicielles,
Fhumanité est dons la vie quotidienne. Dans les
démocraties, au contraire, les principes sont humains,
la ruse et la violence se trouoent dons la pratique. A
partir de ld, la propaganda a beau 1'eu.1
(In the U.S.S.R., violence and deception are oflicial,
and humanity is in daily life. In the democracies, on
the other hand, the principles are humane, but de-
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ception and violence are found in practice. Beyond
that, propaganda has a field day.)

The two social systems are locked in a global struggle in
which the renunciation of socialist violence is found to
strengthen the realm of capitalist exploitation. But socialist
violence has the chance of breaking the infernal circle of
terror and counterterror as long as it is carried by the
supranational solidarity of the only class which, “selon
la logique interne de sa condition,” is capable of translating
humanism from ideology into reality. Merleau-Ponty knew
that precisely this condition no longer prevailed, and that
the proletariat had ceased to be “the term of reference”
in communist thought and policy, but he refused to en-
gage in an ideological rescue of humanism and to reject
the actual development in the name of humanistic
“values”:

Opposer ici au marxisme une “morale d’aborcl,” c'est
l’ignorer dans ce qu’il dit de plus orai et qui a fait
sa fortune clans le monde, c’est continuer la myst~ifi-
cation, c'est passer d coté clu probléme.2

(To oppose to Marxism the principle “morality first”
is to ignore that which is most true in the former and
which has made its fortune in the world, is to per-
petuate mystification, to bypass the problem.)

The solution:

Parler pour l’humanisme sans étre pour le “socialisme
humaniste” a la maniére anglo-saxon-ne, “comprendre”
les communistes sans étre communiste, c’e.s't apparem-
ment se placer bien haut et en tout cas au-dessus de
la mélée. En réalité c’est simplement refuser de
s’engager dans la confusion et hors de la vérité. Est-ce
noire faute si l’humani.s~me occidental est faussé parce
qu’il est aussi une machine de guerre? Et si l’entre-
prise rnarxiste n’a pu surviore qu'en changeant de
caractereP3

(To speak of humanism without being for “humanis-
tic socialism,” in the Anglo-Saxon manner, and to
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“understand” the communists without being commu-
nist, is apparently to place oneself high above, or in
any case above, the conflict. In reality, it means refus-
ing to become entangled in confusion and falsehood.
Is it our fault if Western humanism is rendered false
because it is also an apparatus of war? And if the
Marxist enterprise has only been able to survive by
changing its character?)

The human reality is an “open” system: no theory,
whether Marxist or other, can impose the solution. The
contingency of history, which today denies humanism,
may also one day deny the denial. Meanwhile there are
the enslaved human beings who must accomplish their
own liberation. To develop their conscience and conscious-
ness, to make them aware of what is going on, to prepare
the precarious ground for the future altematives—this is
our task: “our” not only as Marxists but as intellectuals,
and that means all those who are still free and able to
think by themselves and against indoctrination, communist
as well as anticommunist.

Today, after the destalinization and under conditions of
liberation and decentralization in the communist world,
the “solution” is no more visible than it was at the end of
the war. The Soviet Union does not seem to become more
“humanistic” by making arrangements with the West, nor
the West by accepting these arrangements. But the post-
war development of the capitalist and communist societies
in coexistence suggests that the prospects of socialist hu-
manism should be re-examined with a view to the techni-
cal capability and productivity of these societies. This
paper offers only a few remarks on the problems.

In the Marxian conception, socialism is humanism in as
much as it organizes the social division of labor, the “realm
of necessity” so as to enable men to satisfy their social
and individual needs without exploitation and with a mini-
mum of toil and sacrifice. Social production, controlled by
the “immediate producers,” would be deliberately directed
toward this goal. With this rational organization of the
realm of necessity, man would be free to develop himself
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as an “all-round individual” beyond the realm of necessity,
which would remain a world of want, of labor. But the
qualitatively new organization of the realm of necessity,
upon which the emergence of truly human relationships
depends, in turn depends on the existence of a class for
which the revolution of human relationships is a vital need.
Socialism is humanism in the extent to which this need
and goal pre-exist, i.e., socialism as humanism has its his-
torical a priori within capitalist society. Those who con-
stitute the human base of this society have no share in its
exploitative interests and satisfactions; their vital needs
transcend the inhuman existence of the whole toward the
universal human needs which are still to be fulfilled. Be-
cause their very existence is the denial of freedom and
humanity, they are free for their own liberation and for
that of humanity. In this dialectic, the humanist content
of socialism emerges, not as value but as need, not as
moral goal and justification but as economic and political
practice—as part of the basis itself of the material culture.

This much for the Marxian conception. Its historical de-
nominator is obvious. Socialism is “objectively” humanism
by virtue of its specific place in the development of in-
dustrial society, defined by the existence, interest, and
action of the class-conscious proletariat in its supranational
solidarity. This historical constellation has been “sur-
passed” by the actual development of the advanced in-
dustrial societies. To the degree to which their inherent
contradictions have unfolded themselves, to the same de-
gree have their rising productivity and power succeeded
in suppressing the need for resolving the contradictions.
As technical progress provides the instrumentalities for a
rational organization of the realm of necessity far beyond
anything Marx ever envisaged (the “abolition of labor”
does not seem to be the problem of the future, but rather
how to avoid the abolition of labor), these instruments are
used for perpetuating and even intensifying the struggle
for existence, for total mobilization rather than for pacifi-
cation. The increasing threat of leisure time is utilized by
management to defend the status quo of repression. Tech-
nological rationality is geared to the requirements of the
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Cold War, which is waged not only (perhaps not even
primarily) against the external enemy, but also against the
enemy within the established societies-—against a qualita-
tively new mode of existence which could free man from
enslavement by the apparatus which he has built.

In terms of the established industrial societies, nothing
is more sensible than the fear of that stage where technical
progress would turn into human progress: self-determina-
tion of life in developing those needs and faculties which
may attenuate the struggle for existence--human beings
as ends in themselves. This fear is not only that of tech-
nological unemployment, but also that of boredom, of a
void which has to be filled and which cannot be filled
except by bigger and better management from above and
outside. Not only the political but also (and primarily)
the technical apparatus and production itself have become
systems of domination into which the laboring classes are
incorporated and incorporate themselves. The “inner logic
of their condition,” according to which they were the his-
torical agents of socialist humanism, is no longer their own.
The objective identity of socialism and humanism is dis-
solved. It was never an immediate identity: it was real to
the extent to which the objective condition was seized and
transcended in the consciousness of the historical subjects
and in their action. This mediation is suppressed by the
overwhelming power of technical progress welded into an
i.nstrument of totalitarian domination, operating not only
through the terrifying concentration of economic and mili-
tary power, but also through the rising standard of living
under the imposed conditions of living. As long as the
established direction of technical progress prevails (and
in the era of coexistence it is bound to prevail), change in
the ownership and control of the means of production
would be quantitative rather than qualitative change. Pre-
requisite for the liberation of the humanistic content of
socialism would be a fundamental change in the direction
of technical progress, a total reconstruction of the technical
apparatus. This is the historical idea of humanism today.

Other ideas of humanism belong to the eighteenth and
nineteenth century; they retain an image of man which
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has been surpassed by the development of society. This
classical image still guides Marx's early writings; it finds
expression in the notion of the all-round individual, the
“personality” which fulfills itself in a realm of freedom. But
this notion pertains to a stage where the intellectual cul-
ture was still divorced from the material culture, not yet
incorporated into mass production and consumption, where
the mind and the soul were not yet taken over by scientific
management, where time and space were not yet occu-
pied, in their entirety, by organized business and organized
relaxation—where there could still be a realm of freedom
not correlated with that of necessity. Even so, it is diffi-
cult to envisage what Marx’s all-round individual would or
would not do—simply in terms of occupation or nonoccu-
pation. There is an unfortunate kernel of truth in the
malicious denunciation of the vision of free individuals who
spend their day i.n alternating between fishing, hunting,
and being creative. If this vision were to become reality
tomorrow (and it could far more easily become reality
than when Marx wrotel), it would be the very denial of
freedom and of humanity.

To be sure, Marx revised his early notions of human
freedom by refraining from such positive visions and by
examining the conditions of liberation rather than of
liberty attained. However, the developed Marxian theory
retains an idea of man which now appears as too optimistic
and idealistic. Marx underrated the extent of the conquest
of nature and of man, of the technological management
of freedom and self-realization. He did not foresee the
great achievement of technological society: the assimila-
tion of freedom and necessity, of satisfaction and repres-
sion, of the aspirations of politics, business, and the indi-
vidual. In view of these achievements, socialist humanism
can no longer be defined in terms of the individual, the
all-round personality, and self-determination. If these ideas
are supposed to be more than the privilege of a few, if
they claim universal validity, they seem dangerously
void of meaning and substance. Their realization would
call for conditions in which man would fulfill himself in
his daily work, in which socially necessary labor would be
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“attractive labor,” a possibility which Marx emphatically
denied; “labor cannot become play, as Fourier wants.”4
Short of it, these images of humanism have the repressive
connotation of pretechnological “higher culture" which
leaves the lower culture on which it is built unaffected.
Marx recognized the ideological character of this human-
ism when he translated the “metaphysical” terms of the
early writings into those of political economy. The chance
of humanism arises with the abolition of the exchange
economy and its institutions; with the rational, socialist
organization of labor; then, man may become free to build
his own life and to be human with the others. Even then,
the true realm of freedom, the “menschliche Kraftentwick-
lung” which is an end in itself begins only beyond this
realm of necessity. But the socialist organization of labor
has created free time, and “the free time which is leisure
time as well as time for higher activity has naturally [sicl]
transformed man into a difierent subject (in ein andres
Subjekt oerwandelt) and as this diiferent subject, man also
enters into the process of immediate pr0duction.”5

Today, advanced industrial society is creating free time,
but the possessor of this free time is not a “different sub-
ject"; in the capitalist and communist systems, the subject
of free time is subordinated to the same norms and powers
that rule the realm of necessity. The mature Marxian con-
ception, too, appears idealistic and optimistic.

With the passing of the objective conditions for the
identity of socialism and humanism, socialism cannot be
made humanistic by committing socialist policy to the tra-
ditional humanistic values. In the situation of coexistence
(which must be the framework for any nonideological
analysis), such humanization is bound to be ideological
and self-defeating. Here, a distinction must be made be-
tween capitalist and socialist humanism. In the capitalist
world, the fight for the rights of man, for freedom of
speech and assembly, for equality before the law, which
marked the beginning of the liberal era, is again a des-
perate concem at its end, when it becomes evident to
what extent these liberties have remained restricted and
denied. And this fight is hampered to the degree to which
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it respects, in its own action and suffering, the liberal
values and the legality which the adversary meets with
unpunished violence. In the communist world, the asser-
tion of individual rights and liberties and of the initiative
of the laboring classes would promote (and should pro-
mote) radical dissent and opposition to the economic and
political repression on which the established regime de-
pends, and which it considers as prerequisite for defense
and growth in competitive coexistence. According to this
logic, effective dissent and opposition within the commu-
nist societies would alter the precarious international bal-
ance in favor of capitalism—which would not necessarily
brighten the prospects of socialist humanism. For the la-
boring classes are no longer those to whom the revolution
once appealed, and their initiative is not likely to revive
international socialist solidarity.

These are the given historical conditions which a dis-
cussion of the failures and chances of socialist humanism
must face if it does not want to deal with mere ideologies.
Advanced industrial society can take care of humanistic
values while continuing to pursue its inhuman goals: it
promotes culture and personalities together with toil,
injustice, nuclear armament, total indoctrination, self-
propelling productivity. The intensity with which the
powers that be mobilize the underlying population against
their liberation goes hand in hand with the growing capa-
bilities of society to accomplish this liberation. In as much
as these capabilities are utilized (or suppressed) in the
interest of domination, of the defense of the status quo,
they remain technical capabilities, barred from their hu-
manistic realization. As technical capabilities, they define
the prospects of socialist humanism. Severance of the fatal
link between technical progress and progress in domination
and exploitation is the precondition. Humanism must re-
main ideology as long as society depends on continued
poverty, arrested automation, mass media, prevented birth
control, and on the creation and re-creation of masses, of
noise and pollution, of planned obsolescence and waste,
and of mental and physical reannament. These conditions
and institutions are the social controls which sustain and
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extend the prevailing state of affairs. Consequently, their
abrogation on behalf of humanism would be revolutionary
subversion, and this subversion would also subvert the very
needs and necessities of human existence. What appeared,
in the pretotalitarian era, as the precondition of freedom
may well turn out to be its substance, its historical content.
For the substance of freedom as well as humanism must
be defined in terms of the human beings in their society,
and in terms of their capabilities. Advanced industrial so-
ciety is a society in which the technical apparatus of pro-
duction and distribution has become a totalitarian political
apparatus, co-ordinating and managing all dimensions of
life, free time as well as working time, negative as well as
positive thinking. To the victims, beneficiaries, and heirs of
such a society, the realm of freedom has lost its classical
content, its qualitative difference from the realm of neces-
sity. It is the work world, the technical world which they
must first make their own: the realm of necessity must
become the realm of their freedom. The technical appara-
tus of production, distribution, and consumption must be
reconstructed. Technological rationality must be redirected
to make the work world a place for human beings who one
day may perhaps be willing to live in peace and do away
with the masters who guide them to desist from this effort.
This means not “humanization” of labor but its mechaniza-
tion and planned production for the emergence of new
needs—those of pacification of the struggle for existence.
Some aspects of the new technology can be delineated:
the complete rebuilding of cities and towns, the recon-
struction of the countryside after the ravages of repressive
industrialization, the institution of truly public services, the
care for the sick and the aged.“

The failure of humanism seems to be due to overde-
velopment rather than backwardness; once the produc-
tive apparatus, under repressive direction, has grown into
an apparatus of ubiquitous controls, democratic or authori-
tarian, the chances of a humanistic reconstruction are very
poor. This situation accentuates the historical truth of the
Marxian conception. The humanistic chance of socialism
is objectively grounded neither in the socialization of the
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means of production nor in their control by the “immediate
producers”—although these are necessary prerequisites—-
but rather in the existence, prior to these changes, of social
classes whose life is the very negation of humanity, and
whose consciousness and practice are determined by
the need to abrogate this condition. The totalitarian-
technological stage has not altered this truth; no matter
how “technical” the basis of socialism has become, no mat-
ter how much it is a matter of the redirection and even
reversal of technical progress and technological ration-
ality—these are political tasks, involving radical changes
in the society as a whole. Technical progress occurs as
political progress in domination; thus it is progress in the
suppression of the alternatives. The fact that, in the most
advanced areas of industrial civilization, this suppression
is no longer terroristic but democratic, introjected, pro-
ductive, and even satisfying does not change this condition.
If suppression is compatible with individual autonomy and
operates through individual autonomy, then the Nomos
(norm) which the individual gives himself is that of ser-
vitude. This Nomos, which is the law of our time, outlaws
the pacification of the struggle for existence, national and
intemational, among societies and among individuals.
Competition must go on—for profit and power, for work
and fun, for the bigger and better deterrent, and it in-
creases the productivity of the whole, which in turn per-
petuates this sort of competition and promises the trans-
formation of its victims into its beneficiaries, who will then
do their best to make their contribution. And to the de-
gree to which the other societies are forced into the same
circle, the qualitative difference between socialism and
capitalism is being obliterated by the sweep of a produc-
tivity which improves the standard of living through im-
proved exploitation.

Socialist theory has no right to denormce, in the name
of other historical possibilities, growing social productivity
which allows a better life for more sections of the popula-
tion. But the question here is not that of future possibili-
ties; it is the present reality which is at stake. In this
reality, the denial of humanity spreads through all
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achievements: it is in the daily preparedness for annihila-
tion, in the equipment for a subterranean existence, in the
ever more ingenious planning of waste, in the inescapable
inanities of the Media, in the abolition of privacy, and-
perhaps the most effective denial of all—in the helpless
awareness of all this, in public acknowledgment and criti-
cism, which are impotent and contribute to the power of
the whole, if they are not crushed and silenced by force.
Thus the need for liberation exists: it exists as universal
need far beyond that of one particular class—but it exists
only “in itself,” not for the individuals in need. Socialism
appears again as an abstract idea; loyalty to its idea ex-
cludes the fostering of illusions. Its new abstractness does
not signify falsification. The proletariat which was to
validate the equation of socialism and humanism per-
tained to a past stage in the development of industrial
society. Socialist theory, no matter how true, can neither
prescribe nor predict the future agents of a historical trans-
formation which is more than ever before the specter that
haunts the established societies. But socialist theory can
show that this specter is the image of a vital need; it can
develop and protect the consciousness of this need and
thus lay the groundwork for the dissolution of the false
unity in defense of the status quo.

1 Merleau-Ponty, Humanisme et Terreur (Paris, 1947),
p. 197.

2Ibid., p. xf.
3Ibid., p. 203.
4Marx, Grundrisse der Kritik def politischen Oekonomie

(Berlin: Dietz, 1953), p. 599.
5 Ibid.
“For an elaboration of these propositions, see my One-Di-

mensional Man: Studies in the Ideology of Advanced Industrial
Society (Boston: Beacon Press, 1964), esp. Chs. 9 and 10.
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I

“Man is born free; and everywhere he is in chains. One
thinks himself the master of others, and still remains a
greater slave than they.”1 It was for the sake of liberating
men from these chains (chains which Rousseau thought
could be made “legitirnate”) that Marx became a radical
critic of society; it was in the name of freedom, and not of
security, that Marx turned to Communism. The vision be-
fore his eyes, from his youth onward, was that of the
creative, self-determined man, master of his environment,
of the universe, and of himself, co-operating, spon-
taneously and harmoniously, with all other men as “as-
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pects” of the human spirit liberated within him. “Dignity,”
the young Marx writes in a secondary school essay, “can
be afforded only by that position in which we do not ap-
pear as servile instruments”; “the criticism of religion,” he
writes in the Deutsch-franzosische Jahrbiicher (Franco-
German Yearbook) nine years later, “ends in the teaching
that man is the highest being for man, it ends, i.e., with the
categorical imperative to overthrow all conditions in which
man is a debased, forsaken, contemptible being forced into
servitude.” Communism, for Marx, meant neither the mere
abolition of poverty nor that abstract application of fairness
which he rejected so scathingly in his Critique of the
Gotha Programme—the triumph of distributive justice in
social afiairs. Least of all did Marx see communism as a
form of state socialism in which governmental or "repre-
sentative" power and authority replaced individual power
and authority over men. Ultimately more consistent than
Rousseau, Marx implicitly rejected any possible justifica-
tion for the “chains” that bind men together; in the belief
that Rousseau's general, universal will could and would
flower in history, Marx confidently predicted that all so-
cial chains would wither away. Communism would be the
society of freedom, in which man became the subject
and ceased to be the object of power. No longer would
man’s nature and actions be determined by something
outside himself, either by the state, society, man’s social
situation, his animal needs, or by other men. No longer
would man’s fellow human beings confront him as com-
petitors, enslaving him and themselves to the inexorable
demands of competitive economic life. For the first time
in human history, society, technology, and the whole
range of human conduct and relations would become ex-
pressions of man’s true being and cease to be limitations
upon that being. In his own life, man would find that true
and ultimate freedom which is the necessary destiny of
man; in other men he would find partners in that spon-
taneous but co-operative creativity that distinguishes man
as a universal and social being from the animal as a limited
and particular one. Man would become praxis-the sub-
ject and not the object of history.
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“The critique of society which forms the substance of
Marx’s work,” Dr. Maximilien Rubel correctly reminds us,2
“has, essentially, two targets: the State and Money.” The
State, for Marx, was the visible, institutionalized expression
of political power over men; money, both the visible
means and the secret but indispensable ground of the more
fundamental and pervasive economic power over men. If
Marx was concerned with the critique of politics and eco-
nomics, it was because he saw in these critiques the key
to understanding the human condition and grasping the
necessary foundations for the elimination of power over
men.

In Marx's earlier works, especially in his contributions
to the Deutsch-franzosische Jahrbiicher, in his Economic
and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844, and in the German
Ideology that he wrote with Engels in 1845-46, we are
presented with an analysis of the nature and foundations
of human dependence subtler and less dated than the
crude class theory of human dependence which Marx's
vulgarizing disciples have drawn out of his popular politi-
cal pamphlets. In these earlier works, Marx makes it clear
that he does not see man enslaved simply by other men:
the citizen by a dictatorial police state, the worker by a
greedy and grasping capitalist. All past and present social
systems may resolve themselves, from one point of view,
into systems made up of masters and slaves—but the mas-
ters are no more free than the slaves, both live in a rela-
tionship of mutual hostility and of insurmountable mutual
dependence, both are governed by the system that makes
them play out their allotted roles, whether they will or not.
Marx sees this dependence as arising “naturally” from the
division of labor and the consequent introduction of pri-
vate ownership. But the possibilities of intensifying de-
pendence, of alienating man from his work, his products,
and his fellow human beings, are vastly increased with the
rise of money as a universal medium of exchange. Money—
into which everything can be c0nverted—mal<es everything
salable, and enables man to separate from himself not only
his goods, the product of his work, but even from his work
itself, which he can now sell to another. “Money lowers all
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the gods of mankind and transforms them into a com-
modity. Money is the universal, self-constituting value of
all things. It has therefore robbed the whole world, both
the human world and nature, of its own peculiar value.
Money is the essence of man's work and existence,
alienated from man, and this alien essence dominates him
and he prays to it.”3

Man’s alienation, for Marx, is expressed in the fact that
man's forces, products, and creations-—all those things that
are extensions of man’s personality and should serve di-
rectly to enrich it—are split off from man; they acquire
independent status and power and turn back on man to
dominate him as his master. It is he who becomes their
servant. As the division of labor, the use of money, and
the growth of private property increase, man’s alienation
becomes more acute, reaching its highest point in modern
capitalist society. Here the worker is alienated from his
product, from the work that he sells on the “labor market,”
from other men who confront him as capitalists exploiting
his labor or as workers competing for jobs, and from nature
and society which confront him as limitations and not
as fulfillments of his personality. It is this alienation—
expressed in the intellectual field by the compartmentali-
zation of the science of man and society into the “abstract”
study of economic man, legal man, ethical man, etc.-
which Marx portrays vividly in his Economic and Philo-
sophical Manuscripts:

The more riches the worker produces, the more his
production increases in power and scope, the poorer
he becomes. The more commodities a worker pro-
duces, the cheaper a commodity he becomes. The
devaluation of the world of men proceeds in direct
proportion to the exploitation of the values of the
world of things. Labour not only produces commodi-
ties, but it turns itself and the worker into commodi-
ties . . .4

Not only the products of man’s work, but the very activity
of this work are alienated from man. The alienation
within the worker’s activity consists:
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First, in the fact that labour is external to the
worker, i.e., it does not belong to his essential being,
in the fact that he therefore does not affirm himself in
his work, but negates himself in it, that he does not
feel content, but unhappy in it, that he develops no
free physical and mental energy but mortifies his body
and ruins his mind. Therefore the Worker feels him-
self only outside his work, while in his work he feels
outside himself. He is at home when he is not working
and when he works he is not at home. His work,
therefore, is not voluntary but coerced; it is forced
labour. It is, therefore, not the satisfaction of a need,
but only a means for satisfying needs extemal to
it . . .

The result therefore is that man (the worker) no
longer feels himself acting freely except in his animal
functions, eating, drinking, procreating, or at most
in his dwelling, ornaments, etc., while in his human
functions he feels more and more like an animal.
What is animal becomes human and what is human
becomes animal.

Drinking, eating and procreating are admittedly
also genuinely human functions. But in their abstrac-
tion, which separates them from the remaining range
of human functions and turns them into sole and ulti-
mate ends, they are animal.5

The source of all the distinctions between the savage
and the civilized man, Rousseau writes, “is that the sav-
age lives within himself, while social man lives constantly
outside himself, and only knows how to live in the opinion
of others, so that he seems to receive the consciousness
of his own existence from the judgment of others concern-
ing him."° Marx, in his early (and, I should argue, in his
later) work seeks to show the necessary foundation of this
alienation in economic life, in a division of labor organized
on the basis of private property, in the use of money that
makes it possible to convert all things, even labor and care
and affection and love, into commodities that are bought
and sold. For Marx the division of labor and private
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property is, of course, inevitable, even necessary, at a cer-
tain period of history—only through it can man develop
his capacities and realize his limitless potentialities. The
savage has not yet separated his labor from himself, has
not yet leamed to produce for any purpose but use; but
in his desperate struggle to satisfy his basic (animal)
needs, in his pitiful dependence on nature, he is also man
in bondage. To master nature and to overcome human
alienation—in these achievements lies the key to the free-
dom of man. Capitalism has done the former; socialism,
Marx believed, would accomplish the latter.

At the end of his Economic and Philosophical Manu-
scripts of 1844, Marx painted a picture of the communist
society, the society of true and ultimate human freedom.
Sympathetic critics have called it the picture of a society
of artists, creating freely and consciously, working together
in spontaneous and perfect harmony. In such a society,
Marx believed, there would be no state, no criminals, no
conflicts, no need for punitive authority and coercive rules.
Each man would be “caught up” in productive labor with
other men, fulfilling himself in social, co-operative crea-
tion. The struggle would be a common struggle: in his
work, and in other men, man would find not dependence
and unpleasantness, but freedom and satisfaction, just as
artists find inspiration and satisfaction in their own work
and in the work of other artists. Truly free men rising
above the very conception of property will thus need no
rules imposed from above, no moral exhortations to do
their duty, no “authorities” laying down what is to be
done. Art cannot be created by plans imposed from out-
side; it knows no authorities and no discipline except the
authority and the discipline of art itself. What is true of
art, Marx believed, is true of all free, productive labor.
]ust as true communism, for Marx, is not that crude “com-
munism” which “is so much under the sway of material
property, that it wants to destroy everything which can-
not be owned by everybody as private property; it wants
forcibly to cut away talent, etc.”;7 so “free labor," for
Marx, is not “mere fun, mere amusement, as Fourier thinks
with all the naiveté of a grisette. Truly free labor, e.g.,
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composition, is damned serious at the same time, it is the
most intensive exertion.”3

The vision of communism outlined here, I believe, re-
mained with Marx all his life. It comes out clearly in the
German Ideology of 1845-46, in the notes and drafts he
made between 1850 and 1859, in his Critique of the
Gotha Programme in 1875. It runs through all three
volumes of Das Kapital. It is a vision of freedom, of spon-
taneous co-operation, of men’s conscious self-determina-
tion once they are freed from dependence and need. It is
not merely a vision of economic plenty or social security.
Engels may have seen communism that way; Marx did
not. To the end of his life, through the “economic filth"
that he waded through so conscientiously and unwillingly,
Marx remained the philosopher, the apostle, and the pre-
dicter of freedom.

II

The intellectual crisis in the democratic socialist move-
ment today is a crisis in socialist ethics: a crisis that stems
from the tension between Marx's emphasis on economic
rationalism and material sufiiciency, his interest in what
he saw as the economic preconditions of freedom, and his
emphasis on a truly human morality that would overcome
the very conception of property and the divorce between
means and ends. Georges Sorel dramatized this conflict
in Marxian thinking in his picture of the historic conflict
between the ethics of the consumer, interested in profits
and returns, seeking security, seeing all things as means
to a commercial end, and the ethics of the producer,
based on the “heroic” values of disinterested creativity,
co-operation, emulation, and indifference to reward. The
German sociologist Ferdinand Tonnies, i.n part consciously
influenced by Marx, strikingly developed Marx's contrast
between the commercial, divisive society of capitalism and
the unalienated society of communism into a sociological
category, the contrast between the commercial, divisive
Gesellschaft and the organic fellowship of the Gemein-
schaft. Gesellschaft is the bourgeois commercial society in
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which the cash nexus tends to drive out all other social
ties and relationships, in which men become bound only
by contract and commercial exchange, in which the city
dominates the country and the trading class converts the
whole land into a market, in which the “common, social
sphere” is based on the fleeting moment when men meet
in barter, when they have what the law of contract calls
“a [transitory] meeting of minds.” The “common sphere”
of the Gemeinschaft, on the other hand, rests on a natural
harmony, on the ties of tradition, friendship, and the com-
mon acceptance of a religious order; production is pri-
marily agricultural and for use, society is based on status
relations that prevent any man from treating another
“abstractly.” In the Gemeinschaft men are essentially
united in spite of all separating factors; they act on each
other’s behalf. In the Gesellschaft they are essentially
separated in spite of all uniting factors; here every man is
isolated and by himself, other men confront him as com-
petitors and alien intruders. The distinction between
Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, for Tonnies, is intimately
associated with the distinction between two kinds of will,
each of them characteristic of one of the two societies.
The Gemeinschaft is based on the Wesenwille, the
natural or integral will in which a man expresses his whole
personality and in which there is no developed differen-
tiation between means and ends. Against this stands the
Kurwille, the rational but in a sense capricious will char-
acteristic of Gesellschaft, the will in which means and
ends have been sharply differentiated and in which what
Max Weber calls zweclcrationale (purposefully rational)
behavior prevails. In his pamphlet on property, published
in 1926, Tonnies illustrates the difference. Property which
is the object of the natural will is so closely bound to the
nature of the person that any separation from it neces-
sarily produces unhappiness: the owner and his property
fuse together, the property becomes part of the owner,
loved and cherished as his own creation. This is the way
that men are inclined to behave toward living things that
they own, toward their house and yard, and, toward the
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“sod” which they and their forefathers have worked for
generations. In the relationships that result from the nat-
ural will there is no sharp differentiation of pleasure and
pain, satisfaction and dissatisfaction: the farmer finds in
his land both sorrow and joy, duty and pleasure, obliga-
tion and privilege. The rational will, on the other hand,
finds its paradigmatic expression in the relationship to
money, to property that is expressed as credit or debit in
a ledger, to “hands” who cost so and so much in wages.
The ultimate consummation of the property of the rational
will is the commercial share, held by an owner who has not
even seen the property it confers on him. It is in these
relationships that joy and sorrow, satisfaction and dissatis-
faction, are sharply differentiated: profit is plus, joy, satis-
faction; loss is minus, sorrow, dissatisfaction. Here is the
consummation of utilitarian morality: everything is ab-
stracted, torn out of its living context, subsumed under an
alienated end.

In the advanced Western society of i.ndustrialism, where
social mobility and redistributions of wages, status, and
opportunity have hopelessly blurred and diffused the
simple cleavages of traditional class conflicts and where
growing aflluence has destroyed the plausibility of linking
the concept of alienation with that of poverty, some of the
ablest of socialist thinkers have returned to the young
Marx read in the light of Tonnies. The contemporary so-
cialist critique of capitalism, they say, cannot rest any
longer on allegations of the worker's impoverishment and
material exploitation: it must focus instead on the failure
of capitalism to provide a Gemeinschaft, a sense of com-
munity, and on the manipulation of human beings in the
interests of commercial ends, on the way in which capital-
ism molds man into seeking transitory material satisfac-
tions. In the societies claiming to march toward commu-
nism, on the other hand, the ablest of the social critics-
such men as Ernst Bloch and Leszek Kolakowski, sup-
ported by a number of Yugoslav philosophers—have used
Marx's vision of communism as a true fraternity in which
the opposition between individual and society would have
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been overcome as a way of criticizing the authoritarian
concepts of Gemeinschaft and the emphasis on obedience
and subservience preached by the Party theologues. It is
in Marxian humanism, and not in the commercial morality
of Fabianism and “advanced” trade unions, that non-
bureaucratic socialists see the greatest chances of an ethi-
cal renewal. There are admittedly those, in Portugal, in
large parts of Italy, and in the “underdeveloped” countries
outside Europe, to whom classical Marxism still makes an
appeal because the situation in their countries is not a
“twentieth-century situation”; because, like the men to
whom the Communist Manifesto was addressed, they are
still waging the struggle for political democracy, the abo-
lition of seigneurial privileges and the freeing of economic
development from the restraints, not of capitalism, but
of traditional society. The paradox is that to most of these
people Marxism is only a way of destroying conditions that
stand between them and the twentieth century. Instead of
leading man from the Gesellschaft of capitalism into the
free, fratemal Gemeinschaft of communism, the class
struggle in their hands becomes at best a means for leading
man from the oppressive Gemeinschaft of precapitalist so-
ciety into the Gesellschaft of the modern industrial age.
It is deeply significant that our most realistic hopes for
genuine political liberalization in the Soviet Union and-
ultimately—in Communist China, rest on the growth of
specialization, the comparative overcoming of chronic
shortages and the rise of a consumers’ market: in short, on
the increasing pemieation of some of the values that dis-
tinguish capitalist society from traditional, authoritarian
society.

Here, then, lies the fundamental problem for socialist
humanists. Classical Marxism welded together, in one tre-
mendous act of force and faith, the aflinnaiion of industrial
development and the longing for the brotherhood and
community of the feudal-agrarian village. The machines
that robbed man of his individuality, it taught, had a his-
toric mission: while they seemed to support and extend
the naked divisiveness of commercial society, they would
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end by overthrowing it and leading to the Kingdom of
Man. The paths to political and economic democracy, to
material satisfaction, and to freedom in the fullest possible
sense, were all one and the same path. Today, the paths
have divided, not in two or three, but in a hundred di-
rections, and the world demands a new map from those
who wish to erect a new signpost.

From the work of Marx and Tonnies, from the concepts
of alienation and Gemeinschaft, it is possible, I believe, to
construct a radical ethic: an ethic linked with the acquisi-
tion of knowledge, with the traditions of spiritual and ma-
terial production and of political enterprise and democ-
racy. But it will be an ethic of struggle and criticism, which
carries with it no guarantee of success. History is neither
the story of the progressive unfolding of a spontaneously
co-operative human essence nor is it the inevitable march
toward a truly just and human society. History is the
battleground of competing traditions, movements, and
ways of life: it presents us with no total story and no final
end. And what is true of history is equally true of society.
The socialist humanist, like the exiled Trotsky, will have
to recognize that “history” and “society” can confront us
with one outrage after another; when they do, he will, like
Trotsky, have to fight back with his fists.

Even in the formulation of a critical program, there are
problems that must be faced squarely. The work of Ton-
nies, in elaborating the concept of Gemeinschaft, runs to-
gether the brotherhood of a working team of equals and
the paternalism of a feudal community in which everyone
knows and accepts his place. The Promethean socialist
vision of the noncommercial society is distinguished from
the Romantic conservative vision by its rejection of hier-
archy and by that alone; yet it is precisely on this point
that socialist collectivist practice has failed when working
on any scale but the infinitesimal. A great part of the
heritage of democratic socialism, and of the socialist con-
cept of freedom, rests on the “open” society created by
capitalist development: the Gesellschaft that freed men
from the bonds of religious and feudal authority, created
the ideal of individualism, cut the oppression of the ex-
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tended family, and vastly increased the area of the “pri-
vate” as opposed to the “public.” The divorce of means
and ends has multiplied to an incredible extent the scope
and power of human production; the capitalist market, as
Hayek and von Mises have emphasized, has created a
model by which men find it possible to agree to common
means while feeling that they can maintain their diverse
individual ends.

This feeling is no doubt partly illusory. Capitalist means
do shape the ends that people pursue and such ends
acquire no special ethical “sanctity” simply because they
are pursued. But in developing a theory of freedom we
can no longer follow Marx in his tacit reliance on the es-
sentially co-operative nature of the human spirit, freed
from economic bonds. Neither can we simply rely on the
factory as the school of revolution: if modem industrial
development has taught new forms of co-operation, it has
also raised new and mightier forms of bureaucratization.
If the growth of science and technology increasingly liber-
ates man from physically unpleasant work and increasingly
tends to eliminate the direct use of power in allocating
material resources, it also constantly increases the need for
management and direction and the subtler economic and
social dependence of man. If we have to revise, to some
extent, Marx's concept of man, we must revise, far more
radically, Marx’s view of industrial society. To this task,
I hope, some of my fellow contributors will be addressing
themselves.

1].-]. Rousseau, The Social Contract, Book I, ch. I.
2 Maximilien Rubel, “Le Concept de democratic chez Marx,”

in Contrat Social, Vol. VI, no. 4.
3Ka.rl Marx, “On the Jewish Question"; my translation from

Marx-Engels Gesamtausgabe (MEGA; Frankfurt am Main:
Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute, 1927 f.), Section I, Vol. 1-i, p. 603.

‘MEGA, Section I, Vol. 3, p. 82.
5Ibid., pp. 85-86.
“A Discourse on the Origin of Inequality, in ].-]. Rousseau,

The Social Contract and Discourses (London: I. M. Dent 8:
Sons [Every-man's Library], 1913), p. 237. My colleague,
Mr. S. I. Benn, kindly drew my attention to the passage.



13o ON HUMANISM
7 Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, MEGA, Section

I, Vol. 3, p. 111-12.
3 From £16 draft notes (1857-58) that grew into the Critique

of Political Economy and were first published in 1939; here
cited from the Gennan edition, Karl Marx, Grundrisse der Kritilc
der politischen Oekonomie (Berlin: Dietz Verlag, 1953), p. 505.



Umberto Cerroni

SOCIALIST HUMANISM AND SCIENCE

UMBERTO CERRONI has studied the institutions of so-
cialism in two books, Kant and the Foundation of the
Juridical Category and Marx and Modern Law. He
teaches philosophy of law at the University of Rome,
where he completed his studies in 1947, is a member of
the Italian Society for the Philosophy of Law and of the
Executive Committee of the Antonio Cramsci Institute
in Rome, directs the publication of Rassegna Sooietica
(Soviet Review), and has contributed to numerous cul-
tural publications. He was born in Milan in 1926.

1

Words have a history, and the term “socialist humanism”
is no exception to this rule. It has two principal mean-
ings which will be discussed. The first derives from social-
democratic tradition and has been updated by some exis-
tentialist interpretations of Marx’s notions. A whole sector
of theoretical “revisionism” has proceeded to abandon rev-
olutionary thought and action itself, preaching the “hu-
manistic” characteristics of Marxism for the sake of which
they have sacrificed their “narrow” classist characteristics,
and have finished integrating Capital sometimes with the
Metaphysics of Fashion, and sometimes with the Phenom-
enology of the Spirit. This tendency is quite well repre-
sented by certain interpretations of Austro-Marxism, by
Léon Blum's socialism “on human scale,” or by other more
recent ideas (Lefebvre, Hippolyte, Calvez, Tucker, etc.).

A second meaning, current in the USSR during the
Stalin era, has considered “socialist humanism” as the
moral output of classical socialism. However, if the first
tendency has striven to liquidate the Marxist science theo-
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retically, the second has preached its moralistic principles
precisely while executing in practice the most dehuman-
ized distortions of socialism. There is, therefore, reason
enough to be on guard vis-a-vis both versions of the term.

Nevertheless, it would be unfair to distrust the term
“socialist humanism” itself; rather we should distrust the
ideas previously associated with it, and subject them to
criticism.

It seems to me that the defects of the term in question
are derived from the traditional corruptions that the
word “humanism” has suflered, corruptions that consist
substantially in rationalization and moralizing rhetorics. It
should be noted that deformations of this type originated
because a precise reference to the contents and historical
meaning of humanism had been lost. Among these mean-
ings two seem essential: the first, ripened during the
theoretical polemics that marked the dissolution of the old
medieval theological culture, consisted in the seculariza-
tion of thought, that is, in the construction of rationalistic
perspectives which obtained their intellectual baptism
from the awakening experimental sciences; the second,
developed above all in the modern utopian way of think-
ing, originated in the intuition of the integration of the
individual, mankind, and nature, the “perfectibility” of
“the earthly city,” and therefore the transference of moral
problems from the otherworldly sphere, or interiority, to
the worldly sphere, or exteriority; man's problem was re-
duced from that of “salvation” or purity of intentions to
that of liberation, and, in the final analysis, of social eman-
cipation. Outside this context and historical meaning, the
term “humanism” seems to lack any important cultural
values.

It can therefore be said that the discussion of humanism
is a discussion of the theoretical and practical conse-
quences (grlosiologically and socially) of lay culture. (At-
tempts have been made—for instance those of Iacques
Maritain—-to extract a sort of humanism from the trans-
cending vision of Christianity; but these attempts are, I
believe, plagued with errors.) This is a discussion, there-
fore, of the consistency, vigor, and historical adequacy of a
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rational program scientifically founded on the knowledge
of the human world (and therefore of the unification of
knowledge) and of a social program constituting the in-
tegration of the individual with society. If this is true, the
importance of the struggles of Marxist theoreticians to con-
struct a socialist humanism will easily be understood, at
the moment when modern thought seems to have aban-
doned the two principles we have just outlined. Starting
from a well-founded criticism of the dogmatic and moralist
tradition, this struggle has progressively deepened the di-
vision between “humanistic sciences” and natural and
physical sciences. The separation of the “human kingdom”
from the “kingdom of nature” implies the necessity of a
Kantian “teleological” integration of scientific knowledge,
which must culminate in a Hegelian reduction of history
to philosophy as a mere phenomenology of the Spirit, or
it implies the necessity to conceive the structure of human
knowledge as a noncausal structure (nonexplanatory), or
as “comprehensive.” (Cf. the contrast between Verstehen
and Erlclaeren in modern gnosiology, Dilthey's histori-
cism, neo-Kantianism, the “sociology” of Max Weber, and
Croce's transformation of history into philosophy.) Instead,
the era of the most imposing progress of science is also
the era of the renaissance of the most serious metaphysi-
cal tendencies in social sciences. Even the young sociolog-
ical science has again requested the help of philosophy,
and even of rationalism; it would be enough to recall the
critical considerations of C. Wright Mills. On the other
hand, ideal types have been considered as typical “points
of reference”; it might suffice, for instance, to think of
the manner in which Kelsen deals with the problem of
democracy.

It would be interesting, but too laborious, to analyze
the historical components of these two sequences. We can
see them, for example, in the fundamentally skeptical re-
sults which the critical examination of abstract rationalism
(Kant) has come to, and in the progressing limitations of
the problems inherited from the analyses of classic econ-
omy. In short, it seems that modern theoretical conscience
has again brought to light the incapacity of the intellect
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to know simultaneously the world and the “irregularity”
(individuality, irrepeatibility) in economic, social, and po-
litical phenomena, and therefore the impossibility of trans-
forming them. Even more interesting and urgent seems,
therefore, the program of a socialist humanism. But this
program will be fruitful only when it can be rid simul-
taneously of the two typical “rhetoric” defects of human-
ism, i.e., abstraction and moralism. In short, if socialist hu-
manism is to be freed from the dangers of agnosticism
and irrationalism which we are denouncing in modern
thought, it should also be liberated from the abstraction-
ism of the old dogmatic rationalism, and from the merely
utopian characteristics of social projections. The one, in
fact, reduces thought to the empirical prison of things,
while the other confirms man in his present social condi-
tions. Only thus is it possible, I think, to reconquer, through
the cognizance of the world, the scientific functions of the
intellect, and, along with the notion of the transforma-
bility of society, its causal structure. In both fields, the
gnosiological and the ethical-social, the most diflicult and
fruitful work theoretical Marxism can undertake is to re-
cover either the hypothetic-experimental structure of
thought, or the causal-objective foundation (Gesetzma's-
sig) of the world and of society. A socialist humanism
freed from all rheto1ics—and therefore of all abstract
assertions not confirmed by science, or by real trans-
formations—needs above all to be constructed as a science.
It is in this that its materialistic character must consist.

2

The scientific seriousness of this problem, and the mo-
mentousness of the tasks assumed by a social movement
such as Marxism prevent us from forgetting criticism made
not so much against Marx but against Marxists working in
our time; this criticism tends to demonstrate the incoher-
ence of a humanistic program understood in the terms we
have briefly recalled. This criticism has in essence sus-
tained two theses:

a) that on a theoretical basis, Marxism has developed
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a metaphysics, and therefore the dogmatism of a new
laical theology which has become secondary to science;

b) that in the practical sphere, socialism is to date very
far from constructing an institutional system (economic-
political) capable of injecting in science the need of a
profound and direct social integration. These are severe
criticisms and it would be useless to pretend that they
cannot be sustained by authentic evidence; Stalin’s years
are there to prove them. In fact, in these years, in the
name of Marxism, something very serious that must worry
us has happened: in the theorical sphere, a vilification of
science and of its methods of investigation, founded on the
free intellectual construction of hypotheses and their strict
causal verification; and in the practical sphere, an almost
inconceivable (at least for a Marxist) distortion of the
scientific experimental foundations of the economic-social
construction.

We cannot avoid the problem by counting the years that
separate us from Stalin. We need rather to measure the
critical distance separating the socialism of that era from
the destruction effected today, by all the distortions of
Marxism. I do not pretend to reopen here the discussion
of such a complex phenomenon. I think however, that we
must, for our purposes, recognize the criticisms we have
mentioned, and examine them in order to arrive at a proj-
ect for a socialist humanism that is not mere rhetoric.
At this point, however, our talk must necessarily tum to-
ward Marx: this thinker who is already the great phenome-
non of world culture, this Aristotle of modem times.

My thesis is that among Marxists themselves there has
existed, for a long time, a great misunderstanding regard-
ing Marx. If synthesizing is permitted, this misunderstand-
ing can be abridged as follows: too many Marxists still
consider that the main task of the Marxist thought is to
guide an “exact” and “scientific” philosophy before which
the very natural and physical sciences would be con-
sidered simply as evidence or proof. Of that exact phi-
losophy, which would preserve a dimension qualitatively
differing from experimental science, dialectics would be
the instrument. Not a few Marxist intellectuals—at least in
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Italy—have on the contrary articulated a different hypothe-
sis: Marx has not elaborated a new philosophy unifying
the world of knowledge and absorbing science, but has
rather added to the knowledge of humanity the instru-
ments of science; in short, Marx’s dialectics do not regress
science to philosophic reason, but introduce philosophic
reason into scientific intellection.

It is of course not possible to discuss both theses analyti-
cally; but we can consider some thoughts which arise from
our thesis regarding the development of the socialist
movement, and particularly the problem of socialist
humanism.

3
The humanistic tenets of Ma.rx’s thought can no longer

be seriously doubted after the posthumous publications of
essays such as Criticism of the Hegelian Philosophy on
Public Right, Economic-Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844,
and German Ideology. Even those rejecting historical ma-
terialism subscribe to such tenets, and, what is more, they
have constantly used them in opposition to the classic,
economic, and political results of Marx’s investigations. In
fact, it seems that the hazards in the publication of Marx’s
work, not to mention those of its difiusion a11d populari-
zation, have created a peculiar situation: the political so-
cialist movement which was based on the concept of the
class struggles has remained largely ignorant, for a long
time, of the problems of “the young” Marx, while others,
criticizing classic socialism, have often referred to the “hu-
manism” of his youthful works. We thus witness a tacit
repudiation of his youthful humanistic principles, by pre-
cisely tbose forces which in practice have developed
Marx's principles and should benefit from them.

An attentive exa.rni11ation of the intellectual biography
of Marx constantly reiterates one problem: the group of
his works commonly called “youthful” constitutes the
methodical transfer through which Marx’s thought “de-
scends” from philosophy to political economy, from the-
orical criticism to practical criticism, and even from a de-
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sign of criticism to one of struggle. If the “youthful”
thought is the road toward Capital, it should always be
considered, either to explain the methodologic necessity
of the reduction of philosophic criticism to economic-social
criticism, or to enlighten the methodological connections
of this same investigation. Any other way of considering
this early work is to risk impoverishing and denaturalizing
the true thought of Marx; to graft it onto a traditional
methodology, and to dissociate the economic-scientific
criticism from the general theoretical problems.

4
We do not want, however, to pose a problem of sheer

philology. It seems to me, on the contrary, that these notes
(which should be developed later) will serve to focus on
a strictly practical problem regarding the history of the
socialist movement. First of all, despite the assumptions of
certain self-appointed executors of the “Will” of Marxism,
the ensemble of doctrines we call scientific socialism has
been deprived of a scientific bond, of coherence and theo-
retical internal completeness, and the lack of these quali-
ties has been substituted by the intrusion of theoretical
elements, absolutely alien and even opposed to the true
intellectual development of Marx. I refer to that “dialectic
materialism” which from Engels to Stalin has done nothing
but ask help or credit from that lower form of Hegelianism
which was discarded by serious thinkers after the adven-
tures of social Darwinism and of nineteenth-century posi-
tivism. Marx has been clearly “integrated,” and therefore
revised, following Hegel in a servile fashion, with conse-
quences not less serious than those of neo-Kantian revision-
ism. During Stalin’s régime, experimental science was
forced to move along idealistic perspectives based on those
“prenotions” against which Bacon, the founder of the ex-
perimental method, had already fought. Philosophy was
in this guise liberated again from science, and revolved
once more round its axis, shrinking the social and political
sciences into a dogmatic and utopian theory and finding
in dialectics (Hegelian) a passkey to open all doors—and
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therefore nothing. Once philosophy was restituted to its
perennial sphere, it was logical that the so much talked
about “humanism” would afterward return to an anthro-
pology fatally inclined to the old moralistic generalities.
Socialist humanism therefore ended in the pure and simple
rhetorical exaltation of its ends, and afterward in the “sur-
rendering” of the individual to the community. Let us add
that this community, necessarily opposed to the interac-
tion of individuals, could not consist in anything but the
present State; hence this surrendering resolved itself in a
moralist reinforcement of the domination—subordination
relationship of constituted authority over the worker. In
this manner, all the “humanistic” potentiality of socialism
turned into statism; in the Hegelian manner, the socialist
state became “a substantial unity with a self-purpose, ab-
solute, motionless, wherein liberty reaches its supreme
right and whose final objective has a priority right against
that of individuals, whose utmost duty consists in being
components of the State" (Hegel).

It may well be that, even Without knowing it, socialism
was returning to the old path of statist moralism, search-
ing for the mediation between the individual and the com-
munity, no longer in the naturalistic dimensions of the so-
cialization of the means of production and consequently
of social self-government, but precisely in that “meta-
physic power of the State” against which the young Marx
had fought with Hegel. The socialization of man becomes
then rather a pedagogic (moralistic) problem of the State,
and not a real and practical procedure; and the activities
of the State, instead of being specific functions of the as-
sociation of producers, were on the contrary projected as
ends in themselves, as “formalities” or as “rites” (Marx).
From these ceremonial rites, all the traditional components
were resurrected: bureaucracy, formalism, pedagogism,
official truth, secrecy, mysticism of hierarchies and of the
head of the State, and the subordination of real science to
the formal “science” of politics. Above all, the separation
of society and state (of individual and community) was
revived—a separation that socialism should have all but



Umberto Cerroni 139
abolished and that, by its continued existence, resulted in
persecution and ulterior theoretical sanction.

It is true that it was a “new” State, the State of workers.
Despite this, whoever theorized on this novelty evidently
lost sight of the fact that neither the change in political
personnel, nor the change of the State's objectives, can
achieve by itself a change in the positive structure of the
State as a “merely delusory community" (Marx). In short,
the unifying function of the socialist State can be devel-
oped only through the specific manner of its subordination
to society, of the progressive transference of its functions
to the community of workers, and of the progressive trans-
formation into communist self-govemment.

5
Certain conclusions can be drawn from what we have

said. Socialist humanism must, in the first place, rid itself
of that secular tradition of dogmatic rationalism which
pretends to be above science, and arrive at conducting
social investigation with the typical methods of science;
that is to say, it must base knowledge on the examination
of actual social relationships. Only in this way can the
primacy of political economy make sense within the
sphere of social disciplines. In the second place, socialist
humanism must construct its own models of social trans-
formation as functions of scientific criticism of the capital-
istic social structure, avoiding in this way the pure mental
(dogmatic) search of socialistic construction. In the third
place, it must accept the merely experimental nature of
its models; thus these models can be modified in accord-
ance with their efficiency in the transformation of relation-
ships inherited from the past. In the fourth place, it must
realize, in the special level of political theory, that the
authentic efliciency of its models should be measured, tak-
ing into consideration not only a future of complete social
homogenization (communism), but also the possibility of
attaining the consent of workers and stimulating their or-
ganization; in the present it is only in this sense that com-
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munism can succeed as a supreme achievement, even ar-
riving at the dissolution of democracy.

Recapitulating briefly, we could adopt the formula: an
authentic humanism (which can only be socialistic and
therefore materialistic, a socializer and emancipator of
workers), must succeed in grounding all knowledge on
science, in order to free itself from the rationality of its
“autosufficiency” and its abstractionism. A science of so-
ciety, while it cuts the abstract rationalistic tradition from
philosophy, and also liberates science (confined to nature)
from its “scientist” anguish, organically grafts it onto so-
ciety, and connects at the same time the social develop-
ment (an area reserved to philosophical speculations) with
science. In short, it completely establishes that relation-
ship of reason-consent-interest which has to date been
separated into two “kingdoms”: that of the rationalistic-
idealistic area of philosophy versus science, of “freedom”
versus “necessity.” Along this line, we do not find it diHi-
cult to envision even the practical construction of a society
where, through the Marxist program of a thorough natu-
ralization of man and a thorough socialization of nature,
the harmonization of individual and society would be ab-
solutely feasible. In reality, the individual would succeed
in realizing himself, all the more since his liberty would
necessarily imply a conscious and interested participation
in society; on the other hand, the human society would
benefit more when its members became thoroughly inte-
grated on the basis of a hierarchy of effective assets of
each member. Neither reason above science nor science
above reason; neither the individual over society nor the
society over the individual. Once the critical requirements
we have outlined are satisfied, the program for a socialist,
antirhetorical, and historically eflicient humanism seems
to be established.

Translated by T. Gil
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There is nothing new in the statement that the central
problem of socialism—of any socialism, and Marx’s social-
ism in particular—is the problem of man, with its most
essential aspect of creating conditions for man’s happiness
and full development. For any socialism, whether ancient
or modern, utopian or scientific, has its roots in rebellion
against social evils, poverty and exploitation, slavery and
oppression, and all other sources of human suffering. Any
socialism, even if incapable of saying what human happi-
-ness is, is always ready to say what its obstacles are, and
to imply in its program ways and means of eliminating
the sources of man's misery.

Marx’s socialism—whose ideological expression is found
in Marxism—is no exception to the rule. A product of the
age of great social upheavals, Marxism was born out of an
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intensified autoreflection on the relationship between the
individual and society. Vl/hen the young Marx first became
concerned with the problem of the human individual and
the various forms of his alienation in a class society, his
thinking already formed part of the great philosophical
trends of the age. It was the merit of his genius that, al-
though his point of departure was the same as that of his
contemporaries, he could take a different road and go
farther than they did. The fact that Marx chose a different
way was due, in the field of theory, to a number of reasons
—all of which can be reduced to his different idea of the
human individual. In any case, a philosophy of man was
the cradle of Marxism.

The more important attempts at solving the problem of
the individual and society can be placed between two ex-
treme approaches: the heteronomous and the autonomous
concept of the human individual.

The former posits the existence of some superhuman
forces of which the human individual is the product or
emanation—not only in the physical sense but also, and
perhaps primarily, in the sense of his attitude and be-
havior, based on a system of values built from outside,
from a superhuman world. This is a typically religious ap-
proach—and it does not matter whether it refers to a per-
sonal God, the Absolute Idea, Fate, etc. An example of
this approach is Catholic personalism.

The autonomous conception, on the other hand, rejects
the existence of any superhuman forces as responsible for
the creation—physical and spiritual-of the human individ-
ual and his behavior; as a result it believes in humanism.
But there are two opposed varieties of this approach. One
of them—exemplified, for instance, in Sartre’s atheistic ex-
istentialism—by rejecting heteronomy and construing its
humanistic autonomism, takes as its starting point the in-
dividual interpreted as a spiritual monad (a monad of will,
conscience, emotion, etc.). In an extreme interpretation
it is a typical Leibniz monad which “has no windows”;
the individual is lonely, isolated, “doomed to freedom” or
“doomed to choice,” and has no help or assistance. It is
true that the metaphysical concept of heteron0my—which
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the modern, scientific mind cannot accept without re-
nouncing all its habits of thinking-has been eliminated,
but a mere trifle has been lost in the process—society and
the bonds that arise within its framework. And it is no
wonder that the purely subjectivist and asocial pattern of
this type of existentialism has encountered enormous diffi-
culties, for it expects from the modem mind an equally
great, although different, sacrifice as its antagonist. Sartre,
it is true, looks for a way out, and attempts to reconcile
existentialism and historical materialism—but without suc-
cess. The result is that the structure of his doctrine is far
from coherent, and its “original sin” remains.

A diametrically opposed approach is provided—within
the framework of the antiheteronomous conception—by
the attempt to solve the problem based on society and
social relations. A typical example of this position is rep-
resented by the vulgarized type of Marxism—in the form
of economic materialism. Here, it is true, we do dissociate
ourselves from both the need to look for the help of het-
eronomous, superhuman forces and voluntarist subjectiv-
ism—but in exchange, while regaining human society,
Which has been lost in the existentialist confusion, we in
turn lose sight of the individual. From a history-maker, a
master of his own choices, he becomes a mere product, a
statistical average, an executor of historical laws which
are independent of his will. Let me repeat: this is not au-
thentic Marxism, it is only its crude interpretation—under-
standable as it is because of a psychological reaction,
among other things, to the subjectivist or religious mis-
interpretation of the problem. Nevertheless, such an ap-
proach did exist for many years—and we must not overlook
it now when trying to arrive at a correct view of the
matter.

Marxism—at least in the interpretation that regards
Marx’s development from youth to maturity as a whole-—
adopts an attitude which is in a sense different from all
the above-mentioned conceptions. Rejecting the heter-
onomous notion of the individual as metaphysical, Marx-
ism chooses the empirical foundation of radical humanism:
men are makers of their history and history discloses to us
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nothing outside their action. Everything else is specula-
tion. But existentialist metaphysics is rejected by Marxism
with equal emphasis as subjectivist-voluntarist specula-
tion: what is given in experience is not individuals—but
social individuals; while making history they are also its
product. In its struggle against subjectivism Marxism con-
tinues Aristotle’s old line—man is a zoon politikon. But his
point of departure is the human individual who, not only
as a living organism but as an organism that acts on a plan
conceived in its mind, is something separate in its individu-
ality. Thus Marxism also vigorously opposes those theories
which, while rejecting the antihumanist, heteronomous
vision of the ind.ividual, run to the other extreme of the
equally antihumanist, asocial vision of this individual, to
whom they only concede the passive role of a product
and whom they actually overlook in some abstract idea
of society.

In investigating the relationships between the individ-
ual and society, our point of departure—only an empirical
one—is the individual man; he thinks and acts and always
co-operates with others within some social framework, but
is a distinct individual. When Marx insists that "men cre-
ate history” he opposes both those who maintain that his-
tory is created by some superhuman forces while man is
only their instrument, and also those according to whom
history is created, not by actual human individuals, but
by some abstract social groups. But when the individual
is treated as the starting point of our analysis we must
not forget that his autonomy is only relative. This is not
a mysterious monad of will and consciousness, isolated and
deprived of contact with others; this is a social individual,
because, unable to live without society, he is—since the
moment of birth—shaped by society and is its product,
physically and spiritually. The issue was once graphically
expressed by Marx when, criticizing the narrow scope of
Feuerbach's concept of the generic individual, he put
forth his own idea of the individual as the entirety of
social relations. This was one of Marx’s greatest discov-
eries—and it contained the nucleus of his philosophy of
man. But it later resulted in a formal departure from any
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direct interest in the philosophy of man, which had been
so characteristic of Marx in his youth.

For if the individual is always s0cial—that is, if he is a
product of society which he creates—then he is in a sense
dialectically involved in society; and if the problem of his
happiness and development is to be interpreted as libera-
tion from unhappiness and barriers to development, then
the problem of the individual, and of his happiness and
full development presents itself to us as a social problem.
VVhat will be of decisive importance is not moral self-
improvement, the will of the hero as an arbitrary creator of
history or prayers to some supematural force, but the abil-
ity to set in motion those social forces which alone are
capable of removing the social barriers to individual hap-
piness. Thus, although we begin with the individual, we
are not only aware of his social aspects, but we also per-
ceive the social way to the implementation of individual
aims. The philosophy of man here becomes one with his-
torical materialism as a theory of social development and
a basis of the practical activity of men.

Consequently, the emphasis, particularly with regard to
action, is shifted to society and to the material existence
shaping its development. Marx, together with the young
Hegelians, began with the problems of the individual. To
the young Hegelians, this remained the central point: they
thought that the subjective aspect of individual life could
solve the problem of relationships between the individual
and society. Marx also remained faithful to his original
problem—the conditions of the individual’s happiness and
full development—but shifted its solution to the social
plane. New categories appear—social class and class strug-
gle, social formation and factors of its development, capi-
talism and socialism, bourgeoisie and pr0letariat—as the
forces shaping society. But the problems of the individual
and a philosophy of man are implicit in this new concep-
tion. What is more, without them Marxian socialism loses
its supreme sense—since it loses its humanist meaning. And
that is why all attempts at splitting Marx's homogeneous
theory into his “early” and “mature” views, which are
alleged to be not only diiierent but opposed, are basically
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erroneous. This is the case both when the only “true
Marxism" is considered to be based on Marx’s views in
his youth and when these views are nonchalantly rejected
as a survival of idealism or a young man’s inconsistent
step toward an idea later grasped by a mature man. The
young Marx's thinldng can only be understood from the
viewpoint of its mature shape—for, in his own graphic
phrase, the anatomy of man is a key to the anatomy of
the ape; but the mature shape of scientific socialism can-
not be understood unless it is conceived as the embodi-
ment of the ideals which Marx cherished from his youth,
and unless his scientific analysis is illuminated with so-
cialist humanism.

Marx's change is obvious—not only in the choice of
words but also in the approach to the question, both the-
oretical and practical. The numerous alienations and how
to overcome them, the problem with which Marx was
preoccupied in his youth, assumes the form of struggle
against capitalist domination—a struggle which will put an
end to class society and, with it, to exploitation, the state,
religion, prejudice, etc.—and thus to basic forms of aliena-
tion. And this change of approach also means the shifting
of emphasis—particularly in the practical struggle for the
fulfillment of the desired ends. To ensure individual happi-
ness the masses are roused. Their struggle is only a means
to an end, but as long as the struggle goes on it is the
center of attention. This is only normal, for only in this
way can the goal be reached. In propaganda, too, the
struggle against capitalism gains ever more significance:
the ultimate aim is implicitly understood—but what is re-
ally absorbing is the actual struggle, on which all efforts
have to be concentrated.

The problem of the individual was overlooked in the
later phase of Ma.rxism for two reasons. The first is of an
objective nature and is connected with the concentration
of forces-poor as they were in comparison with the op-
ponent's power—on what was the most important thing at
that time—the struggle of the masses. The other reason is
of a subjective character and was connected, particularly
during the rapid growth of the movement and in view of
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the long struggle facing it, with the fact that many of those
taking part in the movement began to forget about the
difference between the actual aim of the struggle and the
ways and means leading to this end. The process-—which
inevitably led to a debasement of the doctIine—was en-
couraged by a number of factors: the inadequate training
of the leaders in theoretical problems, which was rather
normal in view of the movement's rapid numerical growth;
the pressure of current tasks, which tended to postpone
matters not immediately connected with the practical re-
quirements of the movement; the fact that the enemy,
taking advantage of these difliculties, turned the problem
of the individual into an ideological weapon in its struggle
against Marxism; the sectarian and dogmatist distortions
in ideology, etc. The result was a situation in which the
humanist foundations of Marxian socialism were not only
forgotten by many honest and devoted worlcing-class revo-
lutionaries, but even began to be considered by them as
something alien to the revolutionary struggle. This is all
the more astounding since their words sharply contra-
dicted not only the roots of their own activities and devo-
tion but also what they were actually doing.

The reversion of Marxists today to the problems of the
philosophy of man is due to at least three concurrent
factors.

First, there are the objective requirements of the move-
ment that—after seizing power in a number of countries-
is now not only confronted with tasks connected with the
struggle against the old system, but, prirnarily, with the
task of creating new ways of life. The problem of the in-
dividual will sooner or later make itself felt—even if it was
overlooked for some time. Whatever we call it and in
whatever form it presents itself to us, the “philosophy of
man” will force its way through, since with stabilization,
when the enemy has been subdued and life is going on,
the central problem-—how to make people happy—will be
of ever greater importance. Victory brings with it new
complications and difficulties, partly because the errors
committed by the builders of the new life are now visible.
These errors have to be corrected, but it is also necessary
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to analyze their causes and effects~and this, as well as
the creation of new forms of individual life, encourages
reflection on the philosophy of man.

Second, these objective reasons result in greater needs
in the field of theory itself. Although, in a sense, it reflects
objective reality, theoretical thinking has a certain degree
of autonomy. This is evidenced, among other things, by
the tendency to arrive at a rounded philosophical system.
The absence of certain elements in the picture of reality
is regarded as a serious gap—particularly with the growing
importance of some stimuli in the field of practice. It is not
a coincidence that modem Marxist theoreticians regard
the wants and deficiencies in the field of the theory of
values, the philosophy of man, ethics, etc., as an important
lack in their theoretical system. But that some twenty
years ago the same gaps did not give rise to similar doubts
and did not encourage a similar theoretical activity, while
today they constitute important incentives, is due to
a change in the objective situation and practical re-
quirements.

Third, the intensified interest in the philosophy of man
must be placed in the context of the new forms and mean-
ings of ideological struggles. Marxists are now increasingly
concerned with the philosophy of man—not only because
of the pressure of practical needs, and not only because
they want to fill in the gaps in the system—but also be-
cause they are interested in the ideological struggle. For
the philosophy of man has recently become—in the period
of great upheavals and the ensuing reflection on the rela-
tionships between society and the individual—not only the
subject but also an instrument of this struggle.

Political coexistence, enforced as it is by modem war-
fare techniques, is the only reasonable alternative to global
destruction. But while technical development may in in-
temational relations make men renounce the use of force,
it cannot—and does not—mal<e them abandon their sys-
tems of values and the concepts and ideas of social life
based on these systems. So long as these differences re-
main, conflicts and attempts to gain victory for one’s own
ideals are inevitable. If it is no longer possible to solve



Adam Schafi 149

conflicts by the use of armed forces, only the possibility
of convincing the opponents and the undecided by means
of proper arguments remains open. When we say “ideo-
logical struggle” we mean argumentation against the sys-
tem of values opposed to ours; in doing this we must set
forth our own system of values and our own ideas. This
method of struggle must inevitably gain in importance in
conditions of peaceful coexistence. Whether this leads to
an ideological rapprochement as well is a difierent matter;
it is an important issue worth separate treatment.

In conditions of coexistence the problems of the phi-
losophy of man become particularly significant, not only
theoretically but also in practice. For what they are pl-i-
marily concemed with are such issues as the freedom of
the human individual, the idea and guarantees of his hap-
piness, his relationship to society, and the consequent
problem of moral responsibility, etc. These are problems
which in capitalist countries form the strongest barrier be-
tween the “man in the street” and socialism, which is un-
doubtedly the result of the “free world’s” propaganda ma-
chinery, but is also largely due to the socialists’ errors and
to their misinterpretation of the situation. These errors are
primarily connected with their inability to shift from the
nineteenth-century picture of capitalism to its present con-
ditions. Capitalism still exists as a system, but its folrns
have thoroughly changed, and consequently the ideas of
those who live under it have been modified. This is only
natural with the rapid technological and economic trans-
formations of the last decades and in view of the pressure
exerted by the socialist world, which forces capitalism to
counteract the revolutionary influence of socialism by re-
sorting to proper measures. Unfortunately, in their theo-
retical analyses, Marxists pay little, if any, attention to
this; on the contrary, since the supporters of capitalism
say that because of these changes capitalism has ceased
to exist, it is often asserted that nothing has changed in
capitalism and Marx’s formulations from a century age
are literally repeated. This is as false as to insist that capi-
talism no longer exists simply because it has changed,
Capitalism still exists, often more cruel and more capable
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of exploitation than before. But it is a diflerent capitalism,
it has different forms of action and functioning. This is
precisely why nationalization or planned economy is no
longer an antisocialist bogey for the “man in the street”
in the capitalist countries, and why this argument is now
less often used in official anticommunist propaganda; it is
even admitted that socialist economy is capable of con-
siderable results. On the other hand, anticommunist
propaganda makes an ever more militant use of the prob-
lem of the human individual, his freedom and develop-
ment, etc. And it must be admitted that this is sometimes
a more effective bogey.

What is inevitable in this sphere is not only struggle-
which is already going on—but also a Marxist oflensive,
which must be done under the great threat of defeat in
ideological struggle.

Success in the struggle for the minds and hearts of men
in conditions of coexistence, particularly in what is known
as the “new world,” will chiefly depend on the results of
economic competition. But not only on this. Of no less im-
portance to men are problems of liberty—especially in the
case of the young nations of Asia and Africa; this is true
both of national liberty and of freedom of the individual,
with all the implications of the philosophy of man. Hu-
man choices and attitudes will naturally be affected first
of all by facts. But not only by them. What will also be
important is how these facts are presented and much will
depend on a theory's ability to support and develop prac-
tice. Facts are not only bom in a spontaneous way; they
are also consciously shaped and encouraged.

Here is a new and different aspect of the philosophy
of man—as an element of the ideological struggle and a
factor influencing the formation of the practical relations
between the individual and society.
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Existentialism, Marxism, and Christian philosophy con-
flict over the concept of alienation. Is man thrust into an
absurd world in which the fact of mortality condemns all
his aspirations? Is man an unrepeatable product of the his-
torical process, revolting against exploitation and against
the alienated machinery of social organization? Are the
problems of life and death, independent of social organiza-
tion, or are they exclusively historical problems which will
find their final solution in the harmony between the indi-
vidual and society?

Although Existentialists and Christians radically op-
pose each other, they are agreed in their interpretation of
Marx. Hegel conceived alienation in the following manner:
the subject first encounters the outer, to him alien, world,
but later recognizes himself in this object, thus reassuring
himself of the identity of consciousness and being. Marx,
it is said, comprehends alienation (that is, the fact that
man’s creations become blind and hostile forces to him),
as a manifestation of transitory capitalist relations, rather
than deducing it from the existence of the objective world.
From this interpretation it is easy for Marx's critics to ob-
ject that any social or human relationship will always end
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in externalization: that technology (the means by which
man forms his world) or state administration (even a so-
cialist one) becomes alienated; that love or any human
relationship results in separation, or the realization of one-
self outside oneself. This criticism is extended to a broader
problem: Marxism encloses man within history, so that it is
unable to confront man with the extemal world and thus
can deal only with historical, not existential, problems.

This description of the diflerence between Marx’s and
Hegel’s concepts of alienation is an oversimplification.
Marx criticized Hegel on the ground that he could not
comprehend the specificity of the alienation of social rela-
tions in capitalist society. But he also criticized him on the
most general philosophical level:

When Hegel conceives wealth, the power of the
state, etc. as entities alienated from the human being,
he conceives them only in their thought form. They
are entities of thought and thus simply an alienation
of pure (i.e. abstract) philosophical thought. . . .
Alienation is . . . the opposition within thought it-
self . . . (Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts).
A critical examination of Marx’s Economic and Philo-

sophia Manuscripts shows that for Marx as well as for
Hegel labor in its most general form always presupposes
alienation and the overcoming of alienation. But this gen-
eral analysis of labor is not identical with the concept of
alienated labor that Marx later formulated in his critical
study of capitalist society} In Grundrisse der Kritilc def
politischen Oekonomie (1857-58) and in Capital, he
speaks of reified (verdinglicht) relations and reification
(Verdinglichung). He uses these concepts to express the
alien character and the alienation of capitalist relations of
production:

The social character of activity . . . appears here
as an alien object in relation to the individuals . . .
their mutual relationship appears to the individuals
themselves as something alien and autonomous, as an
object. (Gmndrisse der Kritilc der politischen Oeko-
nomie [Berlin, 1953], p. 75.)
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Thus Marx did not reduce Hegel’s complex conception
to an analysis of man's position in history or to an analysis
of the economic relations between men. Hegel limited
alienation to the realm of thought and reduced the human
drama to a spiritual drama, but Marx had a total concep-
tion of man which included his relations to the outside
world. In order to compare Marx’s viewpoint with that of
Existentialism and Christianity, it is not enough to analyze
the terminology; a thorough understanding of the concept
of alienation in tenns of philosophical materialism and
atheism is necessary.

In Heideggefs conception the world is deprived of its
independent qualities and meanings and possesses only
those which it acquires through its contact with human
subjectivity. There are no ideas in Sein and Zeit capable
of expressing the resistance which matter oflers to man.
The intriguing formula which proclaims man as a being
thrust into a world alien to him, and which calls for medi-
tation on this tragic aspect of human life, tums out to be
a disappointment. The extreme sharpening of the contra-
diction between being and consciousness in Sartre's phi-
losophy results in the disappearance of contradictions
between man and the world, because their mutual aliena-
tion becomes so absolute that subjective choices are de-
tached from the material conditions within which they
are possible. Existential philosophy, which meant to ex-
press the tragedy of man's situation, becomes a superficial
optimism through its idealism.

Man is not the universal purpose of the world which
religious illusion believes him to be. Man came into exist-
ence in a certain part of the universe, under certain fa-
vorable conditions, as a partial product of the develop-
ment of matter. He must, therefore, assert himself through
his practical activity against the world as a whole; “rooted”
in the world, he must can-y into it a meaning given by
human existential needs. The materialistic conception of
the world, expressing the “relatedness” and “alienation” of
man and the world, overcomes the onesidedness of Exis-
tential and Christian philosophy and forms the basis for
solving the philosophical problems of man’s existence.
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There is neither absolute alienation, which prevents
communication between man and world, nor total har-
mony, which presupposes the possibility of identifying man
with the world. The world cannot be a pure object to
man, nor can it be a pure Erlebnis.

The world is not a pure object because man must al-
ready be in the world, must live in reality, in order to
make it his object. Reality, however, cannot be a mere
Erlebnis, because man can only live in the world by mak-
ing it the object of his knowledge and of his transforming
activity. In our opinion this is the significance of Marx’s
criticism of all previous materialist philosophies: they did
not comprehend that “things, reality, the sensible world
are conceived only in the form of objects of contemplation,
but not as human sense activity, as practice, not sub-
jectively.” (Theses on Feuerbach, Thesis I.)

Philosophy after Marx cannot ask simply whether the
world stands before man or against man in the form of an
object. The perspective on problems of human existence
has fundamentally changed and the inquiry has to be
concerned with how man lives in fhe world. Mechanical
materialism conceived man as a thing among things, as a
machine, but it was not capable of erecting a spiritual
dam against idealism. As a philosophy for which reality
exists only in the form of an object, it unconsciously placed
the philosophizing ego before the reality from which the
ego observed and judged it. Thus it transformed the real
ego into a de-realized and unreal ego, into pure self-
consciousness. Reality degenerated into dead matter in-
compatible with any kind of subjectivity. Marx surpassed
this concept of man by overcoming its naturalism and ap-
plying socio-historical criteria. But he also changed the en-
tire perspective of philosophy. It ceased to be a philosophy
of being prior to reality, a philosophy of contemplation,
and became a philosophy leading to intellectual clarifica-
tion of the position of the ego in the known reality and of
the act by which the ego makes reality its object. The
concepts of ego and reality are not abstractions, as in
Hegel; the concepts relate both to a material, natural be-
ing and to nature. That is why Marx emphasizes that if
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real physical man posits his objective being and powers
as alien objects, “the positing is not the subject; it is the
subjectivity of objective powers.” (Economic and Philo-
sophical Manuscripts.) Man is a subject in that he exists
in his natural forces and as his natural forces, and the
only possible object of his life’s manifestations are real
sensuous objects. The being which has no object outside
itself is not objective. The being which does not have its
own naturalness outside itself is not natural because it is
not part of nature’s essence. The objective being has ob-
jects outside itself and is an object; it behaves objectively
and its being is thus an objective being. The natural being
is a finite, conditioned, limited, and suflering being because
the objects in which it confirms itself are independent of
it. Hunger, for instance, is an objective bodily need, a need
for an extemal object. “Man as an objective sentient being
is a suffering being, and since he feels his suffering, a pas-
sionate being. Passion is man's faculties striving to attain
their object.” (Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts.)

Marx's analysis of man as a material, objective, suffer-
ing, and passionate being stands as irrefutable proof of
the superficiality of those critics who accuse him of re-
ducing all human problems to that of man’s condition in
capitalist society.

The merits of the philosophical concept of man as an
objective being are vindicated in the controversy between
Marxism and Existentialism. Heidegger, for instance,
was incapable of dealing with the problem of existence in
terms of the corporeality of the existing being; the latter
is for him, as it is for Hegel, pure subjectivity moving
in a world of pure thought. Sartre formulates this prob-
lem only as an antinomy: I am my body because self-
consciousness is possible only as consciousness of a certain
facticity; at the same time I am not my body because the
body is exceeded by what I am. In his conception of un-
conditioned and unmotivated freedom, however, he re-
treats even frorn these controversial positions. Here man
assumes the form of pure “ego,” of thought, of self-
consciousness. He is completely excluded from reality,
nothing conditions or determines him. The inability to con-
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ceive man as an objective being and to place him in the
real world results in a conception of existence based on
the mutual alienation of the ego and the world. Hence
the emptiness of “ego” which is the abstract negation of
the world and all its wealth. Hence the characterization
of man's being as a “being for death," as a center of feel-
ings of anxiety, disgust, boredom.

No doubt credit must be given to Existentialism for re-
opening the problem of death in its deep philosophical
meaning, a problem which appears with brutal radicalism
in every atheistic philosophy. Existentialists have convinc-
ingly shown that death means that chance and absurdity
are ineradicable constituent elements of human existence.
Does this mean, however, that mortality is the sole or de-
termining factor of man’s existence? Does death devalue
all hmnan aspirations, all human desires, relationships, and
feelings? The empty “ego” of the subjectivistic concept
of man can have in fact no other problem but that of its
bare existence. But if man is conceived as an objective
being he ceases to move only within the abstract sphere
of yes or no, and he becomes a being completely interested
in the world. Iust to preserve existence is not his sole in-
terest. As an objective being he is universally passionate
and craves the world; he experiences hunger, sex, and the
whole vast range of specifically human passions and feel-
ings, not merely anxiety. The finitude of the objective
being is thus not reduced to its mortality. It must, of ne-
cessity, realize itself outside itself in the objective world.
This finitude is the exact opposite of the indifierence to
which, according to Heidegger, the comprehension of man
as mortal must lead. Man is far freer than Existentialism
would have him. Through his interest in the world and in
the fate of other people he creates his human riches and
the hierarchy of interests and values which deprive death
of its character as the absolute arbiter. “Positive” passions
confirm the structure of human existence and are just as
“authentic” as anxiety, boredom, or disgust. The natural
structure of man as a finite being is thus the complete
openness of the world, an interest in the world and not
abstract negativity-death.
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A more complex view of the problems of man’s exist-

ence may be outlined on the basis of Marx's philosophy;
and criticism of some oversimplified interpretations of
Marx reveals the true meaning of the social determination
of man.

The common denominator of the various philosophical
concepts opposed by Marxism is the traditional view that
the individual precedes society, which is expressed in such
notions as the “social contract.” The traditional view at-
tempts to derive the social structure from the qualities of
the individual. Human essence is seen as an abstraction
common to each single ind.ividual, so that the methods for
studying it consist in finding characteristics common to all
individuals. The logic of this conception leads to a type of
conclusion which may be illustrated as follows: because
neither Mozart nor Aristotle was engaged in tool produc-
tion, this activity does not belong to the human essence,
but the soft earlap which is found only in man, and not
in other animals, does belong? Thus conceived, history is
only an extemal and accidental side show, manifesting an
unchangeable human essence given by God or by nature
(which must then be identified with human nature).

The “naturalistic” interpretation of man operates de-
liberately with the method of an impoverishing reduc-
tionism: it cannot find Within the sphere of “natural” quali-
ties an equivalent to the results of manifold human activity
and therefore explains all this wealth by means of a few
instincts. It cannot comprehend the freedom of human ex-
istence and therefore opposes to it a physiological or other
primitive determinism.

Marx comprehends the essence of man as the result of
specific human activity, ir1 accordance with his concept
of practical materialism. Man as a natural being creates
social reality. This is a new reality in comparison with
natural reality, in which the being of each individual
achieves its content only in relation to other individuals,
in relation to the social entity. In the Sixth Thesis on
Feuerbach Marx wrote: “the essence of man is not an
abstraction inherent in each individual. In its reality it is
the totality of social relations.” “Sociability” as a determi-
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nant of the essence of man cannot be understood as a
characteristic of the abstract individual, but as a reference
to social reality. In the dynamics of social reality, which
are more varied than the activity of each single individual,
the data of an answer to the question “what is man?" are
being historically formed and concretized.

In this way it is possible to approach more concretely
the study of human essence and to follow the actual his-
torical process of its formation. The relevant questions
concern the degree to which man has cultivated the vari-
ety of his social relafions, the extent to which he has ex-
tricated himself from nature and developed his social es-
sence, and the degree to which his individual existence
has become a social one. Man’s existence, at the same
time, contains irreducible natural determinations which
may be modified in various ways in history, but not abol-
ished. Human nat|.rralness—which Marx describes in these
words: “. . . my own nature which is a unity of needs
and impulses . . .” (Grundrisse)—is not identical with
human essence. This is a necessary notion in the Marxist
comprehension of man, which Marx uses both in his early
Works and in the Gmnclrisse and in Capital. It enables him
to judge the mode of social existence in order to determine
whether human naturalness confirms itself in it and de-
velops, or is mutilated.

It is also necessary to examine the relationship of in-
dividual existence and the social essence of man to see
(a) whether individual existence appears as an afiirma-
tion of the social essence, or as its negation; and (b)
whether the social essence manifests itself to individuals
as their own potency or as an uncontrollable force which
subjugates and overwhelms them.

Marxism, because it differentiates between the exist-
ence of man and his social essence, differs profoundly from
Existentialism. According to Sartre the human individual
has no essence: I shall have an essence only after I am
dead. Heidegger pays lip service to the essence of man:
“The essence of being is in its existence” (Sein und Zeit).
But for him, as for other Existentialists, it is identical with
human existence, which is conceived wholly uncritically
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in its bare immediacy, outside of history and other external
determinants. This conception of existence is, on the in-
tellectual level, a continuation of Kierkegaard's protest
against a purely speculative overcoming of the individual’s
suffering in Hegel’s system of philosophical abstractions.
Existentialists passionately try to proclaim that human ex-
istence cannot be reduced to an idea, but they completely
miss the mark as far as the Marxist conception of the re-
lation between human existence and essence is concerned.
In Marxist philosophy the human essence is not merely an
“ideal,” a “norm,” a product of the intellect, but is a prod-
uct of history. Marxism does not reduce the existence of
man to its social essence, but it avoids an uncritical ac-
ceptance of the given existence. Unlike Hegel, who
emphasizes essence, and unlike Existentialism, which em-
phasizes existence, Marxism does not identify existence
with essence. By a critical, concrete historical confronta-
tion of man's existence with his social essence, it asserts
itself as a philosophy of active humanism.

If we regard communism as the movement which forms
itself in history as an answer to the question of the rela-
tionship between existence and essence, this is in accord
with the views formulated by Marx as early as the Eco-
nomic and Philosophical Manuscripts. Communism is “the
true solution of the conflict between existence and es-
sence,” “the real appropriation of human essence through
and for man,” "the whole movement of history is his real
act of creation,” “Communism is humanism, a complete
humanism” (Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts). It
is not a question of opposing these ideas to Marx's later
studies, but of avoiding the distortion of the humanist core
of Marx’s concept of communism, which a preoccupation
with the later writings may produce.

The dynamics of history cannot be deduced from in-
dividual existence. The concept of total man expresses
much more than the most general existential structures.
It is a concept which cannot be determined speculatively
because it fonnulates a historically arising perspective of
the development of man.

Human existence is not excluded from history, and does
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not contain a dynamic not deducible from history. The
question of the forms and modes of individual existence
is thus a historical question. Marx refuted the sophistry of
bourgeois philosophers and economists who presented
capitalist social relations as the expression of the natural
traits of individuals. To attempt to deduce the notion of
total man from general existential structures would be to
make the same mistake:

The universally developed individuals, whose social
relations are brought under their own control as their
own communal interrelationship, are the products, not
of nature, but of history. The level and the universal-
ity of the development of wealth, which makes this
individuality possible, itself depends upon production
on the basis of exchange value . . .” (Grundrisse,
p- 79-)

This does not mean that the concept of total man is wholly
outside the existential problem. It constitutes a concrete
historical solution although it does not abolish these prob-
lems. The existential structure of man as an objective be-
ing and as a being whose essence is not inherent in the
abstract individual but is of a social nature has always
determined the most general features of the mode of man's
self-assertion: it has always been and will always be pos-
sible solely as an assertion of his essential powers, as an
active and passionate relation of this finite being to the
world, as the acquisition and development of the possi-
bilities and values that society imparts to the individual.
The self-assertion of man occurs in an alienated form for
a long period. The active being of the individual is suffer-
ing, because it is exploited in exhausting and deadening
work; his social being is alienated and thus transformed
into an uncontrollable power which opposes him and re-
duces him to a slave. The conception of total man ex-
presses a perspective through which to overcome this
alienation. By abolishing exploitation, by subjecting the
entire social process to the control of associated individu-
als, by overcoming the division of labor, through deliver-
ance from the pressure of unsatisfied natural needs,
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through the development of scientific knowledge, by mak-
ing art a living form, by the creation of a new type of
social relationship, etc., the individual can gain new pos-
sibilities for liberating himself from his egocentric self-
isolation and for participating in the being of all mankind.

If under alienated relations man’s essence as a social
being has been only a means for his existence, now the
existence of man is in his universal, conscious, and active
being a human social essence.

Translated by T. B. Bottomore

1 Cf. T. I. Ojzer-man, Forrnircuanije Filosofii Marks-izrna
(Moscow, 1962), . 260.

2 Cf. E. V. Il'euEov, Dialektika abs-tralctnooo i Konkretnovo o
“Kapitale” Marlcra (Moscow, 1960), p. 29.



Karel Kosik

MAN AND PHILOSOPHY

KAREL Kosix, head of the Department of Dialectical Ma-
terialism at the Institute of Philosophy in Prague, has
contributed to the literature of Marxism with his books
The Czech Radical Democracy and Dialectic of the Con-
crete. The latter book is being translated into Italian,
Spanish, and Polish. Mr. Kosik received his education at
the Universities of Prague, Leningrad, and Moscow. He
was bom in Prague in 1926.

Since there are many areas of specialization which are
concemed with man, ranging from those founded upon
common-sense knowledge of human nature all the way to
the arts and sciences, it is not at all clear at first glance
whether man has any further need of philosophy in order
to know himself. Offhand it would seem that philosophy
could attain a truly scientific level only by the exclusion of
man from its very foundations as a discipline, i.e., through
the critique of anthropologism. Philosophy arrives at the
problem of man on the one hand too late, achieving a
synthesis or a generalization merely on the basis of some
other area of specialization, and on the other hand super-
fiuously, since the particular task could have been per-
formed by some other, more specialized discipline.

Common-sense knowledge of human nature is the prac-
tical, prosaic refutation of anthropological romanticism,
for it posits man as being at all times a configuration of
interests and invidious attitudes. The lessons of a worldly
utilitarianism are implied in this fornr of knowledge,
whereby man perceives man as competitor or friend, neigh-
bor or master, fellow sufferer or acquaintance, colleague
or subordinate, and so on. Through everyday utilitarian
intercourse, a familiarity with the human character, with
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its inclinations and habits, is built up, and this knowledge
then becomes established as folk wisdom or as practical
and general truths, such as: men are deceitful, human
nature is fickle, homo homini lupus. Machiavelli's advice
to rulers as to how they are to govem rests in part upon
this kind of knowledge: “As for men, let the following be
said of them in general: they are thankless, fickle, deceit-
ful, cowardly, greedy; as long as you show yourself to be
of worth to them they will be with you body and soul,
and will ofier you their blood, their property, their lives,
and their sons, provided you have no need of any of these
things; but as soon as you need them, they will rebel
against you." (The Prime, Chapter 17.) Hegel consid-
ered this kind of knowledge of human nature to be useful
and desirable, particularly under poor political conditions,
when the arbitrary will of an individual is goveming and
the relations among men are founded upon intrigues; but
such knowledge is entirely without philosophical value, for
it cannot rise up from shrewd observation of chance in-
dividual occurrences to a grasp of human character in
general.

In this common-sense approach to knowledge of human
nature, man does not become known, but rather his various
functions are established and evaluated within the fra.me-
work of a fixed system. It is not the character (the es-
sence) of man that is made the center of attention, but
only his functionality. In his System of Governing and Rul-
ing, Machiavelli deals with man as if with some manipula-
ble entity, as modern science does when it views man in
the modern industrial system from the standpoint of the
technological process of production, and regularly depicts
him as a component—the “human factor”-—in this process.

Such a way of viewing human nature cannot see
through its own conditionality and relativity. The so-called
worldly-wise, who calculate on the vanity and naiveté,
the ambition and corruptibility, the timidity and indolence
of the individual, and who enter into extended transac-
tions with the human material on the basis of these calcu-
lations, have no idea that these qualities or functions really
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exist only within the general system of manipulations and
manipulability, a system within which they too are in-
separable components. Outside of this system the qualities
of men undergo a transformation, and this so-called worldly
wisdom loses its value and meaning.

Modem anthropological research posits the complexity
of man as its basic assumption, thereby reflecting the spirit
of scientific method and of the growing number of disci-
plines that are concerned with the study of man. Man is a
complicated being, and cannot be explained by some sim-
ple metaphysical formula. Every one of his special inter-
ests is set up as the subject matter of an independent
scientific discipline, so that it may be exactly analyzed.
The various specialized anthropological sciences have as-
sembled an enormous mass of material, pouring forth in-
valuable findings about man as a biological being, a
cultural being, a social being, and so on. Yet, despite the
force of these scientific achievements, man qua man has
never been so great a problem as he is today.

This discrepancy is due to an improper conception of
the role of scientific anthropology. The various human sci-
ences are occupied with either one or the other special
aspect of man. When they explain their observations sys-
tematically, these sciences proceed from their own special
viewpoints to develop a conception of man as a whole.
The problem to which they address themselves is summed
up in the question, What is man? The answers they give
add up to a depressing variety of definitions, since each
one allows itself broader and broader range in positing
man's fundamental characteristics. It is true that man is a
living being who produces tools, but it is equally true to
say he is a living being who employs symbols, who knows
of his own mortality, who is capable of saying No, who is
a social being, and so on. One definition cannot dispute
the assumptions of another, for every particular aspect of
man is isolated, and none of them is capable, from its own
particular standpoint, of providing a notion of the whole
man, concretely and as a totality.

In the pursuit of the question, What is mani‘, the ques-
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tion, Who is man? is either left unanswered, or is set aside
altogether.

As long as the relationship between these two ques-
tions—What is man? and Who is man?—is left unaccounted
for, all attempts at achieving a synthesis of the data as-
sembled by the various specialized branches of anthro-
pology will remain fruitless. It is only on the basis of a
distinct and established conception of man that a synthetic
discipline will be able to draw together the data of the
various partial sciences into an integral knowledge of man.
The concept of man as a whole must be the premise
of such a synthesis. Otherwise the synthesis would be one-
sided, whether we were aware of it or not, for it would
be undertaken on the basis of some specialized scientific
pursuit, and man would accordingly be biologized, physi-
calized, sociologized, economicized, irrationalized, or
something of the sort.

If man, divided into races and nations, creating dispa-
rate cultures, governing with his understanding and yet
governed by the unl-mown, is as such the subject-matter of
science, why then should such distinct human concerns
as happiness, the responsibility of individuals, the relation-
ship between the individual and the collective, the sense
of life, and the like, all be neglected? The “philosophy of
man” came into being with the realization that Marxism
had neglected precisely these problems, which, in the criti-
cal interval, had been taken up by existentialism. In this
sense, the “philosophy of man" is historically conditioned,
and appears to be a protest against dehumanization, an
endeavor to make man once again the center of attention.
But, on the contrary, this philosophy does not in any way
conceive of man as a starting point, but looks upon him
rather as an addition. Now, since the Marxist-existentialist
critique of alienation is shallow at its very foundation, the
“philosophy of man” turns out to be subject to this same
Weakness, even though it was intended as an answer to
those preceding philosophies.

The “philosophy of man” does not really set out from
the philosophical problem of the nature of man—if it did
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so, it would arrive at a new approach to reality in general,
and hence form a new conception of it—but simply adds
man to the uncritical rift that it sees in reality. Since its
attitude is based upon the notion of man as a completion,
its conception is necessarily onesided. The “philosophy of
man” cannot rationally account for why only such ques-
tions as individual responsibility, morality, and happiness
belong to the problem of the nature of man, and not such
questions as truth, world, matter, being, time, and the
like. It does not get to the heart of the matter; the most
basic philosophical questions are excluded from its area
of interest, and man is considered in isolation from fimda-
mental philosophical problems. Thus man is at the same
time split into innemess and outemess, into subjectivity
and objectivity, with the result that the “philosophy of
man” really tums out to be concerned with only fragments
or abstractions of real man, such as his innerness, his sub-
jectivity, his individuality, and so on.

Man can no more overlook the fact of his existence in the
world than he can account for the world as a reality with-
out including man. The gnosiological question as to
whether and how the world can exist independently of
man really presupposes man in the world, so that he can
ask this question. Man is implicitly included in every con-
ception of the world (reality); that this juxtaposition is
not always clear is a source of frequent mystifications. To
posit the existence of man is to make a statement not only
about man, but also about the reality outside of him: na-
ture, out of which man developed and in which he exists,
is in principle diiierent from nature without man. Not only
is nature so marked by the existence of man that it be-
comes humanized through history, but it also indicates
through man’s existence its dynamic character and produc-
tive capacity (particularly as seen in the philosophy of
Schelling), a capacity to produce (necessarily or acci-
dentally), under certain conditions and in definite stages,
a “highly organized material, equipped with conscious-
ness.” Without the existence of man as a component of
nature, the conception of nature as natura naturans, i.e.,
as productivity and activity, is unthinkable.
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The definition, employed by natural science, of man as
a “highly organized material, equipped with conscious-
ness,” is not really without presuppositions, and does not
have the manifest character of a timeless truth. If those
who employ this definition do not concem themselves with
its presuppositions, but simply place it within a scientific
framework for the uses of biologists, chemists, embryolo-
gists, geneticists, and so on, this fact does not in any way
speak out against philosophy, but rather is in its favor.
The above quoted definition is not false, but rather it be-
comes false the moment it reaches beyond its bounds. For
it presupposes a totality or a system which explains man
through something that is not man, that stands outside of
him and is not by its nature bound up with him. Man is
seen herein as a component of nature, subject to the laws
of the natural world. But if he is solely a component of
this totality that he has not created (though he knows
its laws and uses them for his own purposes), if processes
penetrate him and the laws of nature govern him, and yet
these things do not have man as a precondition, but merely
impose themselves upon him, how is this fact to be recon-
ciled with human freedom? In such a case, freedom is
merely a recognition of necessity. Sartre argues against
this conception:

We must choose: man is first of all himself or first of
all Other than himself . . . Heidegger starts out with
Being in order to arrive at an interpretation of man.
This method brings him close to that which we have
called the materialist dialectic of the external: it, too,
starts out with Being (Nature without the addition
of anything alien to it) in order to arrive at man . . .
(Sartre, Critique de la Raison Dialectique).

However right this argument might be in terms of Sartre's
critique as a whole, in the positive sense it is problemati-
cal. In the choice whether to be first of all oneself or first
of all something other than oneself, there is an implied
abstraction or division of the original concreteness (total-
ity) of man, who is first of all himself only because he is
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at the same time something else, and who is something
else only because he is or can be himself.

In contrast with the question, What is man?, posed by
specialized scientific research, the philosophical question,
Who is man? always implies another question as well, i.e.,
What is the world (reality)? It is only in this relationship
of man—world that the problem of the nature of man can
be grasped. Philosophy in the true meaning of the word
is always concerned with the problem of the nature of
man; in this sense, every philosophy is at the same time a
philosophy of man. But, in order ‘to shed light upon the
problem of the nature of man and be a real philosophy
of man, it must formulate itself unconditionally as a phi-
losophy of not-man, in other words as a philosophical in-
quiry into the reality that is outside of man.

To say then that the question, Who is man? is a com-
plex one is not to refer to the notion that man has an
ever-changing, Proteus-like nature. Rather, its complexity
is due, in the first place, to the fact that it leads to other
questions, and that the task of formulating it clearly, is a
long process of demystification and getting rid of precon-
ceived judgments.

And this question is complex, in the second place, be-
cause it is resolved by philosophy, unaided by any special-
ized fields of science, in terms of phi1osophy’s proper and
original subject: the relationship between man and the
world. It is only within the framework of this philosophical
problem that the question, Who is man? can be dealt with.
If philosophy excludes man from its subject-matter, or re-
duces hirn, with respect to the reality outside of man, to
either some aspect or product, then its eiform become mis-
guided; following these lines, it sooner or later loses its
genuinely philosophical character and transforms itself
either into a logical-technical discipline or into mythology.
It is noteworthy that such contradictory tendencies as the
later philosophy of Heidegger on the one hand and mod-
em positivism on the other end up either with the myth-
ology of language (language as “the house of Being” in
Heidegger) or with the analysis of language (Carnap:
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“A philosophical, i.e., a logical, investigation must be an
analysis of language”). Since the Being of man consists
in its relationships to man, to things and to reality extemal
to man, these relationships can be released from this par-
ticular configuration and raised up to Being, which is “it-
self,” as Heidegger says; the explanation of man then pro-
ceeds on the basis of this mystification.

The so-called philosophy of man really passes man by,
since it does not establish the connection between the
problem of his nature (among other problems) and the
question of truth. On the other hand, the various theories
of truth arrive at absurd conclusions when they do not
take into consideration the connection between truth and
the problem of the nature of man. After all, did not Hus-
serl, in his Logical Inquiries concerning the critique of
psychologism and relativism, fall into an objective idealism
because he did not clarify the relationship between ob-
jective truth and the existence of man? Husserl says rightly
that truth loses its meaning when it is the content of a
knowing subject, upon whose laws it is dependent. In
such a case truth is transformed into a dependency of the
knowing subject, so that the phrase, “Other species, other
laws of thinking, other truths" becomes valid. For Husserl,
the relationship between man and truth is one between
the knowing subject, with its limitations, and the timeless
realm of ideal value. This ideal realm of truth exists in-
dependently not only of the intelligent being—either as the
particular person or as the human species in general—but
also of the realm of real time-space-existences. Even if
nothing existed, the existence of truth would not essen-
tially be different. The Newtonian laws exist independently
of the existence of matter, even though its character and
relationships are what give expression to these laws:
“Were all gravitating masses to be annihilated, the law
of gravity would not thereby be done away with, but
would only remain without the possibility of factual ap-
plication.”1 These idealistic consequences are not without
relation to the problem of the nature of man, and they
end up in a human world of arbitrariness and untruth,
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contrary to the intention of the philosopher. Since, ac-
cording to Husserl, truth exists independently of man, who
can realize the fixed and timeless truth only in his lcnowl-
edge of it, then man in his own nature is not attuned to
truth and is in practice excluded from it. According to this
theory, truth can properly be pursued only in mathematics
and in logic, whereas the realm of man and of history,
excluded from this pursuit, becomes the prey of not-truth.

In his work Husserl does not pose the fundamental
question as to whether the fact that man has a capacity
to know objective truth (i.e., that truth whose content is
independent of a perceiving individual and of humanity)
does not indicate that man’s very being has an essential
relationship to truth. If man perceives objective truth
(which Husserl does not doubt to be the case), then this
very fact characterizes him as a being that has access to
truth; thus he is not simply closed off within a subjectivity
of race, of sex, of historical time, of contingency, and of
particularity. VVho is that essence within whose Being are
rooted, in a unique fashion, the processes both of social-
human and of extrahuman reality? Who is that essence
whose Being is characterized through both the practical
production of the social-human reality and the spiritual
reproduction of the human and extrahuman reality, of
reality in general?2

It is in the uniqueness of man’s Being that we can per-
ceive the essential inner relationship between truth and
man. The human reality is that point at which truth is not
only revealed (perceived), but is also realized. For its
very existence, truth needs man, just as man needs truth.
This mutually dependent relationship means that man, in
his relationship to truth, is no mere perceiving subject, but
is also an essence that realizes truth. Since to speak of the
objectivity of truth is not to identify it with objective
reality, but rather simply to characterize it as an entity
that exists, and, in its own terms, truth is seen to be not
only the content of perception, but also the spirit of reality.
Since mankind's Being has a kind of structure through
which the Being of extrahuman reality (nature) and that
of human reality unfold themselves in a certain way, hu-
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man history can be considered as a process in which truth
differentiates itself from not-truth.

Translated by Ronald Sanders

1 Husserl, Logical Inquiries, Vol. I (Halle, 1913), p. 149.
2On this roblem see the author’s treatise, Who is Mani’,

Memorias delJXIII Congreso Internacional de Filosofia, Vol. II
(Mexico, 1963), pp. 231-38.
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To understand the basis of Marxian humanism, we must
comprehend the frmdamental features of Marx's ideal of
man. As early as the Economic and Philosophical Manu-
scripts of 1844, Marx equated humanism and commu-
nism and proclaimed the latter to be the realization of
humanist ideals among the masses. Marx never reduced
communism to the radical transformation of only the eco-
nomic conditions of human existence; instead he saw in
communism the radical transformation of the whole of
human erdstence. In communism Marx foresaw conditions
which would correspond to man's rank of “supreme being.”
For Marx, the ultimate legitimation of communism con-
sisted in its creation of a new free man living in accordance
with his human nature and his axiological status. By re-
vealing Marx’s picture of man, we thus portray one of the
most essential aspects of Marxian humanism}

Let us begin with a general discussion of Marx’s ideal
of man. According to Marx, the man best fitting his model-
man as he should be is a man completely absorbed in this
world and not in “the next”; a man who does not brood
over death, but fights for a meaningful and valuable life.

Life is meaningful and valuable only when it is lived
intensely and thoroughly, only when the human being can
realize himself during his lifetime by developing all his
human abilities and satisfying all his human needs. The
human being who lives a meaningful and valuable life is
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one who finds happiness and consummation in activities
which transform nature and society. He seeks Truth,
Beauty, and the Good, seeks expression in and through
culture and civilization, and absorbs everything new and
valuable created in these spheres. He is an active, creative,
and wealthy man—rich in human riches. His wealth con-
sists in the fullness of human life, the diversity of human
needs, and the variety of their satisfaction. It is the wealth
of individuality and personality forever developing, forever
growing richer. His talents never lie fallow; his abilities are
never wasted.

Above all he is proud; he prizes his freedom and
autonomy—not a freedom and autonomy outside society,
outside the human community, but with people, by
people, and for people. Man can only achieve real hap-
piness and perfection when he associates his own happi-
ness and perfection with those of others. According to
Marx, human self-realization can only be attained com-
pletely and generally if people treat one another as ends
in themselves, as the highest human value. A man is, then,
more of a human being, and closer to Marx's ideal of him,
the more powerfully he is bound to others, the more he
owes them, and the more they owe him.

The human being that corresponds to Marx's ideal can
never come to terms with a world which makes meaningful
and valuable life impossible. Confronted with such a situ-
ation, he considers himself called upon to fight for a new
and better life. He finds a happiness in battle he could
never find in the evil reality surrounding him. He looks
ahead and never behind—he is committed to progress and
to an idea. Marx despised petty materialism. The creator
of contemporary philosophical materialism was a passion-
ate propagator of a sublime moral idealism.

It is now time to describe Marx's ideal of man in detail.
The best procedure would be to elaborate the meaning
of three terms Marx used to characterize his Ideal Man.
According to Marx, people should be "total,”2 “personal,”
and “auto-active” (selbsttaetig).3 What does Marx mean
by these terms?
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VVl1at did Marx intend when he proclaimed the ideal

of a “total” man? First, he meant the overcoming of
the “fractionalization,” “fragmentation,” and “function-
alization” of modem man caused by the institution of pri-
vate property and the social division of labor.

The majority of people cannot develop all their human
abilities and capabilities, nor can they satisfy all their hu-
man desires and needs. Their lives are one-sided, partial,
limited. They can realize only a minimum of the vast
repertoire of human functions. They are bound to one
field and one kind of activity.

The “total” man is a complete man, whose self-
realization knows no bounds. He is a human individual
not separated by private property from the “totality” of
the world of culture and civilization. The “totality” of that
human being consists in his “possession” of that total
world—possession understood here as the fullest possible
share in the creation and enjoyment of the goods of civi-
lization and culture.

The “total” man is independent of the division of labor
which cripples, impoverishes, and “functionalizes” human
beings. Marx was aware of the need for a division of labor
and of its significance for the development of mankind.
He was not against a voluntary division of labor which
would do justice to the desires, inclinations, talents, and
individuality of human beings. (He disapproved only of a
compulsory division of labor which condemns people to
work in the same treadmill, doing the same things and
performing the same functions all their lives. This division
of labor has “assumed a life of its own.” It has alienated
itself from human beings, constrained their powers, limited
their lives and their possibilities of choice. Thanks to this
division of labor, some people are always engaged in
mental activities, others do physical labor; some enjoy
products, others always make them.

The “total” man is a man whose mental and physical
activities fonn a whole during his lifetime. He does not
know the distinction between work and enjoyment. He
does not know the dichotomy of town and country created
by the division of labor—a dichotomy which makes some
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men into “narrow-minded town animals,” others into
“narrow-minded country animals.”

He does not know class division which limits the choices
available to him, which defines his place in life and, in
the overwhelming number of cases, predetermines his fate
and mentality. The “total” man will no longer have to con-
fine himself to only one occupation. Marx even considers
confining oneself to artistic activity to be inconsistent with
his ideal of the total man. In communist society there will
be no painters as such, but only people who also paint.
Marx deplores all limitations of man—even those levied by
art, which he values so highly and whose representatives,
the artists, in many ways serve him as a model for his
ideal of man.

Secondly, the “total” man is a homogeneous harmonious
man who is never divided by activities inconsistent with
one another or mutually exclusive. Marx’s analysis of the
alienation of labor of the worker provides us with an ex-
ample of such men divided within themselves. Labor, in
conditions of alienation, in a world in which the products
of men become independent of their creators and become
his enemies, is something extemal for the worker. It does
not give him any satisfaction and is felt to be a bore and a
torment. The worker finds himself outside of work, not
within it. The human being is thus divided in two—the
workingman who does not feel at home in his work, and
the man who feels himself outside of work.

This situation is not only a violation of the “totality” of
man. It makes the self-realization of the working people
impossible, it makes their lives senseless and meaningless
and dehumanizes them. For hrunanity, according to Marx,
manifests itself in work, understood as a voluntary activity,
a product of one's inclinations, a creative activity which
gives life meaning and value. Alienated work, however, is
compulsory work. It does not satisfy the need for work as
such, but is only a means for the satisfaction of other
needs. Alienated work divides the human soul, it degrades
man to the level of a means to an end and makes the
development and perfection of his powers and talents
impossible.
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Marx gives yet another example of a division of hu-
manity inconsistent with the principle of “totality”: i.e.,
the division between the economic and moral existence of
man, between the demands of economics and the de-
mands of morality. This bifurcation produces uneasiness
and the feeling that one is being tom in half.

From an economic point of view, there is nothing wrong
in prostitution or deception, but morality condemns these
activities. Should man place his trust in morality or in
economics? In the world of alienation, where man’s prod-
ucts and relations become independent of their creator
and contradict one another, economics and morality ex-
clude one another. Instead of man’s welfare being the
measure of their value, instead of serving man, each inte-
grated into the whole of his life, man's products and re-
lations alienate themselves and are transformed into de-
structive powers which divide his life into separate
spheres. Then there is only one thing to do. Man must
transform social conditions so that the htunan being can
live like a “total” man, create a society where the various
aspects of his life are in equilibrium and harmony, and
life is not deprived of its many-sidedness.

We can shed more light on Marx's ideal of man by
analyzing the concepts of the “personal” and “auto-active”
man, concepts which explicate the “total” man conception
further. For Marx, “personal” man is man in that sphere
of life where he feels “himself,” “at home,” in which he
acts consistently with his own will, proclivities, and needs,
and in accordance with his abilities and talents. The “ac-
cidental” man—on the oontIa.ry—is man in that sphere of
life foreign and even hostile to him. It is a sphere of life
in which he feels limited and enslaved, in which he acts
against his own inclinations and despite his lack of real
interest.

Marx could only condemn a situation in which there
were two separate spheres, the personal and the ac-
cidental, and where the latter gradually overwhelmed the
fonner. This is a situation which contradicts his postulate
of the “total” man. It leads to a partial, one-sided devel-
opment of the personality and signals the bifurcation of
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the individual. This new division, contrary to the ones
discussed previously, cannot be liquidated by a synthesis
of opposite poles, but only by a destruction of one of
them—by the destruction of “accidentality.”

The “personal” man, for Ma.rx, is a man who is “him-
self,” who manifests his personality traits, and develops
his individuality and character harmoniously. This ideal
man knows no contradiction between his personal life and
his life in society, no distinction between what he is or
can be and what compulsive division of labor and class
division make him.

He is an “active man” whose “activity” is of his own
doing and springs from his own needs (selbstbetaetigung).
Creative work is just such an activity. Marx finds it best
exemplified in artistic activity. The artist's activity is an
end in itself, not a means to an end. It elevates the artist,
perfects him, and gives him pleasure. All human work,
especially manual labor, should become that kind of ac-
tivity. Once the spirit of creativity permeates this labor,
once physical and mental effort become one, labor will be
able to develop people and make them happy. It will lose
those characteristics which caused its neglect, and will
become one of the most valued forms of human activity.

“Auto-activity” is, then, nothing less than freedom, free-
dom in the sense of the voluntary and unconstrained ac-
tivity stimulated by one’s own profound internal needs.
Free activity, accord.ing to Marx, is a creative manifesta-
tion of one's life that comes from an unconstrained devel-
opment of all of one’s abilities. This free activity is a very
important feature of Marx's ideal of man.

This freedom can only be obtained through the human
control of nature and society, but this poses the question
of what relation man should have to his surrounding world.
According to Marx, it must never be a relation of sub-
mission, in which people are controlled by the inhuman
world of things. But in fact people are the victims of
general alienation: they do not control their products;
their products control them. For instance, the products of
labor confront the laborer as products independent of him
and alien to hirn—as capital a power which enslaves him.
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It is not people but capital which runs bourgeois society.
Contrary to all appearances, it even controls the capitalist.
The character traits of the capitalist do not make him a
holder of capital; it is the capital held by him which makes
him what he is and determines what he can become.

In an alienated society apersonal factors determine what
a man is and what he can become. The most abstract of
these factors is money. The members of society in their
respective social classes are slaves to a dead material.
They are slaves of their own products of the social rela-
tions and division of labor created by them. In such a
situation, the bigger and better the human world created
by them, the more developed culture and civilization, the
smaller they become, the more they depreciate, and the
more fear they experience in looking upon the world. Not
only the oppressed, but the suppressors as well are sub-
ordinate to the foreign power of things (although the lat-
ter are satisfied with the situation as it is). Everyone is
controlled by destructive “inhuman factors.”

Marx's ideal men reorganize social relations along social-
ist principles and thus consolidate and extend their con-
trol over nature and society and subordinate it to the good
of all. These ideal men are capable of conscious control
over the forces of society and nature. They are guided by
reason and by science. These people will feel at home in
the world arotmd them; it will no longer be a mysterious
force for them. Instead, it will become the source of their
well-being, and material for their creative activity.

Marx not only desired control over things for his ideal
men, but he demanded that they cease treating one an-
other as things. Their mutual relations were not to be
determined by their relations to things. One can best il-
lustrate the meaning of Marx’s conception of “immediate”
intersocial relations, relations unmediated by the forces
and values of things, by examining Marx's criticism of the
role money plays in the mutual relations of human beings.

It is money which destroys the “immediate” relations
between hmnan beings qua human beings. Friendship and
love lose all connection with the personality of the partners
and become dependent on money. Human feelings and
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values are commercialized. Everything can be bought and
sold, even virtue, honor, knowledge, and conscience.

People cease talking to one another in a human language
and speak the language of things. They are able to com-
municate to one another about things, but when they
themselves are at stake, when their own happiness is at
issue, they have increasingly more difliculty reaching an
understanding, let alone an agreement.

“Human language,” writes Marx, “is conceived either
as a ‘request,’ a ‘plea,’ an ‘impudence’ or as ‘nonsense.’ ”
To meet this situation, Marx demands that people con-
verse in a human language; that they cease letting money
and other material factors determine mutual human rela-
tions, that they permit personal qualities and inclinations
to hold sway in this domain. People must treat human
beings as persons and not as things, they must consider
them the highest value in life.

The arguments presented until now fully justify the
claim that Marx's model of man is a moral model, and
that his man acts according to moral principles. But we
must go into the matter in more detail, because there are
certain statements in Marx’s work which have been used
to justify the thesis, so often propounded, that Marx
preached amorality. The most important of these state-
ments are given below.

“For the Proletariat,” writes Marx in the Communist
Manifesto, “law, morality, and religion are bourgeois
prejudices which conceal the specific interests of the
bourgeoisie.” In the German Ideology, we read: “Com-
munists do not preach morality. They do not turn to
people with the moral imperative 'love one another, do
not behave like egotists and the like.’ On the contrary they
know quite well that both egoism and self-sacrifice are
necessary forms of the developing individual in certain
circumstances.”

These statements and similar ones do not prove that
Marx's doctrine was an amoral one. They are not incon-
sistent with the whole of his ethical doctrine. In the Com
munist Manifesto, the very context shows that Marx was
not talking about morality in general but about the bour-
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geois morality he always condemned. In the German
Ideology, Marx was not disputing morality as such, but
only moralism, the moral sermons (Moralpredigt) which
spread the illusion that propaganda and moral persuasion
alone can change people and the world.

In both passages Marx uses the term “morality” in the
same Way he uses the word “work.” He often demands
the “elimination of work,” but it is clear that he is not
speaking about all work, only about the compulsory labor
which denigrates man—alienated work. He criticizes mo-
rality in the same fashion. He is criticizing a specific kind
of morality—the morality which serves the interests of the
oppressing classes. In a broad sense, he is talking about
“alienated morality.”

According to Marx, alienated morality is every form of
morality which has “alienated itself’ and become “inde-
pendent of man.” The alpha and omega of this morality
is not human happiness and perfection. It reveals itself to
man as an alien force which turns against his human needs
and inclinations.

Marx did not condemn human morality, the morality
which recognizes no mediator between man and man, no
mediation by God, by the supernatural or by things. Man
consistent with Marx's ideal is moral in the human sense,
not in the alienated one. But would that morality transcend
“egoism” and “altruism,”4 by forbidding mutual love and
devotion? How are we to understand this notion of Marx?

“Altruism” in the traditional sense of the word—a mean-
ing Marx had in mind in the context above—required “self-
sacrifice,” the giving up of oneself. But this is not a
characteristic of Marx’s ideal of man and is altogether un-
necessary in the society envisioned by him.

The morality of human beings in this new society will
not be alienated morality which makes an obligation of
mutual love, or treats love as self-sacrifice, as contrary to
the real interests of the individual. According to the new
morality, love is a natural phenomenon of human life; it is
the self-affirmation of man in his relations with other
people. The attitude of Marx's ideal man is beyond the
alternative of egoism, or altruism. He feels the welfare of
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others as his oery own. This is an attitude which expresses
the unity of the human species and best corresponds to
Ma1'x’s ideal of man.

Translated by A. Ross

1 A detailed analysis of Marx’s works fonns the basis of my
reconstruction of Marx's ideal of man. This analysis can be
found in my book The Ethical Thought of the Young Marx,
published in Warsaw in 1961.

20f course, Marx’s use of the term has nothing to do with
the meaning imparted by Hitler’s ideology.

3Selbsttaet1'g could best be rendered by the English term
"active" in the sense intended by Hannah Arendt. Cf. her dis-
tinction between “behavior” and “activity.” Inasmuch as this
meaning of "activity" has not yet been completely accepted,
the word “auto-activity" was preferred.

4 Marx himself does not use the word “altruism” in the con-
text referred to above.
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It is a diflicult task to reconstruct the contents of the
idea of the universality of man in the philosophical anthro-
pology of Marx. Difliculties lie on the side of the author
as well as on the side of the reconstruction of the idea.
Marx wrote no work dedicated specifically to this idea.
Yet at the same time, the entire work of Marx is con-
cemed with it. The recognition of man as a being of uni-
versality and the explanation of the meaning of this uni-
versality is the starting point of the work of the young
Marx, and constitutes the philosophical premise of his
later writings. “The root of man is man himself,”1 wrote
Marx. The universality of man is for Marx a fact that is
revealed in history, as well as a value that permits the
grasping of history as meaningful. The complete recon-
struction of the idea of the universality of man in Marx,
its contents and its significance, would properly require
the recapitulation of the entire Marxist philosophy from
exactly this point of view; such a recapitulation, obviously,
transgresses the boundaries of this essay.

But difiiculties lie also on the side of the reconstruction
of the idea—its historical changeability, many-sidedness,
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and multiplicity in meaning. The idea of the universality
of man is a typical example of what A. Lovejoy called a
“unit idea”—an idea Woven out of many different threads,
which, consequently, gives itself with difliculty to de-
tailed analysis without serious damage being done to its
unity and meaning. Many philosophical eiforts were made
in the attempt to bestow human meaning to the world
in which man lives and which he creates; these efforts
were evident in the unceasingly renewed exertions to re-
iterate the idea of the universality of man anew, and in
the aflirmation of the universality of man as a value, but
also in the questioning of that value. But, at the same time,
in the history of that idea, there were also found contradic-
tions of human existence and the struggle of human
thought with the awareness and the transcendence of
those contradictions.

The genealogy and the history of the idea of the uni-
versality of man is inseparable from the history of the
ideal of humanism. For in this idea there were synthesized
various notions which in the course of history helped to
enrich the ideal of humanism.

In the history of ideas, the beginnings of the contem-
porary concept of the universality of man should be
sought, perhaps, in the Renaissance conviction that man
is a being distinguished from God and from nature by his
possession of a relative and an unstable place in the midst
of other, more stable, beings. In God, essence is identical
with existence; and the chief characteristic of beings
which belong to the world of nature is that their exist-
ence is described by God-given boundaries. Man, how-
ever, as Pico della Mirandola formulated it, was created
when God had already exhausted all archetypes, when
“his treasure-chest was empty.” Man, therefore, is neither
an earthly being nor an heavenly being, neither mortal
nor immortal. He is a creation of man himself, who can
and must choose the mode of his own life; he is a being
that alone among all other beings is self-determining.

The Renaissance experience of the status of the ontolog-
ical man in the world was of particular significance. Dur-
ing the Renaissance the feeling of man's autonomy and of
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his responsibility for himself, the general versatility of his
generic and individual relations with the world, and the
marked tendency toward self-aflirmation in these relations
went frequently hand in hand with the feeling of loss of
security and loss of stability; feelings such as these did not
exist in the medieval ages, because the basic world-view of
that time provided man with at least the appearance of a
stable and hierarchical universe where the place and the
meaning of his own existence were clearly defined.

One of the aspects of the history of the contemporary
idea of the universality of man in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries was the transcendence of those sig-
nificant feelings of the Renaissance man. Various ideas,
often heterogeneous, crossing with each other and sup-
plementing each other, culminated in that optimistic no-
tion of the universality of man which was adopted by the
philosophy and the world-view of the Enlightenment.

The idea of the universality of man, as a species and
as an individual, was enriched by drawing upon contents
from the higher spheres of human activity--intellectual,
as well as practical—in all areas in which man had proved
himself a free and a rational being. The idea of the uni-
Versality of man, therefore, absorbed the conviction that
man is a responsible being, and that, consequently, he
experiences his own particular individuality as a value and
not as a guilt or a sin. It also absorbed the conviction that
man is capable of bringing into being creations whose sole
cause and meaning of existence is to be found in the au-
tonomous activity of man. Man’s ability to treat the entire
world as an object that can be changed, and his ability to
transform it with the aid of science and technology, was,
moreover, often acknowledged by the rational Enlighten-
ment as defining the entirety of his postures. But the idea
of the imiversality of man also absorbed another charac-
teristic conviction of the Enlightenment, namely, that the
eflicacy of human endeavors is guaranteed by nature itself
and by the fact that man belongs to and is a part of the
world of nature. This conviction concerning the possibility
of humanizing nature by turning it into an object of hu-
man needs and aspirations repeatedly drew—in a paradoxi-
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cal manner-—sanctions for itself from the naturalistic under-
standing of man. One of the contents of the idea of the
universality of man became also the conviction of the
fundamental harmoniousness of the various, specifically
human, needs and aspirations. The guarantee of this
harmony was supposed to be the uniformity of human
nature and of human reason in all individuals, this uni-
formity revealing itself in the homogeneity of culture.
Man’s ability to individualize, to experience, and to give
value to the world in various ways through separate indi-
viduals was not considered a contradiction of the imper-
sonal and universal character of human reason, as this
reason objectifies itself in science and in practical collec-
tive endeavors. A culture created by men and reflecting
their rationality was considered to be a world fundamen-
tally approachable for each individual. In the course of
progress the uniformization of culture was to furnish a
premise for the development of diversity and autonomy
of individuals. The rational nature of man was acknowl-
edged as a guarantee of the rationality of the world that
man created. This world—if superstition, ignorance, and
a mistaken understanding by people of their interests
were removed from it—would have been a world in which
man would have affirmed himself as an individual and as
a species.

In the naturalistic and scientific understanding of prog-
ress, the idea of the universality of man celebrates its
triumph in its unproblematic stature. The universality of
man is acknowledged, not as a problem, but as a fact in-
separable from man’s existence, inseparable also from the
possibility of the unlimited development of man’s reason,
and from the biological necessity of man’s adaptation to
the world.

But to the history of the contemporary idea of the uni-
versality of man belongs also the crisis—here schemati-
cally described-of the present conception of man and of
progress. This crisis, in its consequences, leads to the crisis
of the idea of the universality of man. Not so much the
universality of man as a fact, is questioned, but of man as
a value. The sociological context of the critique of the
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idea of the universality of man, especially in the forms
that this critique adopted from the beginning of the
eighteenth century, posed objections to middle-class cul-
ture, as well as—treating the matter more broadly—to the
price which man paid for the moral and physical cost of
urbanized and industrialized civilization, and to the domi-
nation of the technological attitude toward the world in
that culture. These objections, connected with the critique
of culture, created out of the universality of man a prob-
lem for man himself. They undermined the universality
of man as a value, although, at the same time, they aided
its enrichment. The feeling of a cultural crisis, even
though finding expression in the form of a radical negation
of cultural values, nevertheless perfonned creative cultural
functions by overcoming and transcending the inertia of
cultural models, systems of values, and models of behavior.
Also, the crises through which the idea of the universality
of man passed caused it to become more complex, and
aided its adjustment to new cultmal forms. The revelation
of “uneasiness in the culture” enriched the idea of human
universality, and pointed to the possibility of conflict be-
tween the diverse aspects of mankind. However, what is
more important, this revelation disclosed a certain partic-
ular paradoxical aspect of that idea. The paradox con-
sists in the fact that the idea of the universality of man
contains also—or perhaps above all—the conviction that
man is able to problematize himself, that he is able to
transcend his everyday, actual existence. Questioning him-
self even in the most general definitions, man imceasingly
renews his efforts of value-creating, of giving meaning to
himself and to the world, to his own existence and to his
own history.

This paradoxical character of the idea of universality
finds a distinct expression in the status of that idea in the
contemporary world, a status that is particularly compli-
cated and varied in meaning. This paradoxicality per-
meates not only the ideas of our time, but its reality con-
stitutes the essence of our everyday life.

From one point of view, it could be said that only our
everyday life has remained filled with the universality of
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man. Yet at the same time this universality of man is a
banality—albeit a cruel one—because for the human epoch
that gave birth to concentration camps and to atomic
bombs, the universality of man is not—and cannot be—only
a fact, but above all a problem. It is possible to say that
in our time the universality of man celebrates its bitter,
ironic triumph by placing man—in the scale of a species-
before the final problems of his existence. For in the pre-
vious history of the idea of the universality of man, it was
tacitly assumed that man’s existence—as a biological
species—is something unquestionable, a fact located
beyond the borders of man's responsibility. A problem
could have been only, What meaning should man give to
himself and to his history? or, What meaning should he
infer from his existence in the world? For us, no matter
how much in our everyday life we may drive this into
our subconsciousness, the very existence of man has
shown itself to be relative and secondary to his univer-
sality. It has become dependent upon what man will con-
trive to do with the forces that he himself has set into mo-
tion, and upon whether he will manage to realize and to
preserve himself in the world that he has created. The
problem of the universality of man does not lie only in what
meaning man can give to the world, but in the fact that
he can—destroying himself—remove from it all meaning.

The universality of man was not inherent either in the
plan of nature or in the plan of history. It arose as a result
of many unco-ordinated processes in nature and history.
But, whatever may be its genesis, the universality of hu-
manity, today more than ever, constitutes our human
reality, and is an active force in this reality. It was not the
design of history that we should be able to plan our his-
tory, nor was it its intention that we should be responsible
for it. Still, today we can think of history only on the con-
dition that we extend the universality of man to its total
responsibility for all humanity. We can think about hu-
manity and mankind only as our own affair, for which
we alone are responsible, or otherwise we could not think
of it at all. The desire to escape from this responsibility,
and the feeling of solitary helplessness in the face of such
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responsibility, conceal themselves behind a tendency of
thought, characteristic of our age, which separates every-
day life from history, existential time from historical time.

Writing all this, we make no pretense either to describe
the history of the idea of the universality of man and the
changeability of its various contents, or to create a typol-
ogy of its various historical forms. A separate topic also
would be the description of the place of Marx in the his-
tory of that idea, and still another topic would be the
place of Marxism.

Marx lived in a world without concentration camps and
atomic bombs and many of our questions were not his
questions. Marxism, in time, was confronted with trans-
formations characteristic of the entire European culture
and it is impossible to understand its history and the con-
tradictions of its development outside of this context, al-
though Marxists themselves were not, and are not always,
conscious of this context and of their own involvements.
Marxism in the course of its history absorbed scientific
and technological contents, but it also experienced its par-
ticular antipositivistic break. It is reacting to changes even
today, absorbing into itself (again sometimes consciously
and sometimes unconsciously) problems and contradic-
tions of our age and its culture, as well as the confronta-
tions of various cultures that come to fruition in it. None-
theless, the basic questions of Marx remain the
fundamental questions of our age as well.

This outline restricts itself to the reconstruction of cer-
tain starting points of the idea of the universality of man
as this idea is understood by Marx. What interests us
above all is the extraction of those questions relating to
human universality which are contained in Marxist
thought. Like every important humanistic world-view, the
thought of Marx is not only and not so much a set of
answers as a structure of questions and tensions that prob-
lematize man.

We start with the question concerning the ontological
status of man, and the connection of that status with the
universality of man as a species. “The whole character of
a species—its species character—” writes Marx in the Eco-
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nomic and Philosophical Manuscripts, “is contained in the
character of its life-activity; and free, conscious activity is
man’s species character. Life itself appears only as a
means to lz'fe.”2 The specific feature of man is not simply
that he is an active being with a particular instrumental
cleverness. Man does not dissolve into one of his life’s
activities—rather he makes his own activity an object for
himself, for his consciousness, and for his activity.

Viewing the matter biologically, the universality of man
is expressed in his ability to extend the sphere of the
world of nature—the world on which he depends. The uni-
versality of man reveals itself in the universality of his
needs and in the possibility of extending those needs to
the whole of nature.

The notion of need has a meaning in Marx that trans-
gresses the feeling of “want.” Man transforms things into
objects of his needs, gives them human meaning, and en-
dows them with values. Needs for Marx are not only—-
and not mainly—biological needs, or reducible to biological
needs. The spiritual needs connected with man's striving
toward a comprehension of the world, toward self-
affirrnation, etc., are specifically human. The universality
of man is based on the fact that he applies to the world
his specific, human standard of values. For example, Marx
recognizes the fact that man structures his world not only
in conformity with his biological needs, but also in accord-
ance with his values and his esthetic needs, as a mark
of human universality. Needs, therefore, are for Marx in-
separable from man’s possession of subjectivity. Man ex-
periences the world as having meaning; but the meaning is
based not only on things, but is also grounded in man's
value-creating relations with the world. Man is a being
who, on the basis of his activity, grasps the world of nature
and the world of his own history as a totality that is for
him a meaningful structure.

The individual has a need for other men, as men, and
therefore as beings with respect to which he enjoys a
specifically human, personal relation, beings which could
be for him—speaking in the words of Kant—not only means
but also and always ends. Marx speaks in connection with
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this about the “plenitude of human need" opposing it to
economic wealth—the collecting of things for oneself. The
“plenitude of human need" reveals itself in the fact that
man “needs a complex of human manifestations of life,
and [that he is a man] whose own self-realization exists
as an inner necessity, a need.”3 In the above understanding
of the “plenitude of need” and the “wealth of needs,” the
idea of the universality of man is joined in Marx with the
Faustian idea of man as a being never content, a being
for whom self-realization is an unending process, a being
who constantly transcends himself and continuously creates
his own new and as yet unfulfilled possibilities.

In Marx's description of the status of the ontological
man in nature there is a certain ambiguity. Sometimes
Marx appears to tie the universality of man with the total
autonomy of the ontological man as a value-creating being.
At other times, Marx appears to proclaim a particular
naturalism, in the sense of a conviction that nature and
man make up an ontologically homogenous reality and
that in nature a harmony is established between man
and things—a peculiarly "natural" relation of man to ob-
jects, but also a “human” relation of objects to man4
(Marx’s understanding of the value of an object of utility
is characterized by this point of view). Marx also seems to
hold the belief that in man, as a “species-being,” there
does not exist any discord between the natural-biological
and the historical-consciousness aspects of his existence,
but that they mutually complement each other in human
universality. The analysis of the above ambiguity is a dis-
tinct question into which we are not able to penetrate
here. Abstracting from the difficulties connected with it,
however, it is possible to affirm that the universality of
man is for Marx inseparable from the historicity of man.

Man creates himself as a universal being by living and
acting in history. When Marx speaks about the universality
of man, he also has in mind the universal character of
the tasks that history places before man. History is, at the
same time, a fact, a reality that man encounters, and a
set of problems to be unraveled, a field of man's activity,
of human praxis. “Mankind,” proclaims a thesis of Marx,
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“always takes up only such problems as it can solve, since,
looking at the matter more closely, we will always find that
the problem itself arises only when the material condi-
tions necessary for its solution already exist or are at least
in the process of fo1"mation.”5

Still, history for Marx is never an independently active
force that contains within itself provisions for an inevitable
automatic development, or a meaning not dependent upon
the activities of the men acting in it. Marx never writes
“History” with a capital letter. He writes, rather, that
“history does not do anything, it ‘does not own any
wealth,’ it ‘does not cause any struggles’! It is not ‘history’
but man, real, living man who does everything, who owns
everything, and who is the cause of all struggles. ‘History’
does not utilize man as a means for the attainment of its
own ends—as if history were some type of a distinct per-
son. History is nothing other than the activity of man aspir-
ing toward his aims.”6

The fact that man participates in a history which he
does not choose but only finds does not absolve him of the
responsibility for the historical meaning of his own activi-
ties, and for the meaning that he gives to history, in which
his participation is not partial but total. Mankind takes up
only such tasks as it can solve—but (as Merleau-Ponty ac-
curately observed) this does not mean for Marx that
history is a logical construction containing, together with
the tasks, only one necessary resolution of these tasks,
which is supposed to pre-exist in history and which would
exclude human choice. We find that in the course of his-
tory there is constantly renewed and enriched the funda-
mental problem which men alone place before themselves
and solve in history, namely, What is man and what is
his manner of life, what can he make of himself, what is
he as a process of his own activities and of the creation of
his own unfulfilled possibilities?

In history there also arises and is solved the problem of
the relation of the individual, as an individual, with the
human species. ‘Humanity is not the starting point of his-
tory-the premises for humanity are produced in the
course of history; it is a problem and a task of human
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culture. Similarly, man as an individual does not pre-exist
either in human nature or in the positivistically understood
evolutionary process, or also in the determinisms of the
“logic of history.” “Man,” wrote Marx, “individualizes
himself in history.” Also, the synthesis between the devel-
opment of the universality of man as a species and the
evolution of the feeling of individuality is not, for Marx,
a fact that is established in history. It is a problem that
comes into existence in the course of history.

For Marx, the measure of human universality is the de-
gree of individualization of mankind. Individuality, for
him, is neither the particularization of the species nor the
epiphenomenon of history. It is for Marx a concrete phe-
nomenon that is not reducible to any exterior conditions
related to it, even though the premise of the entire diver-
sity of individuality is the opportunity that history and
society provide for the development of the “plenitude of
individuality.”

The authenticity of individual existence is not a product
that is born out of anonymous social forces and oflered as
a gift to the individual. It always remains a problem for
the individual, a problem that is dependent upon the
choice of values; it is only when the individual does decide
on a set of values that meaning is given to the biological-
social process of his existence. But mass unauthenticity,
the depersonalization of human existence, of interhuman
relations, and of the individual’s relation to himself is a
phenomenon of social determinants that gives itself to
analysis and solution on a historico-social scale.

The above question, in conjunction with the idea of the
universality of man, places before us the central problem
of the entire Marxist conception of philosophy—the prob-
lem of alienation. The blending of the concept of the
universality of man with the various aspects of the
problem of alienation constitutes the most original, specifi-
cally Marxist contribution to the long history of the idea
of human universality. Alienation is defined by Marx dif-
ferently, depending upon the aspect that he is analyzing,
and upon the basis of that social concrete fact which
Marx knew, i.e., the industrial-capitalistic culture of the
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second half of the nineteenth century. It is not our task
and it would transgress the boundaries of this outline to
reproduce even the most salient points of that analysis.
We limit ourselves to the recollection of the most im-
portant aspects of the matter in relation to the Marxist
understanding of the universality of man.

Speaking in the most general terms, the reign of aliena-
tion means that man's species-universality, which is objec-
tivized in his culture and in the forms of human collective
activity, appears before the society of real, concrete indi-
viduals as an alien, hostile, and destructive force over
which they have no control, which they do not understand,
which destroys and impoverishes them physically and
morally, and degrades and depersonalizes them. An
alienated situation signifies that “man's species nature is
estranged from him, . . . that one man is estranged from
the other, as each of them is from man’s essential nature.”7
Men do not have control over their own social activities;
they find themselves in the situation of the sorcerer’s ap-
prentice, who forgot the adjuration with which he had set
dead objects into motion. The progress of humanity, for
which one of the measures used by Marx is the develop-
ment of human universality, assumes the form of “that
hideous pagan idol, who would not drink the nectar but
from the skulls of the slain.”B

The reign of alienation means the materialization of
man, the degradation of man to the status of a thing, and
the rule over him of things, relations, and institutions
created by him. “With the increasing value of the world
of things proceeds in direct proportion the devaluation of
the world of men.”9 If the measure of universality of man
is the degree of his individualization, then the alienating
processes produce on a mass scale the uniformization and
standardization of the individual. A world in which man
is reduced to features that can be measured by money,
that can be bought and sold, accomplishes the ultimate
deformation of human consciousness and individuality.
The qualitative distinction of an authentic human experi-
ence of the world and of one’s own existence remains falsi-
fied and reduced to the duration in time which money
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creates and which has become money. "We should not
say,” wrote Marx, “that one man’s hour is worth another
man’s hour, but rather that one man during an hour is
worth just as much as another man during an hour. Time
is everything, man is nothing; he is at the most time’s
carcase. Quality no longer matters. Quantity alone decides
everything; hour for hour, day for day.”1°

Individuality remains reduced to a set of social roles
that are in contradiction to each other and yet demand
conformity; consequently individuality succumbs to disin-
tegration. Interhuman relations become reduced to rela-
tions between the representatives of anonymous functions,
and individuals to the role of exchangeable elements. The
relations of the individual remain repressed to the margin
of social life, to the partial sphere of privacy, and give
way to degradation and falsification. The alienated world
imposes upon man the reversal of the relation of ends to
means—his biological functions and needs are no longer
the means for the realization of specifically human func-
tions. Human biological needs are severed from the re-
mainder of human functions and are opposed to these
functions as an autonomous aim; thus human functions
become degraded to animal functions. If the universality
of man expresses itself in his activity, then, when human
activity, human work in the broadest sense of that word,
is not a sphere in which man is confirmed as man, when it
is only something imposed upon him and external to him-
then his own activity becomes for him an alien and a hostile
force.

Although he connects the reign of alienation with the
capitalistic-industrial world, Marx is also opposed to the
romantic tendency encountered in the sociological mean-
ing of that term. He does not relate the overcoming of
alienation to the ideal of a return to small, closed com-
munities, in which the individual character of interhu-
man relations and the internal harmony of the individual
are paid for by the impoverishment of the individual and
by the constraint of individuality through authorities and
institutions. The overcoming of alienation cannot mean the
impoverishment of man—either of the individual or of col-
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lective activity. Marx accepts the world of industrial civi-
lization as a fact and a value, as a world that enriches
human possibilities and provides opportunities for the de-
velopment of the “plenitude of needs.” The alienated char-
acter of industrial civilization gives rise to a longing for a
return to—as Marx described it—“the unnatural simplicity
of the poor,”11 a longing for the pre-individualistic stages
of human development.

An alienated situation, for Marx, is not an ontological
determinant of the human condition, rather it is a socio-
historical problem created by men in history. “Not the
gods, not nature, but only man himself can be this alien
power over man.”12 The emancipation of man from the
forces of alienation that rule over his life and conscious-
ness is for Marx a problem of the reconstitution of human
relations, and thus it is inseparable from the realization in
collective practice of the socialistic model and ideal of
society.

We wish to emphasize two other aspects concerning
the understanding of man’s emancipation from the social
forces of alienation in connection with Marx's concept of
the idea of the universality of man.

One of these aspects is the problem of the emancipation
of work from alienation, by giving it a character of human
activity which would not deform man physically and
spiritually. The idea of the humanization of work has a
twofold fonn in Marx. From one side, Marx underscored
the possibility of a humanization of the process of work
itself, both through the overcoming of the division of labor,
and through the humanization of the teclmical-productive
and institutional forms of work by the maximum approxi-
mation of the process of work to instinctive, spontaneous
creative work. (It appears, therefore, that the young
Marx, by placing a particular accent on the general philo-
sophical aspect of the emancipation of work, was inclined
to identify the realization of the idea of the universality
of man with the possibility of a complete identification of
all work with spontaneous creative activity, on the model
of artistic creativity.)
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But, at the same time, Marx was opposed to the abso-
lutization of work as a value. He considered the subor-
dination of the complex of human needs and activities to
productive work to be a characteristic feature of middle-
class industrial culture, which by force had made work into
a virtue. Marx stressed the fact that for the individual the
idea of the universality of man is inseparable from the
time free from labor, which the individual disposes of as
a sphere of his own free cultural choices. (The entire
complexity of sociological questions related to the problem
of leisure time and the alienated situations that arise
within the sphere of leisure time, belongs already to our
contemporary epoch and not to the epoch of Marx.) The
second aspect of the matter is that the universality of man
is for Marx linked with the problem of man's emancipa-
tion from the alienating processes, is related to freedom
—freedom on the historical scale, in the sense of the rule
of man over his own historical destiny, and on the individ-
ual scale, in the sense of the maximization of individual
choices in the determination of one’s own life.

It is not the elimination of choices or contradictions that
is important in the idea of the universality of man. In
Marx, especially in his earlier works, there sometimes in-
deed do appear prophetic tones connecting the realization
of the idea of the universality of man with the disappear-
ance of all contradictions of individual and social life. But
it is not here that the pulse of Marxist thought beats.
Emancipation from alienation is not for Marxism a final
state—but a process.

For Marx, the premise for man's liberation from aliena-
tion is the socialistic reconstruction of society, a recon-
struction understood as a human, historical undertaking
aimed at the control of collective life and at the conscious
resolution of its contradictions. But meaning to this under-
taking is given not by the attainment of maximum techni-
cal efficiency, but by the complex of values which Marx
joins with man's conscious effort to overcome everything
that may be a cause of alienation.

The results of human activities in history always diverge
to a certain degree from their intentions. In the process
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of history in which man is a participant something always
remains unrealized. However, Marx does not bind the
destiny of the idea of the universality of man to an abso-
lute of human history, which would be its end, but rather
to the human endeavor of constantly making history more
meaningful for the men who create it.

Translated by Walter Odainyk
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“Philosophy and Revolution” is a frequent theme in our
philosophical discussions, a theme not only in currency 11$
a reminder of our celebration of the twentieth anniversary
of the popular uprising in Yugoslavia, but also decisive in
the highest sense to the entirety of Marxism, indicating
as it does the vitality of the relationship between Marx's
thought and the existing world and embodying the es-
sence of the intellectual and practical appeal Of MaIX'5
thought in modern history.

Indeed, “Philosophy and Revolution” is only another
way of expressing Marx’s well-wom catch phrase about
the “realization of philosophy,” beginning as a revolution
in philosophy in order to end as a revolutionary phil050PhY
in the form of the philosophy of the revolution.

What is involved here is not just a revolutionary rhetori-
cal phrase from the pen of the young Marx, or a striking
stylistic effect, or an exaggerated literary rnetflph0r that
paraphrases “a compound of Hegel and Feuerbach” in the
eyes of those interpreters and critics who are happy 150
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point at the “mature creations of the old Marx” as leaving
behind illusory youthful romanticism, and revealing a “de-
finitive” abandonment of philosophy in favor of politics.

No, the idea of the “realization of philosophy” remained
Ma.rx’s central thought from the moment of its original
formulation in Contribution to a Critique of Hegel's Phi-
losophy of Law through the so-called “middle Marx," the
political writer, all the way to the final pages of the post-
humous third volume of Capital, which continue, despite
all “realistic” ant-iphilosophers, to work with such “long
since abandoned” categories as “alienation” and “realiza-
tion.” Incidentally, the notion of the realization of philoso-
phy is actually the basis for Marx's renowned analysis
of the “fetishism of goods” in the first volume of Capital,
for Marx’s struggle to shorten the working day, and for
the major components of Marx's Critique of the Gotha
Program.

Hence, what is involved here is nothing less than Marx’s
central idea. The entirety of the magnificent intellectual
structure of Marxism stands or falls on it. Nevertheless,
we should immediately recognize that the way in which
this idea is formulated does change in the course of Marx’s
writings. For this reason, and because of the unexemplary
language throughout the later works, the concept is not
always entirely clear. But there is no reason why our in-
tellectual interpretation of Marx's works as a whole cannot
be everywhere acknowledged as fundamental.

The idea of the “solemnization of philosophy” to the
effect that philosophy ought to be taken seriously and that
only in this way can philosophy become capable of
changing the world (cf. the Eleventh Thesis on Feuer-
bach) is thus Mai-x’s central idea as a thinker, clearly in-
dicating his supreme intellectual ambition to be no more
nor less than Promethean. Marx had cited the image of
Prometheus as “the greatest in the entire philosophical
roster” as early as his doctoral dissertation on “The Differ-
ence Between the Philosophies of Nature of Democritus
and Epicurus,” seeing in him the personification of the
concept of philosophy immanent in the entire history of
the West. Originating as critical thought in Greece, as part
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of an effort to free man from fear, philosophy had been
antimythic from the start and had introduced reason in-
stead of miracles as the explanation of the world. The
historic mission of philosophy had thus been to lead to the
liberation of the world in the process of uncovering the
truth about man and being as a whole. Prometheus ini-
tiated heresy in stealing fire from the gods to give it to
men that they might inhabit the earth warmed; that is
why Marx saw in him the first philosopher.

In other words, true philosophy could justify its exist-
ence only by keeping faith with its Promethean mission.
In modern times, in Marx’s opinion, philosophy had be-
trayed its Promethean mission and its raison cl’étre by be-
coming an exact science of things, i.e., by being trans-
formed into the economics of the bourgeois world.

The tumabout in philosophy in modern times and the
rise of the bourgeois economics of the production of goods
and of the exploitation of man and nature for profit were
for Marx the same process of the perversion of philosophy
from an idea of liberation into the science of exploitation
and enslavement.

The prime task of philosophy in the eyes of Marx as a
thinker was to turn itself around again, to revolutionize
itself, and return to its origins in the grand humanistic
tradition of the ancient world. This would be possible only
if the world that had transformed people into things were
destroyed, that world of which the most objective
alienated expression had been obtained in modern phi-
losophy through the Hegelian scheme.

Serious consideration for philosophy and the solemniza-
tion of the essence of philosophy, in Marx’s view, must
take the form of the abolition of the real world that in its
thoroughgoing alienation transformed philosophy into un-
serious twaddle and exiled it to the realm of the pure
thoughts of a purely intellectual imagination. The mutual
alienation between unserious philosophy and the real
(serious) world is therefore not only a philosophical
problem but indeed primarily a problem of the world.

However, since Hegelian philosophy was no more than
the perfected intellectual expression of the senselessness of
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the bourgeois world, the widest possible gap had opened
up between philosophy as rationality and the world as
senselessness. The two could be reconciled only through
the realization of the sense of philosophy that had been
wholly lost in the world. Marx’s concept of revolution
dovetails in this way with his idea about the realization
of philosophy.

On the other hand, in view of the fact that Marx was
Hegel's disciple, the question arises as to whether the re-
alization of philosophy may not have meant for Marx pri-
marily the realization of Hegelian philosophy.

Yes and nol Yes, to the extent that Hegelian thought
remains philosophy. But no, to the extent that Hegelian
thought is the most grandiose reflection of the loss of phi-
losophy as a means of liberating the world.

Mai-x’s concept of the realization of philosophy, pre-
cisely to the extent that it is the philosophical thought of
the revolution, is therefore essentially ambiguous. This es-
sential ambiguity in Marx's message carries within it the
clear possibility of a dual interpretation. The realization
of philosophy takes place primarily as the realization of
Hegelian philosophy, but also as something else, far more
concealed and hence more diflicult to understand.

The possibility of a dual interpretation is thus present
within Marx's thought itself. Marx’s thought is capable of
being understood solely as a demand for the realization
of modern philosophy as compressed into the Hegelian
program, while the other aspect can be forgotten. Such
has i.n fact been the case.

This is precisely why it was possible for the realization
of philosophy to be comprehended as no more than the
fulfillment of the Hegelian demand for a thoroughgoing
rationalization of the world. Yet the world has already
been rationalized in the modern era in the sense of mod-
em technology and economics. At the same time, the other
aspect of Marx's thought was forgotten, i.e., the realiza-
tion of the Promethean function of philosophy. On this
basis, Marx also looked upon Hegel as a positivist, as an
interpreter of the real world that must be eliminated in
its reality and returned to the free habitat of mankind.
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Many today interpret this very idea about changing the
world as an expression of Marx’s dissatisfaction with He-
gelian conservatism, as a demand for the radicalization
of Hegelianism, and as an effort to fulfill the master’s pro-
gram. Marx is therefore a technologist, say these inter-
preters, and everything that has happened to his thought
in the twentieth century is inevitable, and could not have
been otherwise.

The whole difiiculty of understanding Marx's funda-
mental thought originates in this speculative ambiguity.
Marx knew that his idea of the realization of philosophy
could not be realized apart from the fulfillment of the
Hegelian program, i.e., the rationalization of the world in
terms of modern technology and economics. Yet Marx by
no means thought that the latter would mark the fulfill-
ment of his own program or that the realization of phi-
losophy as the Promethean idea of liberation would be
no more than the realization of modern philosophy.

Marx knew that “there can be no returning to the old
days” and that his vision could be realized only along with
the realization of Hegelian philosophy. Yet in that which
had been, not everything had passed away; it was con-
tained in the essence of the future. Only in this way can
we explain those frequent “romantic digressions” in Marx’s
writings, in which he expresses admiration for the me-
dieval craftsman as an artist in contrast to the mechanized
modern worker dismembered as a personality and trans-
figured into a piece of machinery by the division of labor.

This ambiguity in relation to the realization of philoso-
phy makes it possible to regard Marx solely as a technolo-
gist, and this remains one possibility of interpretation.

Marx was understood in this fashion by Social Democ-
racy, which first broke up the whole of his thought into
“purely scientific" and “ideological-ethical” components.
Marx’s thought was then dissolved into an “objective sci-
entific pattern,” comprehended after the fashion of the
natural sciences and complemented by a pure “ethical
imperative.” The theory and practice that followed are a
matter of record.
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Many contemporary interpretations of Marxism, includ-
ing that of the Polish philosopher Leszek Kolakowski
(1956), still try to separate Marx the scholar from Marx
the ideologist. Much more importantly, however, such
“reworkings” have had the effect of clearing the ground
for interpretations that have not simply remained in the
realm of theory but have also penetrated into the practice
of politics on a grand scale.

Who is the greatest interpreter of Marx in this sense?
Who built on this misinterpretation a whole system of
ideas as the foundation of a political practice?

None other than the “greatest genius of mankind,” long
—too long—renowned as the “greatest philosopher, econo-
mist, politician, strategist, linguist, esthetician, etc., etc.”
—Stalinl

What does Stalinism mean in philosophical terms?
Nothing else but an interpretation of Marx's idea about

the realization of philosophy in a strictly Hegelian sense,
i.e., the realization of philosophy as technology, fulfilled
to the maximum extent in Stalin’s version of “socialism in
one country.”

But we should not seek the sources of this interpreta-
tion in Stalin’s “philosophical” writings, nor even in his
political speeches, much less in the official Soviet edition
of this “gem” or in the police persecution of academic
philosophy. At best, the data in such sources would pro-
vide only partial and peripheral descriptions of what
Stalin accomplished in the course of his rule in the prac-
tice of the planned “technification” of Russia.

This feat in actuality was possible only on the basis of
a total or absolute organization of politics, economics, and
all spheres of Soviet life generally. Everything had to be
planned and calculated from a single center, everything
had to be objectified in the light of a rational arrangement
of the world as a technical system. All “sectors” of reality
were to function as the component parts of a single mecha-
nism, with the motive force and drive fused in the person
of the Leader.

Absolute technological organization is feasible in prac-
tice somewhere on this earth in our times only because
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technology is not just the characteristic feature of present-
day life but rather is in itself contemporaneity in the sense
of bare present-day life, the current era in the world. For
technology originates in the essence of the course of mod-
em history.

In this sense, Stalin “had right on his side” when he
demanded that everything must be sacrificed in the name
of this goal, and he possessed exemplary knowledge of
how to execute his policies in practice. This knowledge,
which broaches no disagreement and which knows every-
thing earlier and better than anyone else, is the only pos-
sible knowledge in an absolute organization. This is the
renowned Hegelian absolute knowledge that concludes
the Phenomenology.

This is why Stalin was everywhere and always “the
most" this and that, and why no one could know more
than he. More precisely, all the lower forms of knowledge
were only prestages of the absolute and acquired their
sanction, justification, and dignity only when the Leader
nodded his head, depriving his subjects of their essential
nature and deigning them a suitable place within the sys-
tem of the closed circle of absolute knowledge.

This is the metaphysical speculative-dialectical secret
of Stalinism. But how did Stalinism appear in empirical
terms?

Exactly as the opposite. As the servant of the people
and of technology, Stalin was depicted in ascetic tones
as the most devoted of modest clerks in the organization.

In essence, however, Stalin’s metaphysical image and
empirical image originate in the same essential configura-
tion. Even he in all his power is the very picture of an
implement, for the instrumentality of technology spares
no man, and Stalin could thus be only the implement at
the disposal of some higher element that had been built
into the system of absolute organization.

Having transformed all into implements and equipment,
Stalin then proceeded to execute his program of indus-
trialization and succeeded in Europeanizing Russia into a
mighty technological power. He was extending the work
of Ivan the Terrible and Peter the Great in this sense and
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became, however strange it may seem, the greatest con-
tinuer of the bourgeois world. He is the philosopher of
the technological revolution par excellence. Through his
efforts, peasant Russia acquired the capacity to conquer
the cosmos and to fire missiles into the heavens, once the
habitat of gods now dead.

Why, then, is it possible and even justifiable today for
Stalin's oontinuers to criticize Stalinism?

Because Stalinism is after all a romantic phase of the
technological revolution, and Stalinist methods are becom-
ing a barrier to further technological advance. Criticism
of Stalinism in the Soviet Union today therefore amounts
primarily to a destruction of the hindrances to the further
realization of philosophy as technology, for Stalinist meth-
ods have become outmoded in present-day Russia. This
does not mean that such methods will cease to play a
role in countries with a stage of development such as
China's at the moment. “Chinese Communism” may even
outstrip Stalinism in time, drawing closer and closer to the
“bestial form” that Marx saw before him in the possibility
of such a realization of philosophy:

Communism is after all the positive expression of
abolished private ownership, is first and foremost
general private ownership. By virtue of the fact that
this relation is comprehended in its generality, com-
munism is in its primary form only the generalization
and extension of such ownership. In this way, com-
munism manifests itself in a dual fonn. The authority
of property ownership is so strong in opposition at first
that primary communism will want to liquidate
everything that is not capable of being possessed by
everybody as private property, to purloin talent, and
so forth. Direct physical possession is the only goal of
life and existence. The status of worker is not abol-
ished, just extended to cover all men. The private-
property relationship remains the relationship of the
community with the objective world. Finally, the
tendency to counterpose general private ownership
to private ownership comes to be manifested in such
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a bestial form that the community of women is coun-
terposed to the marital state (which is surely a form
of exclusive private ownership), with woman becom-
ing social and common property. It can be said that
this idea about the community of women is the pro-
claimed secret of such a terribly crude and unintel-
lectual communism. Iust as woma.r1 passes from the
marital state to common prostitution, so also does the
entire world of wealth, i.e., of the objective human
being, pass from a relationship of exclusive marriage
with a private owner to a relationship of universal
prostitution with the community. Such communism,
by everywhere negating the human personality, is
only the consequential expression of private owner-
ship, which latter is a negation itself. General envy,
which becomes constituted as a force, is only a f‘or1n
of concealment in which avarice is installed and given
satisfaction in a diiierent way. The spirit of all pri-
vate ownership as such is at least directed against any
richer private ownership in the sense of envy and
proclivity to a process of leveling-off, which latter
attributes may be said to make up the essence of
competition. The primitive communist is simply an
extension of this envy and of this leveling-off process
in terms of a foreordained minimum. His horizon is
specific and limited. How little this abolishment of
private ownership has to do with the genuine ac-
quisition of property is evidenced precisely by this
abstract negation of the whole world of education
and civilization, by this return to the rmnatural sim-
plicity of the man who is poverty-stricken and with-
out needs and who has not yet reached the stage of
private ownership, much less overcome it.

The community is only a community of labor and
equality of wages, which are paid by the joint capital,
i.e., by the community as the common capitalist.
Both sides in this relationship are raised up to a fore-
ordained generality, labor as a compulsion assigned to
everyone, capital as the recognized generality and as
the power of the community.1
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Can there be a better description of the “Chinese road

to socialism”?
Yet this Chinese road to socialism is only an Asiatic

form of Stalinism, an extension of Stalinism in the form
of a caricature of the omnipresent total senselessness of
existence.

If Stalinism is thus one of the stages in the technologi-
cal revolution and one of the ways to realize philosophy
in the Marxian sense as the exclusive realization of He-
gelian philosophy, then its place in history has been de-
fined at the same time, its boundaries and transience.
Hence, Stalinism is not just false; it is part of the truth.
The development of the productive forces, as the chief
task of the present, creates part of the future but is not
itself the future. There can be no leisure in the midst of
poverty, and philosophy begins out of leisure in the sense
of contemplation (the luxury of contemplation is possible,
says Aristotle in his Metaphysics, when physical needs
have been satisfied) and of a search after the sense of
human existence in the world and in the wholeness of
being.

A revolution in human relations and a turnabout in man
himself are therefore the goals of socialism, not the
build-up of the productive forces.

This is exactly why Stalinism did not humanize rela-
tions in production, much less social and human relations
generally. Having subordinated all to industrialization,
Stalin destroyed much in this respect, if not indeed cul-
ture in the final analysis. Though music, the most ab-
stract of the arts, flourished during Stalin's reign, poetry
and the pictorial arts did not.

Stalin neither knew nor wanted to know about the
Promethean aspect of the matter, of course, much less
deal with it, but it remains the essential task of democratic
socialism. Political power is not needed for this job. Nor
can the goal ever be attained in its totality, for this con-
cealed sense of being is the truth of the world, which can
be grasped only in fragments in time as a reflection of
its transience. The goal of history, the full sense of his-
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tory, can never be realized in its totality. We can only
approach it more closely.

What does philosophy have to contribute to this end?
As power, philosophy has already been realized in tech-

nology. As powerlessness, philosophy may be defined as
the creative powerlessness to determine the full sense of
the movement that reveals itself to a limited extent in
various eras of history. In history, therefore, the world is
directed toward something that surpasses it, evidencing
the impotence of philosophy and of the world itself. Yet
to realize the lost sense of the world still “makes sense,”
for this is an approach and a conscious movement in the
direction of this lost sense so that man may be at peace
with himself, feel at home, and retm'n from an alien land
to his home country and true habitat. This is a process
that lasts as long as history itself, since time equals transi-
ence in motion toward the higher sense of human life on
this earth that is realized only in stages.

All utopias therefore appear to be burdened with ex-
aggerated pretensions, originating as they do not in the
Greeks’ Promethean understanding of the mission of phi-
losophy but rather in the biblical faith in salvation. Tech-
nology is thus perverted from a means of shortening the
working day and increasing leisure time into an attempt
to deliver us from the curse of labor (cf. Adam's exile
from paradise), leading to extremely dangerous conse-
quences and to the negation of transience as the essence
of history.

But if the goal of history is understood to be not sal-
vation, but rather a freer and more sensible life on this
planet, then philosophy has the task envisaged by Marx,
viz., to be sensible (and not calculating) and capable of
helping people to live more sensibly and of leading them
to freedom. If this essential other interpretation of Marx
should be forgotten, in contrast to Stalinism, all is lost.

Dual interpretation, as well as misinterpretation, is al-
ways a possibility with every great idea. This is why
Stalinism “was possible,” this is why our struggle for the
humanistic dimension in Marx’s thought is of the greatest
significance at this moment in history. Philosophy can
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prove nothing, but it can point the way if we are willing
to listen to it.

In an essential and most profound sense, therefore, phi-
losophy and revolution remain interrelated as two aspects
of a single process that is to last as long as history itself.
In the simplest terms, Marx wanted to turn man's life
away from concern with things and toward greater con-
cern with himself and with his own meaning, which had
been lost in the world of labor, economics and technology.
This is the essential revolution that is supposed to take
place inside us.

Otherwise, the danger exists that Marx will continue to
be regarded as a technologist and as the prophet of the
technological revolution leading to mythical high living
standards.

This Marx did not want. If we fail to take this other
side of his message about the solemnization of philosophy
seriously, or if we do not hear him out to the end, or mis-
hear, then philosophy will be devoid of any sense. And
Stalin will be the greatest modern and sole true Marxist.

Translated by William Hannaher

1 Marx and Engels, “Economic and Philosophical Manu-
scripts," in Ram’ radovt (Early Works), 2d ed. (Zagreb, 1961),
pp. 239-40.
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Two ideas of great importance are to be found at the
very core of socialist thinking: Utopia and Revolution. Yet
they are seldom examined in their reciprocal relation. It
is as if Revolution were held to imply the rejection or
exclusion of Utopia, and Utopia to imply the banishment
or denial of Revolution. Such appears to be, summarily
described, the general approach of nineteenth-century so-
cialist thinkers. In the twentieth century, up to the First
World War, the debate—although restricted to the ideo-
logical disputes cropping up periodically between Marxists
and non-Marxists, or Marxists and anarchists-—was some-
what livelier. But since then there is only silence, as if the
turmoil of contemporary history had muted all voices dar-
ing to urge a resumption of the debate.

Back to the Sources

Marxism is not the sum total of all socialist ideology.
Nor does it embody all socialist thought. Its ethics and
theories go back to the industrial revolution which took
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place in England during the last third of the eighteenth
century. From the very start, socialism appears with all
the characteristics of a new Cospel—a message of worldly
liberation and salvation. However visionary they may have
seemed to others, the early socialists or communists of the
industrial age did not conceive their ideals as being incon-
sistent with the practical means of carrying them into ef-
fect. For William Godwin, Reason is the means to achieve
the desired social transformation; for Gracchus Babeuf,
violence—i.e., unreason—is the means. At first declared to
be a legal movement, Revolution—due to the closing of
the Pantheon Club—becomes the business of a “secret di-
rectory” empowered to act “by and for the people."
Babeuf’s idea is to seize power in order to “restore it to
the people"; but there are obstacles to be overcome.
Called to the ballot boxes, the masses were quite capable
of restoring tyranny: prior to exercising sovereignty, they
had to be taught their lesson.

Irresistibly, once started on the slope of impatience and
“provisional” authority, the Babouvists transfonn social
revolution into organized war, with all the rules of the
game: hierarchy, discipline, obedience, commandments,
specialization, etc. It is Revolution managed from above
by a general staff or a committee of experts, until it is
time for the masses to act by tl1emselves—once the enemy
has been defeated and power conquered. This ambiguity
of Babouvism is to be found also in Auguste Blanqui and
his followers: honesty and good intentions are tokens of
devotion offered the people—a people still ignorant, re-
duced to mere inert matter, or more exactly to a main
striking force on the battlefield. The essence of Babouvism
is outer-directed organized violence. Its humanism is in
the intention, the aim, the Utopia: it is not to be found
in the means—unless one considers vengeful acts perpe-
trated by the rebellious masses to be manifestations of
their will to achieve freedom. In this case it would be
the purpose of violence to “humanize” violence, since it
aims at establishing a society devoid of violence. The
danger and weakness of such a conception reside in the
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impossibility of foreseeing and appraising, choosing and
evaluating actions in a humanist perspective.

The so-called Utopian socialism goes back to a tradition
of humanist rationalism prior to the French Revolution.
With Saint-Simon, spiritual heir of the Encyclopaedists,
political power plays only an accessory part. The “New
Christianity” is the ethical basis of a power which is not
political but administrative (managerial). The essence of
this socioeconomic Christianity is a science of production.
Politics is replaced by industrial organization for human
well-being and security, whose only objective is-in the
words of Saint-Simon on his deathbed—“to assure to all
men the greatest freedom in developing their faculties.”

The utopians intend to reform society in the name of
reason and science. In the view of Robert Owen, co-
operation is the key to solving social problems. Owen has
none of Charles Fourier’s passion; he has no imagination;
his doctrine amounts to a few elementary ideas, the basic
one being that man is the product of his environment.
Still, that pioneer of co-operative socialism was always
ready to advocate spontaneous effort, distrust, and even
hostility toward the powerful, the rich, the ruling classes.
If socialism means co-operation, then Owen is the first of
contemporary socialists; and if in the last analysis Marx’s
socialism is simply a system or method of co-operative
production, then Marx is Owen's disciple.

Karl Marx

Marx did not abolish Utopia. On the contrary, he re-
juvenated it and enlarged its scope. With him, Utopia
becomes one single movement in two stages: Revolution-
Creation. Before Marx the utopians thought and imagined
creation independently from the very men who were sup-
posed to build the New City. Man was Marx's first and
foremost concern. “We know that for the new-fangled
forces of society to work well, they only need to be mas-
tered by new-fangled men—and such are the working-
men." (Speech at the Anniversary of the “Pe0ple’s Paper,”
April 14, 1856.)



214 ON MAN

Initially Fourier’s and Owen’s disciple, soon deeply in-
volved in political struggle, Marx was never to break the
spiritual bonds that linked him to Utopian socialism. It
suflices to read on that score a statement which he pre-
pared, two years before his death, for the Russian Popu-
lists who sought his opinion about the chances and per-
spectives of the peasants’ communes in the context of the
development of capitalism in Russia. Not once, during
that lengthy and arduous reflection, does Marx dwell upon
political questions properly speaking—such as class struc-
tures or party organization. All his thought bears upon the
original nature of the archaic institution of the rural com-
mune and its importance as a “regeneratory element in
the Russian society, [an] element of superiority over the
countries enslaved by capitalist regimes.”

In that apologia for a “localized microcosm,” as Marx
calls the Russian commune, it is easy to see a last tribute
which he pays to Robert Owen, pioneer of co-operative
and communal socialism. Like his utopian predecessor,
Marx puts all his confidence in the creative spontaneity of
those who produce the wealth of nations without enjoying
it themselves. He bestows upon the primitive commune
the virtues of a social microcosm. One may recognize in
this idealizing of an as yet ill-known institution a projec-
tion into the future of a wish-image. Yet, it is no accident
that Marx felt a sympathy with Owen’s Utopia. The co-
operative commune which Marx imagined meets the
equation we mentioned earlier—that of the opposition be-
tween the Iacobin (political) concept and the one we
shall now call for the sake of clarity the communalist con-
cept of the workers’ movement. In the first, initiative of
action and consciousness of purpose are conferred on po-
litical aoant-gardes heading large and easily maneuverable
masses; in the second, the small size of action groups
makes it possible to do away with lasting and hence “pro-
fessional” leaders, and all political elites are deemed su-
perfluous. Here, delegating power does not mean the re-
linquishment of a right, but the conferring of a temporary
and imperative mandate for a strictly circumscribed task.

In a sense Marx is the most utopian of the utopians:
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caring little about the City to be, bending his mind on
destroying the existing order, he elevates Revolution to the
level of an absolute requirement. It is the mechanics of
this imaginary and imaginative Revolution that partake of
Utopia: it supposes men thoroughly conscious of their
“gilded miseries,” men capable of thinking the entire
gamut of social and socialist reality. In fact, Marx lays
down an economic law of pauperization which is more
diflicult to grasp than plain and naked want. He grafts
the Utopia to be onto the actual daily struggle and formu-
lates a dialectical clue to the proletarian revolution: let
the workers will and make their revolution, and they shall
get socialism in the bargain. In other words, for the work-
ers to become conscious of their alienation (in the deepest
meaning Marx ascribes to this Hegelian term) is eo ipso
to become capable both of destroying capitalism and
building Utopia—a classless, stateless, moneyless society.
Thus Marx's concept contains an odd paradox: it is at the
culminating point of their destitution that the workers are
presumed to become conscious of the dire necessity of ad-
vancing toward a social rebirth through a total revolution.
A strange “materialism” indeed, which envisages such a
metamorphosis of the slave who has been turned into a
mere cog of a profit-making industrial machine.

According to Marx, “communist consciousness” is sup-
posed to “emanate” from the dispossessed masses, not at all
from an intellectual elite (The German Ideology). Bour-
geois intellectuals cannot become communists prior to
reaching the level of revolutionary consciousness which
is that of the enslaved workers. Therein lies the paradox
of the workers’ movement. Yet Marx makes the distinc-
tion between socialist consciousness and socialist science.
The latter is both possible and necessary in relation with
the double-edged concrete movement of the proletariat:
class consciousness and political action.

In appointing their own political spokesmen, the work-
ers voice their will to upset the existing order from within
-or depending on circumstances—from outside the estab-
lished institutions. “The proletariat constitutes itself into a
class and, consequently, into a political party," states the
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Communist Manifesto, showing thereby that instead of
joining political parties outside their own ranks the work-
ers awake spontaneously and creatively to the conscious-
ness of their selfhood. Whereas interest and profit cement
into a unit the bourgeois class, the proletariat's cohesion
as a class is hammered out in the daily struggle for bread
and the consciousness of pursuing a revolutionary goal.
What Marx—and before him, in 1843, Flora Tristan—thus
formulated in one single proposition, namely, that “The
emancipation of the worlcing class must be conquered by
the working class itself,” remains the implicit postulate of
all genuine socialist thought.

Unions, parties, councils, and other forms of labor or-
ganizations are true to their aims only if they are the
conscious and spontaneous creation of the workers them-
selves. As a class whose very being takes on the form of
organized struggle, the workers must not commit their in-
itiative to the hands of a corporate elite that claims to
prescribe and guide their social and political action. No
other meaning can be ascribed to the formula which
Marx and Engels repeated again and again as they cen-
sored the bourgeois intelligentsia for professing to educate
the working class politically. No doubt, intellectuals do
play a part in the workers’ movement; but the part they
play is adequate and effectual only inasmuch as they bring
into the movement “elements of cultrue” and not ready-
made theories, philosophies, esoteric doctrines concerning
the ends and means of history, a dialectic of revolutionary
action, etc. True, as a man of action and a party “leader,”
Marx did not always himself conform strictly to the princi-
ple of the workers’ self-emancipation. But at least both he
and Engels recognized the fact and found fault with them-
selves each time they searched their souls.

Marxism Judged by Marx

The real problem is not the opposition Utopia-
Marxism, Marxism-Reformism, Marxism-Revisionism, but
Iacobinism-Self-Emancipation. The point in question is
whether, at the same time as they entrust to chosen
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and/or elected bodies the representation and defense of
their interests, social classes and men as such can retain the
autonomy of their consciousness and actions.

There is a dangerous ambiguity looming here: is a so-
cial class able to have one consciousness, one will, one
action? In other words, is it possible for a social class to
think, will, act, except through the instrumentality of
“democratically” elected mandataries appointed to repre-
sent, i.e., to voice the will and thought of a community?
In that case, is not the group's formal or tacit approval
regarding their delegate’s doings and decisions the sole
evidence there is as to the congruency of their will with
his comportment? But if, thus formulated, the question
carries its own answer, the answer does not exhaust the
whole question. Indeed, a further question arises, which
demands a rejoinder: what are the most eflicient condi-
tions in which a delegation of mandates would result in
representing the real interests of those concerned?

Socialist thinking prior to Marx was very much preoc-
cupied with this question. The answer consisted in de-
scribing and defining an “ideal” society. Marx inherited
and enriched this legacy. ‘His challenge is aimed not at the
fundamentals but at some of the aberrant aspects of the
so-called utopian socialism. Producers’ commune, co-
operative enterprise, oneness of work and culture—in short
Utopia's stateless and moneyless City represents in Marx's
view the resurrection, alongside modem technology, of
the archaic rural commune and the cradle of primitive
communism.

The historical experience of the last sixty years can-ies
a clear, rmequivocal lesson: in both its reformist and revo-
lutionary forms, the Jacobin conception of the labor move-
ment has met with failure. When Lenin broke the ties he
had kept until the First World War with Karl Kautsky’s
ideas, he proclaimed the ineffectiveness of the labor move-
ment in the industrially developed countries, whose pro-
letariat had been “betrayed” by an aristocracy which is-
sued from its own ranks. On the other hand, he argued,
the material and moral conditions for a revolutionary
movement did exist in an industrially underdeveloped and
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mainly rural country, such as Czarist Russia. It was there
-according to the so-called theory of “Permanent Revolu-
tion,” then common to Trotsky and Lenin—that the so-
cialist revolution could be set in motion, if not carried
through.

Actually, in theory and practice Lenin and his party
were an elite of bourgeois radical intellectuals artificially
grafted onto a stirring social mass whose genuine revolu-
tionary aspirations were readily manipulated by an ap-
paratus of professional revolutionists. The results were
soon to be felt. After winning the confidence of the spon-
taneously formed Soviets who opposed the Kerensky gov-
ernment, the Bolshevik party succeeded in establishing
itself as a State power. Iust as in the countries of capitalist
tradition, a political aristocracy conscious of its interests
and objectives had taken the place of the “social micro-
cosm” which—according to Marx’s theory and Utopia-
surges spontaneously from the soil of every society in a
state of historical evolution and transformation.

Marx may have overestimated the political element in
the workers’ movement; but he never supposed that the
working class had to abandon itself to the dialectical wis-
dom of a party or an elite of political experts. For Marx
the Utopia of the Revolution is an ethic of revolutionary
behavior. The workers’ destitution is the central motiva-
tion of the revolutionary act, as well as the creative force
of the new social order. As the direct subject of this revo-
lutionary transformation, the worker is also its object—-
since he abolishes himself as a wage earner.

Conclusion

Utopia and Revolution are the two historical co-
ordinates of the socialist movement. That is to Say, in or-
der to materialize, the socialist movement must regard
itself as both Utopia and Revolution. It means also that,
to become a socialist, one must be at the same time a
utopian and a revolutionary: one must will and desire
Revolution and Utopia, will the abolition of our society
and desire the creation of the New City.
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The ethic of Revolution and Utopia is that of a socialist
humanism. Socialism is a historical necessity only inas-
much as it is thought and willed as an ethical necessity.
That is what Marx had in mind when he offered the fol-
lowing dilemma: the proletariat is either revolutionary, or
it is nothing. To restore its full meaning to the concept of
socialist ethics, let us add that socialism is either conscious-
ness of Utopia, or it is nothing.

Translated by I. Malaquais
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Before the middle class acceded to power, it was or
seemed to be more humane than any other class in all of
history. It championed individual freedom, love of coun-
try, and the universality of humanity. Of course, there was
a catch to individual freedom, while love of country could
turn into narrow nationalism, and the concept of humanity
could be understood in increasingly abstract ways. But
ideals that seem to have been so pure, at least when first
launched, may be weakened, or even perverted, in prac-
tice; as a rule they are most glowing in retrospect. Often
attempts are made to start afresh, to begin again at the
beginning, as though originally everything had been per-
fect. It is as though the only thing wrong were the failure
to follow the line as originally formulated. And since only
that which came later is looked upon as the root of present
evils, it alone is called to account.

In the present context, however, the ideal was not en-
tirely difierent from its realization. We must keep this in
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mind when the preservation of the revolutionary heritage
is in question, especially where the ideal of “the citizen"
is concemed. Though not so obviously, le citoyen con-
tained from the first the seeds of the future, and served
the same economic and social trends that later produced
the emancipated bourgeois. The latter’s features, too,
though very different from, and incomparably less attrac-
tive than, those of the progressive citizen—expressing as
they did nothing but mere freedom of enterprise—were a
necessary part of the original image, or at least an impor-
tant element of the framework within which it was con-
ceived. Indeed, as early as 1791, when the Rights of Man
were still being confidently proclaimed, the springtime
yeamings of the French Revolution which were never to
materialize already contained a considerable amount of
bourgeois aspirations, and these, as we know, in the end
materialized on a grand scale. Clearly, the bourgeois—not
the citizen possessing real freedom, equality, and fraternity
—was the more up to date, in economic terms, for it was
he who supplied the driving power to industrial produc-
tion. In the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the
Citizen, “property” occupies a prominent place among the
four “inalienable rights of man”: it comes before “secu-
rity” and “resistance to oppression.” As for liberty, private
property was the primary determinant of its content in the
French Constitution of 1793. Article XVII reads: “The
right of property is that right which belongs to every citi-
zen to enjoy and dispose of according to his pleasure his
property, revenues, labor, and industry.”

Even before Thermidor, this conception of the citoyen
was in line with capitalist interests, in so far as the people
had not yet produced a soil in which the flowers of real
freedom could take root—or, as Marx put it, in so far as
the people had not discovered, in the idea of the interest
of the French Revolution, the idea of its own real interest.
Thus Marx sharply distinguishes the selfish content in the
Rights of Man as first proclaimed, from the political—still
abstract and idealistic—image of the citizen. The special
inducement to draw this distinction so sharply was sup-
plied in such condescending observations as those by
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Bruno and Edgar Bauer, who wrote that “the pure idea”
of the French Revolution was spoiled by the “uncritical
masses.” Instead, Marx and Engels pointed out that the
revolution had been fully successful in emancipating the
middle class and launching a profit economy such as was
economically necessary at the time. To discern this they
had to subject the ideology of the Rights of Man to sharp
criticism. And indeed, quite apart from this special case,
every bit of mankind’s heritage must be treated critically
if it is to be taken over by socialism, not treated as sacro-
sanct. So long as the bourgeois freedoms are more bour-
geois than free, it is quite natural to test the rights of man
against their ideological content; from the first Marx
treated them with caution, partial negation, and a number
of reservations. Thus, in The Jewish Question (1844),
Marx says that

the so-called rights of man, as distinguished from the
rights of the citizen, are nothing but the rights of a
member of civil society, i.e., of the normally selfish
man, viewed apart from his fellow men and from the
community as a whole. . . . Thus, man was not lib-
erated from religion, he was granted religious free-
dom. He was not liberated from property, he was
given property rights. He was not liberated from the
self-seeking of private enterprise, but accorded free-
dom of enterprise.

And in The Holy Family (1845), he wrote:

It is the very slavery of bourgeois society which
seems to constitute the greatest freedom, because the
seemingly complete independence of the individual,
who mistakes for personal freedom the unrestrained
control of his alienated vital elements—property, in-
dustry, religion, and so on—is no longer checked by
ties to the community, no longer subject to social con-
trol. . . . his personal freedom is actually complete
servitude, total inhumanity. . . . What a colossal il-
lusion is modern bourgeois society, the society of in-
dustry, of universal competition, of private interests,
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of anarchy, of self-alienated natural and spiritual in-
dividuality! This society is forced to recognize and
sanction human rights while at the same time de-
stroying its own vital manifestations in individuals,
and it attempts to give political power in this society
the form of the ancient republics.

In the opening pages of The Eighteenth Bmmaire of
Louis Bonaparte (1852), Marx called the same self-
deceptions the “conjuring up of the dead of world his-
tory.” However, now criticism yields significant positive
results—concerning not the rights of man in general, but
“the fights of the citizen": in the opening pages of the
same work, Marx says that Bobespierre's self-deceptions
(and, a century earlier, Cromwell's as well) were such as
“they needed in order to conceal from themselves the
bourgeois limitations of the content of their struggles and
to keep their enthusiasm on the high plane of the great
historical tragedy." Thus, “the awakening of the dead in
those revolutions served the purpose of glorifying the new
struggles . . . of magnifying the given task in imagination
. . . of finding once more the spirit of the revolution." The
spirit of the revolution: the rights of the citizens were in-
dissolubly bound up with it, and, after all the criticism
Marx levels against them in The Iewish Question, he con-
cludes that this spirit is realized “only when the real in-
dividual man has reabsorbed the abstract citizen into him-
self . . . only when man has recognized his forces propres
as social energies, and has organized them as such, no
longer isolating social power in the form of political power
as something apart from himself.” The abstract citizen,
divorced from the “secular man” (though contained in the
latter), is the citoyen of the Declaration of the Rights of
Man, but—and this is the point—he is citizen also as the
political power, the vehicle of a freedom that has become
“socialized.” Accordingly, one's fellow men no longer, as
in the egoistic terms of the droits de Fhomme, constitute
limitations upon one's own freedom, but represent the
common realization of freedom. Be that as it may, the im-
age of the citizen suffered damage already, as it were, in
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the bourgeois womb, the effects of which were felt only
later, because not originally recognized. On the other
hand, despite the pernicious uses to which the image was
eventually put, it could, even as a mere slogan, serve to
combat its more successful counterpart, and indeed—as
Holderlin for example shows—remain capable of purifying
itself.

From this point of his analysis Marx views the rights of
man in more glowing terms. Though exposing the bour-
geois class content with tlnsurpassable sharpness, he goes
on to bring out inlimations of the future, which were as
yet without foundation when he wrote. He discovered that
the right to private property dominated the other rights
of man, but he perceived how thereby the other rights
stand out the more saliently. In his denunciation of private
property as a bourgeois limitation upon the rights of man,
did Marx reject freedom, the right of the people to resist
oppression and to insure its own security? Not at alll
Marx's aim, rather, was to carry the idea of freedom fur-
ther, to develop its logical consequences freed from the
checks and hindrances of private property and the latter’s
increasingly destructive incursions. He is so far from being
a critic of freedom that, on the contrary, he views free-
dom as a glorious human right, indeed the foundation of
his own criticism of private property. Hence the conclu-
sions he draws: not freedom of property, but freedom
from property; not freedom of trade, but freedom from
the self-seeking anarchy of unregulated trade; not emanci-
pation of the egoistic individual from feudal society, but
the emancipation of mankind from every type of class so-
ciety. He restores to liberty, as distinct from property, its
truly radical prestige among the rights of man, and we
have all seen how, as an end in itself, it is still historically
relevant, a real weapon against fascism and also against
dictatorship. Consequently, the rights to freedom of as-
sembly, freedom of association, freedom of the press, and
to individual security are today more important than ever,
as also the right of workers to resist exploitation and op-
pression. Under socialism, once exploitation and oppression
of the workers have disappeared, human rights are no less
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alive, no less militant; however, they take on more positive
meaning as rights to inexorably objective, practical criti-
cisms for the furthering of socialist construction, within the
framework of solidarity. Accordingly, socialist solidarity
means that man no longer represents the selfish individual,
but the socialist individual who, in the terms of Marx's
prophetic formula, has transformed his forces propres into
social and political energies. In this way “the citizen” has
advanced beyond the abstract-moralistic never-never land
to which the ideology of the French Revolution consigned
him, and belongs to a socialized humanity in the here and
now. In every country, the workers raise the same banner
of the rights of man: in the capitalist countries as the right
to resist exploitation, and in the socialist countries as the
right to criticize—even the duty to criticize—as part of the
task of building socialism. Without it, socialism would be
authoritarian-a contradiction in terrns—whereas, in point
of fact, the International fights for the rights of Man: for
organized maturity.

In Delacroix’s famous painting, Liberty Leading the
People, progress is conceived purely and simply as a road
into the future. It denotes the freedom which, in a single
progressive act, wrenches us free from the dead past and
transports us into new realms, daylight ahead of us, the
night behind. It is the conditions of production, primarily,
which are outdated, which have become fetters; this was
why, in 1791, the new roads at first revealed consisted
in the sway of the emancipated egoistic individual, free-
dom of competition, the open market, in short, the rising
capitalist mode of production and exchange. The bour-
geoisie, intrinsically a class anything but heroic, had all
the more need for heroic illusions on the model of classical
antiquity. So far as the Iacobin illusions went—their belief
that they were doing away with all oppression—these de-
rived their force from something altogether unlike the Ro-
man virtues. That something was their anticipation of a
vastly improved kind of polis, their sense of human prog-
ress as within the bounds of historical possibility; this was
what endowed their cause with so much greater moral
grandeur than any mere emancipation of the Third Estate.
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Such was the sense of “human rights” that made Bee-
thoven keep a bust of Brutus in his home, and which
makes the music of Fidelio and the Ninth Symphony a
hymn to the imminence of a joyful new day; the revolu-
tionary struggle of that time held the promise of total
liberation. It was to all this that Marx referred when he
spoke of the “spirit of the revolution,” which he felt it was
necessary to rekindle through magnifying the given task in
imagination, in defiance of the “bourgeois limitations of
the content of the struggles.” However different the social
tasks of earlier revolutions may have been, and however
unmistakably the proletarian-socialist revolution, abolish-
ing class society as such, diifers from all those before it,
all revolutions are nevertheless related in their typical
common tendency—that of a leap into freedom. ]acobin-
ism was especially close in spirit—at least in anticipation
—to this leap, and the French Revolution itself, by going
far beyond the liberation of private enterprise, disclosed
its approximation to socialist-humanistic progressive con-
tent logically and necessarily.

The same Marx who so penetratingly exposed the capi-
talist purport of the eighteenth century’s Rights of Man
tells us in The Holy Family how much else was implied
in Iacobinism: “The French Revolution brought forth
ideas that led beyond all older conceptions of the human
condition. The revolutionary movement which began in
the Cercle Social in 1789 and in mid-career had Leclerc
and Roux as its chief representatives, and which was de-
feated when Babeufs conspiracy failed, gave rise to the
communist idea; Babeuf’s friend Buonarotti reintroduced
it in France after the revolution of 1830. This idea, logi-
cally developed, is the idea of a new human condition.
. . . Iust as Cartesian materialism culminates in true natu-
ral science, so the other current of French materialism
leads directly to socialism and communism.” Thus, there
was already more than a little red in the old tricolor,
introduced by the so-called Fourth Estate—the red of ir-
reversible progress. Marx directed it against the emascula-
tion of his epoch, against political alliances with the “age-
old powers of life” represented by the Church and the
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nobility, and against a nihilism which had lost all sense of
the Ca ira of the French Revolution. Whereas Marx criti-
cized what was partly undynamic, partly abstract in the
natural-law slogans of the time, he did so to carry the
Revolution further, in order to make it socialist. Man con-
ceived as “egoistic individual, divorced from his fellow
men and his community” was undynamic; the citizen con-
ceived as mere imitation of the ancient ideal in a new
polis, as “an allegorical, moral person” was abstract and
static, anything but a vehicle of social freedom. What still
remains to be done is to transform the “liberty, equality,
and fraternity” of the purely political citizen into living
energies of living men; only then, says Marx, will human
emancipation be achieved. Then our fellow men will no
longer be, as in the egoistic, bourgeois phase of the Rights
of Man, checks and hindrances upon our freedom, but all
men will live together in community of freedom.

Translated by Norbert Guterman
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Marxism is humanism, and its aim is the full unfolding of
man’s potentialities; not man as deduced from his ideas
or his consciousness, but man with his physical and
psychic properties, the real man who does not live in a
vacuum but in a social context, the man who has to pro-
duce in order to live. It is precisely the fact that the whole
man, and not his consciousness, is the concern of Marx-
ist thought which difierentiates Marx's “materialism”
from Hegel's idealism, as well as from the economistic-
mechanistic deformation of Marxism. It was Marx's great
achievement to liberate the economic and philosophical
categories that referred to man from their abstract and
alienated expressions, and to apply philosophy and eco-
nomics ad hominem. Marx’s concem was man, and his
aim was man's liberation from the predomination of ma-
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terial interests, from the prison his own arrangements and
deeds had built around him. If one does not understand
this concern of Marx one will never understand either his
theory or the falsification of it by many who claim to prac-
tice it. Even though Marx's main work is entitled Capital,
this work was meant to be only a step in his total research,
to be followed by a history of philosophy. For Marx the
study of capital was a critical tool to be used for under-
standing man’s crippled state in industrial society. It is
one step in the great work which, if he had been able to
write it, might have been entitled On Man and Society.

Marx’s work, that of the “young Marx” as well as that
of the author of Capital, is full of psychological concepts.
He deals with concepts like the “essence of man,” and the
“crippled” man, with "alienation," with “consciousness,”
with “passionate strivings," and with “independence,” to
name only some of the most important. Yet, in contrast to
Aristotle and Spinoza, who based ethics on a systematic
psychology, Marx's work contains almost no psychological
theory. Aside from fragmentary remarks like the distinc-
tion between fixed drives (like hunger and sexuality) and
flexible drives which are socially produced, there is hardly
any relevant psychology to be found in Marx’s writings or,
for that matter, in those of his successors. The reason for
this failure does not lie in a lack of interest in or talent for
analyzing psychological phenomena (the volumes contain-
ing the unabridged correspondence between Marx and
Engels show a capacity for penetrating analysis of uncon-
scious motivations that would be a credit to any gifted
psychoanalyst); it is to be found in the fact that during
Marx's lifetime there was no dynamic psychology which
he could have applied to the problems of man. Marx died
in 1883; Freud began to publish his work more than ten
years after Marx's death.

The kind of psychology necessary to supplement Marx’s
analysis was, even though in need of many revisions, that
created by Freud. Psychoanalysis is, first of all, a dynamic
psychology. It deals with psychic forces, which motivate
human behavior, action, feelings, ideas. These forces can-
not always be seen as such; they have to be inferred from
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the observable phenomena, and to be studied in their con-
tradictions and transformations. To be useful for Marxist
thinking, a psychology must also be one which sees the
evolution of these psychic forces as a process of constant
interaction between man's needs and the social and his-
torical reality in which he participates. It must be a psy-
chology which is from the very beginning social psy-
chology. Eventually, it must be a critical psychology,
particularly one critical of man’s consciousness.

Freud’s psychoanalysis fulfills these main conditions,
even though their relevance for Marxist thought was
grasped neither by most Freudians nor by Marxists. The
reasons for this failure to make contact are apparent on
both sides. Marxists continued in the tradition of ignoring
psychology; Freud and his disciples developed their ideas
within the framework of mechanistic materialism, which
proved restrictive to the development of the great discov-
eries of Freud, and incompatible with “historical mate-
rialism.”

In the meantime, new developments have occurred.
The most important one is the revival of Marxist human-
ism, to which the present volume bears witness. Many
Marxist socialists in the smaller socialist countries espe-
cially, but also those in the West, have become aware of
the fact that Marxist theory is in need of a psychological
theory of man; they have also become aware of the fact
that socialism must satisfy man’s need for a system of ori-
entation and devotion; that it must deal with the questions
of who man is, and what the meaning and aim of his life
is. It must be the foundation for ethical norms and spiri-
tual development beyond the empty phrases stating that
“good is that which serves the revolution" (the worker’s
state, historical evolution, etc.).

On the other hand, the criticism arising in the psycho-
analytic camp against the mechanistic materialism under-
lying Freud's thinking has led to a critical re-evaluation of
psychoanalysis, essentially of the libido theory. Because
of the development in both Marxist and psychoanalytic
thinking, the time seems to have come for humanist
Marxists to recognize that the use of a dynamic, critical,
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socially oriented psychology is of crucial importance for
the further development of Marxist theory and socialist
practice; that a theory centered around man can no longer
remain a theory without psychology if it is not to lose
touch with human reality. In the following pages I want
to point to some of the principal problems which have
been dealt with or which ought to be treated by humanist
psychoanalysis.1

The first problem which should be dealt with is that of
the “social character,” the character matrix common to a
group (nation or class, for instance) which determines ef-
fectively the actions and thoughts of its members. This
concept is a special development of Freud's character
concept, the essence of which is the dynamic nature of
character. Freud considered character as the relatively
stable manifestation of various kinds of lihidinous strivings,
that is, of psychic energy directed to certain goals and
stemming from certain sources. In his concepts of the oral,
anal, and genital characters, Freud presented a new
model of human character which explained behavior as
the outcome of distinct passionate strivings; Freud as-
sumed that the direction and intensity of these strivings
was the result of early childhood experiences in relation
to the “erogenous zones” (mouth, anus, genitals), and
aside from constitutional elements the behavior of parents
was mainly responsible for the libido development.

The concept of social character, refers to the matrix of
the character structure common to a group. It assumes
that the fundamental factor in the formation of the “social
character” is the practice of life as it is constituted by the
mode of production and the resulting social stratification.
The “social character” is that particular structure of
psychic energy which is molded by any given society so as
to be useful for the functioning of that particular society.
The average person must want to do what he has to do in
order to function in a way that permits society to use his
energies for its purposes. Man’s energy appears in the so-
cial process only partly as simple physical energy (labor-
ers tilling the soil or building roads); and partly in specific
forms of psychic energy. A member of a primitive people,
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living from assaulting and robbing other tribes, must have
the character of a warrior, with a passion for war, killing,
and robbing. The members of a peaceful, agricultural
tribe must have an inclination for co-operation as against
violence. Feudal society functions well only if its members
have a striving for submission to authority, and respect
and admiration for those who are their superiors. Capi-
talism functions only with men who are eager to work,
who are disciplined and punctual, whose main interest is
monetary gain, and whose main principle in life is profit
as a result of production and exchange. In the nineteenth
century capitalism needed men who liked to save; in the
middle of the twentieth century it needs men who are pas-
sionately interested in spending and in consuming. The
social character is the form in which human energy is
molded for its use as a productive force in the social
process.

The social character is reinforced by all the instruments
of influence available to a society: its educational system,
its religion, its literature, its songs, its jokes, its customs,
and, most of all, its parents’ methods of bringing up their
children. This last is so important because the character
structure of individuals is formed to a considerable extent
in the first five or six years of their lives. But the influence
of the parents is not essentially an individual or accidental
one, as classic psychoanalysts believe; the parents are pri-
marily the agents of society, both through their own char-
acters and through their educational methods; they differ
from each other only to a small degree, and these differ-
ences usually do not diminish their influence in creating
the socially desirable matrix of the social character.

A condition for the formulation of the concept of the
social character as being molded by the practice of life
in any given society was a revision of Freud's libido the-
ory, which is the basis for his concept of character. The
libido theory is rooted in the mechanistic concept of man
as a machine, with the libido (aside from the drive for
self-preservation) as the energy source, governed by the
“pleasure principle," the reduction of increased libidinal
tension to its normal level. In contrast to this concept, I
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have tried to show (especially in Man for Himself) that
the various strivings of man, who is primarily a social be-
ing, develop as a result of his need for “assimilation” (of
things) and “socialization” (with people), and that the
forms of assimilation and socialization that constitute his
main passions depend on the social structure in which he
exists. Man in this concept is seen as characterized by his
passionate strivings towards objects—men and nature—and
his need of relating himself to the world.

The concept of the social character answers important
questions which were not dealt with adequately in Marxist
theory.

(1) VVhy is it that a society succeeds in gaining the
allegiance of most of its members, even when they suffer
under the system and even if their reason tells them that
their allegiance to it is harmful to them? Why has their
real interest as human beings not outweighed their ficti-
tious interests produced by all kinds of ideological influ-
ences and brainwashing? Why has consciousness of their
class situation and of the advantages of socialism not been
as effective as Marx believed it would be? The answer to
this question lies in the phenomenon of the social charac-
ter. Once a society has succeeded in molding the character
structure of the average person in such a way that he likes
to do that which he has to do, he is satisfied with the very
conditions that society imposes upon him. As one of Ib-
sen’s characters once said: He can do anything he wants
to do because he wants only what he can do. Needless to
say, a social character which is, for instance, satisfied with
submission is a crippled character. But crippled or not, it
serves the purpose of a society requiring submissive men
for its proper functioning.

(2) The concept of the social character also serves to
explain the link between the material basis of a society
and the “ideological superstructure.” Marx has often been
interpreted as implying that the ideological superstructure
was nothing but the reflection of the economic basis. This
interpretation is not correct; but the fact is that in Marx's
theory the nature of the relation between basis and super-
structure was not sufficiently explained. A dynamic psy-
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chological theory can show that society produces the so-
cial character, and that the social character tends to
produce and to hold onto ideas and ideologies which fit it
and are nourished by it. However, it is not only the eco-
nomic basis which creates a certain social character which,
in tum, creates certain ideas. The ideas, once created,
also influence the social character and, indirectly, the so-
cial economic structure. What I emphasize here is that
the social character is the intermediary between the socio-
economic structure and the ideas and ideals prevalent in a
society. It is the intermediary in both directions, from the
economic basis to the ideas and from the ideas to the eco-
nomic basis. The following scheme expresses this concept:

l ECONOMIC BASIS )

SOCIAL CHARACTER

l IDEAS AND IDEALS}

(3) The concept of social character can explain how
human energy is used by a society, like any other raw
material for the needs and purposes of that society. Man,
in fact, is one of the most pliable natural forces; he can
be made to serve almost any purpose; he can be made to
hate or to co-operate, to submit or to stand up, to enjoy
suffering or happiness.

(4) While all this is true, it is also true that man can
solve the problem of his existence only by the full unfold-
ing of his human powers. The more crippled a society
makes man the sicker he becomes, even though con-
sciously he may be satisfied with his lot. But unconsciously
he is dissatisfied, and this very dissatisfaction is the ele-
ment which inclines him eventually to change the social
forms that cripple him. If he cannot do this, his particular
kind of pathogenic society will die out. Social change and
revolution are caused not only by new productive forces
which conflict with older forms of social organization, but
also by the conflict between inhuman social conditions and
unalterable human needs. One can do almost anything to
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man, yet only almost. The history of man's fight for free-
dom is the most telling manifestation of this principle.

(5) The concept of social character is not only a theo-
retical one lending itself to general speculation; it is useful
and important for empirical studies which aim at finding
out what the incidence of various kinds of “social charac-
ter” is in a given society or social class. Assuming that one
defines the “peasant character” as individualistic, hoard-
ing, stubbom, with little satisfaction in co-operation, little
sense of time and punctuality, this syndrome of traits is
by no means a summation of various traits, but a structure,
charged with energy; this structure will show intensive
resistance by either violence or silent obstructionism if at-
tempts are made to change it; even economic advantages
will not easily produce any effects. The syndrome owes
its existence to the common mode of production which
has been characteristic of peasant life for thousands of
years. The same holds true for a declining lower middle
class, whether it is that which brought Hitler to power, or
the poor whites in the South of the United States. The
lack of any kind of positive cultural stimulation, the resent-
ment against their situation, which is one of being left
behind by the forward-moving currents of their society,
the hate toward those who destroyed the images which
once gave them pride, have created a character syndrome
which is made up of love of death (necrophilia), intense
and malignant fixation to blood and soil, and intense group
narcissism (the latter expressed in intense nationalism
and racism).2 One last example: the character structure
of the industrial worker contains punctuality, discipline,
capacity for teamwork; this is the syndrome which forms
the minimum for the eflicient functioning of an industrial
worker. (Other diEferences—like dependence—independ-
ence; interest—indiflerence; activity—passivity—are at this
point ignored, although they are of utmost importance for
the character structure of the worker now and in the
future.)

(6) The most important application of the concept of
the social character lies in distinguishing the future social
character of a socialist society as visualized by Marx from
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the social character of nineteenth-century capitalism, with
its central desire for possession of property and wealth,
and from the social character of the twentieth century
(capitalist or communist), which is becoming ever more
prevalent in the highly industrialized societies: the char-
acter of homo consumens.

Homo consumens is the man whose main goal is not
primarily to own things, but to consume more and more,
and thus to compensate for his inner vacuity, passivity,
loneliness, and anxiety. In a society characterized by giant
enterprises, giant industrial, governmental, and labor
bureaucracies, the individual, who has no control over his
circumstances of work, feels impotent, lonely, bored, and
anxious. At the same time, the need for profit of the big
consumer industries, through the medium of advertising,
transforms him into a voracious man, an eternal suckling
who wants to consume more and more, and for whom
everything becomes an article of consumption: cigarettes,
liquor, sex, movies, television, travel, and even education,
books, and lectures. New artificial needs are created, and
man’s tastes are manipulated. (The character of homo
consumens in its more extreme forms is a well-known psy-
chopathological phenomenon. It is to be found in many
cases of depressed or anxious persons who escape into
overeating, overbuying, or alcoholism to compensate for
the hidden depression and anxiety.) The greed for con-
sumption (an extreme form of what Freud called the “oral-
receptive character”) is becoming the dominant psychic
force in present-day industrialized society. Homo consu-
mens is lJ.l'ld€l' the illusion of happiness, while uncon-
sciously he sufiers from his boredom and passivity. The
more power he has over machines the more powerless he
becomes as a human being; the more he consumes the
more he becomes a slave to the ever-increasing needs
which the industrial system creates and manipulates. He
mistakes thrill and excitement for joy and happiness, and
material comfort for aliveness; satisfied greed becomes the
meaning of life, the striving for it a new religion. The free-
dom to consume becomes the essence of human freedom.

This spirit of consumption is precisely the opposite of
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the spirit of a socialist society as Marx visualized it. He
clearly saw the danger inherent in capitalism. His aim
was a society in which man is much, not in which he has
or uses much. He wanted to liberate man from the chains
of his material greed, so that he could become fully awake,
alive, and sensitive, and not be the slave of his greed. “The
production of too many useful things,” he wrote, “results
in the creation of too many useless people.” He wanted
to abolish extreme poverty, because it prevents man from
becoming fully human; but he also wanted to prevent
extreme wealth, in which the individual becomes the
prisoner of his greed. His aim was not the maximum but
the optimum of consumption, the satisfaction of those
genuine human needs which serve as a means to a fuller
and richer life.

It is one of the historical ironies that the spirit of capital-
ism, the satisfaction of material greed, is conquering the
communist and socialist countries which, with their
planned economy, would have the means to curb it. This
process has its own logic: the material success of capital-
ism was immensely impressive to those poorer countries
in Europe in which communism had been victorious, and
the victory of socialism became identified with successful
competition with capitalism, within the spirit of capitalism.
Socialism is in danger of deteriorating into a system which
can accomplish the industrialization of poorer countries
more quickly than capitalism, rather than of becoming a
society in which the development of man, and not that of
economic production, is the main goal. This development
has been furthered by the fact that Soviet communism,
in accepting a crude version of Marx's “materialism,” lost
contact, as did the capitalist countries, with the humanist
spiritual tradition of which Marx was one of the greatest
representatives.

It is true that the socialist countries have still not solved
the problem of satisfying the legitimate material needs of
their populations (and even in the United States 4o per
cent of the population is not “affluent"). But it is of the
utmost importance that socialist economists, philosophers,
and psychologists be aware of the danger that the goal of
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optimal consumption can easily change to that of maximal
consumption. The task for the socialist theoreticians is to
study the nature of human needs; to find criteria for the
distinction between genuine human needs, the satisfaction
of which makes man more alive and sensitive, and syn-
thetic needs created by capitalism, which tend to weaken
man, to make him more passive and bored, a slave to his
greed for things.

What I am stressing here is not that production as such
should be restricted; but that once the optimal needs of
individual consumption are fulfilled, it should be chan-
neled into more production of the means for social con-
sumption such as schools, libraries, theaters, parks, hospi-
tals, public transportation, etc. The ever-increasing indi-
vidual consumption in the highly industrialized countries
suggests that competition, greed, and envy are engendered
not only by private property, but also by unlimited private
consumption. Socialist theoreticians must not lose sight of
the fact that the aim of a humanist socialism is to build
an industrial society whose mode of production shall serve
the fullest development of the total man, and not the
creation of homo consumens; that socialist society is an
industrial society fit for human beings to live in and to
develop.

(7) There are empirical methods which pennit the
study of the social character. The aim of such study is: to
discover the incidence of the various character syndromes
within the population as a whole and within each class;
the intensity of the various factors within the syndrome;
new or contradictory factors which have been caused by
difierent socio-economic conditions. All such variants per-
mit an insight into the strength of the existing character
structure, the process of change, and also what measures
might facilitate such changes. Needless to say, such in-
sight is important in countries in transition from agriculture
to industrialism, as well as for the problem of the transi-
tion of the worker under capitalism or state capitalism,
that is, under alienated conditions, to the conditions of
authentic socialism. Furthermore, such studies are guides
to political action. If I know only the politicial “opinions”
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of people as ascertained by the opinion polls, I know how
they are likely to act in the immediate future. If I want
to know the strength of psychic forces (which at the mo-
ment may not yet be manifest consciously) such as, for
instance, racism, wa.r- or peace-mindedness, such studies
of character inform me of the strength and direction of the
underlying forces which operate in the social process and
which may become manifest only after some time.“

There is no space to discuss in detail here the methods
that can be used to obtain the character data mentioned
above. What they all have in common is avoidance of the
error of accepting ideologies (rationalizations) for expres-
sions of the inner, and usually unconscious, reality. One
method, which has proved to be very useful, is that of an
open-ended questionnaire, the answers to which are inter-
preted as to their nonintended or unconscious meaning.
Thus, when the answer to the question, “Who are the
men in history whom you most admire?” is: “Alexander
the Great, Nero, Marx, and Lenin,” while another answer
is: “Socrates, Pasteur, Marx, and Lenin” the inference is
made that the first respondent is an admirer of power and
strict authority, the second an admirer of those who work
in the service of life and who are benefactors of mankind.
By using an extended projective questionnaire it is pos-
sible to obtain a reliable picture of the character struc-
ture of a person! Other projective tests, the analysis of
favorite jokes, songs, stories, and of observable behavior
(especially of the “small acts” so important for psycho-
analytic observation) help in obtaining correct results.
Methodologically, the main emphasis i11 all these studies
is on the mode of production and the resulting class strati-
fication, on the most significant character traits and the
syndromes they fonn, and on the relationship between
these two sets of data. With the method of stratified
samples, whole nations or large social classes can thus be
studied by including less than a thousand persons in the
investigation.

Another important aspect of analytic social psychology
is what Freud called the unconscious. But, while Freud
was mainly concerned with individual repression, the stu-
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dent of Marxist social psychology will be most concerned
with the “social unconscious.” This concept refers to that
repression of inner reality which is common to large
groups. Every society must make every effort not to per-
mit its members (or those of a particular class) to be
aware of impulses which, if they were conscious, could
lead to socially “dangerous” thoughts or actions. Effective
censorship occurs, not at the level of the printed or spoken
word, but by preventing thoughts from even becoming
conscious, that is, by repression of dangerous awareness.
Naturally the contents of the social unconscious vary de-
pending on the many forms of social structure: aggressive-
ness, rebelliousness, dependency, loneliness, unhappiness,
boredom, etc., to mention only a few. The repressed im-
pulse must be kept in repression and replaced by ideolo-
gies which deny it or aflirm its opposite. The bored,
anxious, unhappy man of today’s industrial society is
taught to think that he is happy and full of fun. In other
societies the man deprived of freedom of thought and ex-
pression is taught to think that he has almost reached
the most complete form of freedom, even though at the
moment only his leaders speak in the name of that free-
dom. In some systems love of life is repressed, and love of
property is cultivated instead; in others, awareness of
alienation is repressed, and instead the slogan is promoted
“there can be no alienation in a socialist country.”

Another way of expressing the phenomenon of the un-
conscious is to speak of it in the terms of Hegel and Marx,
that is, as the totality of forces which work behind man’s
back while he has the illusion of being free in his decisions
or, as Adam Smith put it, “economic man is led by an in-
visible hand to promote an end which was no part of his
intention." While for Smith this invisible hand was a be-
nevolent one, for Marx (as well as for Freud) it was a dan-
gerous one; it had to be uncovered in order to be deprived
of its effectiveness. Consciousness is a social phenomenon;
for Marx it is mostly false consciousness, the work of the
forces of repression? The unconscious, like conscious-
ness, is also a social phenomenon, determined by the “so-
cial filter” which does not pennit most real human ex-
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periences to ascend from unconsciousness to consciousness.
This social filter consists mainly of a) language, b) logic,
and c) social taboos; it is covered up by ideologies (ra-
tionalizations) which are subjectively experienced as being
true, when in reality they are nothing but socially pro-
duced and shared fictions. This approach to conscious-
ness and the repression can demonstrate empirically the
validity of Marx's statement that “social existence deter-
mines consciousness.”

As a consequence of these considerations, another theo-
retical difference between dogmatic Freudian and
Marxist-oriented psychoanalysis appears. Freud believed
that the effective cause for repression (the most important
content to be repressed being incestuous desires) is the
fear of castration. I believe, on the contrary, that indi-
vidually and socially, man’s greatest fear is that of com-
plete isolation from his fellow men, of complete ostracism.
Even fear of death is easier to bear. Society enforces its
demands for repression by the threat of ostracism. If you
do not deny the presence of certain experiences, you do
not belong, you belong nowhere, you are in danger of be-
coming insane. (Insanity is, in fact, the illness character-
ized by total absence of relatedness to the world outside.)

Marxists have usually assumed that what works behind
man’s back and directs him are economic forces and their
political representations. Psychoanalytic study shows
that this is much too narrow a concept. Society consists of
men, and each man is equipped with a potential of pas-
sionate strivings, from the most archaic to the most pro-
gressive. This human potential as a whole is molded by
the ensemble of economic and social forces characteristic
of each given society. These forces of the social en-
semble produce a certain social unconscious, and certain
conflicts between the repressive factors and given human
needs which are essential for sane human functioning
(like a certain degree of freedom, stimulation, interest in
life, happiness). In fact, as I said before, revolutions occur
as expressions of not only new productive forces, but also
of the repressed part of human nature, and they are suc-
cessful only when the two conditions are combined. Re-
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pression, whether it is individually or socially conditioned,
distorts man, fragments him, deprives him of his whole
humanity. Consciousness represents the “social man" de-
termined by a given society; the unconscious represents
the universal man in us, the good and the bad, the whole
man who justifies Terence's saying “I believe that nothing
human is alien to me.” (This incidentally was Marx’s
favorite motto.)

Depth psychology also has a contribution to make to a
problem which plays a central role in Marx's theory, even
though Marx never arrived at its satisfactory solution: the
problem of the essence and nature of man. On the one
hand Marx—especially after 1844—did not want to use a
metaphysical, unhistorical concept like the “essence” of
man, a concept which had been used for thousands of
years by many rulers in order to prove that their rules and
laws corresponded to what each declared to be the un-
changeable “nature of man.” On the other hand, Marx
was opposed to a relativistic view that man is bom a blank
piece of paper on which every culture writes its text. If
this were true, how could man ever rebel against the
forms of existence into which a given society forces its
members? How could Marx use (in Capital) the concept
of the “crippled man” if he did not have a concept of a
“model of human nature” which could be crippled? An
answer on the basis of psychological analysis lies in the as-
sumption that there is no “essence of man,” in the sense of
a substance which remains the same throughout history.
The answer, in my opinion, is to be found in the fact that
man’s essence lies in the very contradiction between his
being in nature, thrown into the world without his will,
and taken away against his will, at an accidental place and
time, and at the same time of transcending nature by his
lack of instinctual equipment and by the fact of his
awareness—of himself, of others, of the past and the pres-
ent. Man, a “freak of nature,” would feel unbearably alone
unless he could solve his contradiction by finding a new
form of unity. The essential contradiction in man’s exist-
ence forces him to seek a solution of this contradiction,
to find an answer to the question which life asks him from
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the moment of his birth. There are a number of ascertain-
able but limited answers to the question how to find unity.
Man can find unity by trying to regress to the animal
stage, by doing away with what is specifically human
(reason and love), by being a slave or a slave driver, by
transforming himself into a thing, or else by developing
his specific human powers to such an extent that he finds
a new unity with his fellow man and with nature (the
latter is very important to Marx’s thought) by becoming
a free man—free not only from chains but free to make
the development of all his potentialities the very aim of
his life—a man who owes his existence to his own produc-
tive eflort. Man has no innate “drive for progress," but he
is driven by the need to solve his existential contradiction,
which arises again at every new level of development. This
contradiction—or, in other words, man’s difierent and con-
tradictory possibilities——constitutes his essence.

There are other basic concepts of Marx's to which depth
psychology can make significant contributions. It can show
that Marx—like Spinoza and Freud—was neither a deter-
minist nor a nondeterminist. He was an alternativist. Man
at every step of his individual and historical life is con-
fronted with a number of “real possibilities.” These pos-
sibilities, as such, are determined, being the result of the
totality of the circumstances under which he lives, but
man has a choice between alternatives as long as he is
aware of them and of the consequences of his decision
early enough so that his personality is not yet completely
inclined toward what is against his human interest; once
this has happened, the time for choice has irrevocably
passed. Freedom, in this sense, is not “acting in the aware-
ness of necessity,” but is based on awareness of real possi-
bilities and their consequences, in contrast to belief in
fictitious and tmreal possibilities which are an opiate, and
destroy the possibility of freedom.

Another topic of fundamental importance in Marxian
thought to which psychoanalysis can make a significant
contribution is the phenomenon of alienation. Limitations
of space do not permit entering into a discussion of this
topic here. Only one word may be said. The concept of
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alienation has often been used in Marxian literature as a
purely intellectual concept, separate from the discussion of
the psychological data related to the experience of aliena-
tion. I believe that one cannot speak meaningfully of
alienation unless one has experienced it in oneself and in
others. Furthennore, one has to examine the phenomenon
of alienation in its relation to narcissism, depression, fa-
naticism, and idolatry to understand it fully and to be able
to study the degree of alienation in various social classes
and the social conditions which tend to increase or decrease
it. Psychoanalysis has all the tools to accomplish this.

To sum up: this article is a plea to introduce a dialecti-
cally and humanistically oriented psychoanalysis as a signif-
icant viewpoint into Marxist thought. I believe that Marx-
ism needs such a psychological theory and that psycho-
analysis needs to incorporate genuine Marxist theory. Such
a synthesis will fertilize both fields, while the emphasis on
positivistic Pavlovism, even though it has many interest-
ing data to offer, will only lead to the deterioration of both
psychology and Marxism.

1 Unfortunately there are so few authors who have attempted
to apply revised psychoanalysis to the problem of Marxism and
socialism that I must refer mainly to my own writings since
1931. Cf. es ecially Das Christusdogma (Vienna: Psychoana-
lyiischer Verllag, £931; republishlfd inlan English translation,
T e Dogma of C rist, New Yor : Hot, Rine art 5: Winston,
1963); Die psychoanalytische Characterologie und ihre Be-
deutung fflr die Sozialpsycholo ie (Leipzig: Hirschfeld, Zeit-
schrift i.i.r Sozialforschung, 1935; Escape from Freedom (New
York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1941); The Sane Society
(New York: Holt, Binehart & Winston, 1955); Marx's Concept
of Man (New York, Frederick Un ar & Co., 1961); Be ond
the Chains of Illusion (New York: Igocket Books: Credo Sgries,
ed. R. N. Anshen, 1962) deals explicitly with the relationship
between the theories of Marx and Freud. Among other writers
writing from a prslychoanalytic-Marxist standpoint the most im-
portant is Wilhe Reich, even though there is little in common

etween his theories and mine. Sartre’s attempts at developing
a Marxist-oriented humanist analysis sufiers from the fact that
he has little clinical experience and, on the whole, deals with
psychology superficially even though in brilliant verbiage.

2Cf. the detailed discussion of this point in E. Fromm, The
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II‘-(,1-5 of Man, Its Genius for Good and Evil (New York: Harper
:n|(l Row: Religious Perspectives Series, ed. R. N. Anshen,
Is>64)- _

1‘ Thus, for instance, the destructiveness present in the Ger-
In-m lower middle class became manifest only when Hitler gave
it the opportunity to express itself.

4 This method was first applied by mlyself together with Dr,
|.j_ Schachtol, Dr. P. Lazarsfeld, and ot ers at the Institute of
Social Research (Frankfurt University) in 1931 and later at
‘ l b‘ University The goal of the investigation was to find(A0 um 18. -

the incidence of authoritarian vs. antiauthoritarian characters
ulamong Gennan workers and employees. The res ts corre-

sponded pretty closely to the facts as shown by subsequent his-
torical develo ment. The same method has been employed in

h ocial) study of a small Mexican village, supported bya psyc os
d tions Fund for Research in Psychiatry, under mythe Foun a

direction, with the assistance of Dr. Theodore and Dr. Lola,
' ' ' 1 thod fSchwartz and Dr. Michael Maccoby The statistica me s o

D1-_ Louis MoQuitty make it possib e to handle the hundreds of
thousands of single data in such a way that, by using electronic
compute,-S, synCl1'OITl6S of typically related traits appear with all
clarity.

5 It is interesting to note that Marx used the term repression-
de lo R L b“Verdra'ngung”—in the German I 0 gy. osa uxem urg

spoke of the unconscious (the logic of the historic process) com-
ing before the conscious (the subjective logic of the human
b ' ) ' Lenimlsm and Marxis-rn, recently published in Englishelng In

in The Russian Revolution anti) Lemm.s'm)01' Marxmnf’ (Ann
ss 1 61 .Arbor: University of Michigan re , 9



III. ON FREEDOM

Bertrand Russell

IN PRAISE OF IDLENESS1

BERTBAND Russnu. has gained a world-wide reputation
for his work in philosophy and the cause of peace. Born
in 1872, he became a Fellow of the Royal Society in
1903, was awarded the Royal Society's Sylvester Medal
in 1934, the British Order of Merit in 1949, and the
Nobel Prize for Literature in 1950. Some of the best
known of his numerous writings are Prirwipia Mathe-
matica with Alfred North Whitehead, Roads to Free-
dom, The Conquest of Happiness, In Praise of Idleness,
and Common Sense and Nuclear Warfare.

Like most of my generation, I was brought up on the
saying: “Satan finds some mischief still for idle hands
to do.” Being a highly virtuous child, I believed all that
I was told, and acquired a conscience which has kept me
working hard down to the present moment. But although
my conscience has controlled my actions, my opinions have
undergone a revolution. I think that there is far too much
work done in the world, that immense harm is caused by
the belief that work is virtuous, and that what needs to be
preached in modern industrial countries is quite difierent
from what always has been preached. Everyone knows
the story of the traveler in Naples who saw twelve beg-
gars lying in the sun (it was before the days of Mussolini),
and offered a lira to the laziest of them. Eleven of them
jumped up to claim it, so he gave it to the twelfth. This
traveler was on the right lines. But in countries which do
not enjoy Mediterranean sunshine idleness is more diffi-
cult, and a great public propaganda will be required to
inaugurate it. I hope that, after reading the following
pages, the leaders of the Y.M.C.A. will start a campaign
to induce good young men to do nothing. If so, I shall not
have lived in vain.
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Before advancing my own arguments for laziness, I must

dispose of one which I cannot accept. Whenever a person
who already has enough to live on proposes to engage in
some everyday kind of job, such as schoolteaching or typ-
ing, he or she is told that such conduct takes the bread out
of other people’s mouths, and is therefore wicked. If this
argument were valid, it would only be necessary for us all
to be idle in order that we should all have our mouths full
of bread. What people who say such things forget is that
what a man earns he usually spends, and in spending he
gives employment. As long as a man spends his income,
he puts just as much bread into people’s mouths in spend-
ing as he takes out of other people’s mouths in earning. The
real villain, from this point of view, is the man who saves.
If he merely puts his savings in a stocking, like the prover-
bial French peasant, it is obvious that they do not give
employment. If he invests his savings, the matter is less
obvious, and different cases arise.

One of the commonest things to do with savings is to
lend them to some Government. In view of the fact that
the bulk of the public expenditure of most civilized
Governments consists in payment for past wars or prepara-
tion for future wars, the man who lends his money to a
Govemment is in the same position as the bad men in
Shakespeare who hire murderers. The net result of the
man’s economical habits is to increase the armed forces
of the State to which he lends his savings. Obviously it
would be better if he spent the money, even if he spent
it in drink or gambling.

But, I shall be told, the case is quite different when
savings are invested in industrial enterprises. When such
enterprises succeed, and produce something useful, this
may be conceded. In these days, however, no one will
deny that most enterprises fail. That means that a large
amount of human labor, which might have been devoted
to producing something that could be enjoyed, was ex-
pended on producing machines which, when produced,
lay idle and did no good to anyone. The man who invests
his savings in a concern that goes bankrupt is therefore
injuring others as well as himself. If he spent his money,
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say, in giving parties for his friends, they (we may hope)
would get pleasure, and so would all those upon whom he
spent money, such as the butcher, the baker, and the
bootlegger. But if he spends it (let us say) upon laying
down rails for surface cars in some place where surface
cars turn out to be not wanted, he has diverted a mass of
labor into channels where it gives pleasure to no
one. Nevertheless, when he becomes poor through the
failure of his investment he will be regarded as a victim
of undeserved misfortune, whereas the gay spendthrift,
who has spent his money philanthropically, will be de-
spised as a fool and a frivolous person.

All this is only preliminary. I want to say, in all serious-
ness, that a great deal of harm is being done in the modern
world by belief in the virtuousness of work, and that the
road to happiness and prosperity lies in an organized dim-
inution of work.

First of all: what is work? Work is of two kinds: first,
altering the position of matter at or near the earth’s sur-
face relatively to other such matter; second, telling other
people to do so. The first kind is unpleasant and ill paid;
the second is pleasant and highly paid. The second kind
is capable of indefinite extension: there are not only those
who give orders, but those who give advice as to what
orders should be given. Usually two opposite lcinds of ad-
vice are given simultaneously by two organized bodies of
men; this is called politics. The skill required for this kind
of work is not knowledge of the subjects as to which advice
is given, but knowledge of the art of persuasive speaking
and writing, i.e., of advertising.

Throughout Europe, though not in America, there is a
third class of men, more respected than either of the
classes of workers. There are men who, through owner-
ship of land, are able to make others pay for the privilege
of being allowed to exist and to work. These landowners
are idle, and I might therefore be expected to praise them.
Unfortunately, their idleness is only rendered possible by
the industry of others; indeed their desire for comfortable
idleness is historically the source of the whole gospel of
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work. The last thing they have ever wished is that others
should follow their example.

From the beginning of civilization until the Industrial
ltevolution, a man could, as a rule, produce by hard work
little more than was required for the subsistence of him-
sclf and his family, although his wife worked at least as
hard as he did, and his children added their labor as soon
as they were old enough to do so. The small surplus above
hare necessaries was not left to those who produced it, but
was appropriated by warriors and priests. In times of
famine there was no surplus; the warriors and priests, how-
over, still secured as much as at other times, with the result
that many of the workers died of hunger. This system
persisted in Russia until 1917,2 and still persists in the
East; in England, in spite of the Industrial Revolution, it
remained in full force throughout the Napoleonic wars,
and until a hundred years ago, when the new class of
manufacturers acquired power. In America, the system
came to an end with the Revolution, except in the South,
where it persisted until the Civil War. A system which
lasted so long and ended so recently has naturally left a
profound impress upon men's thoughts and opinions. Much
that we take for granted about the desirability of work is
derived from this system, and, being pre-industrial, is not
adapted to the modern world. Modern technique has made
it possible for leisure, within limits, to be not the preroga-
tive of small privileged classes, but a right evenly distrib-
uted throughout the community. The morality of work is
the morality of slaves, and the modem world has no need
of slavery.

It is obvious that, in primitive communities, peasants,
left to themselves, would not have parted with the slender
surplus upon which the warriors and priests subsisted, but
would have either produced less or consumed more. At
first, sheer force compelled them to produce and part with
the surplus. Gradually, however, it was found possible to
induce many of them to accept an ethic according to
which it was their duty to work hard, although part of
their work went to support others in idleness. By this
means the amount of compulsion required was lessened,
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and the expenses of govermnent were diminished. To this
day, 99 per cent of British wage-earners would be
genuinely shocked if it were proposed that the King should
not have a larger income than a workingman. The concep-
tion of duty, speaking historically, has been a means used
by the holders of power to induce others to live for the
interests of their masters rather than for their own. Of
course the holders of power conceal this fact from them-
selves by managing to believe that their interests are iden-
tical with the larger interests of humanity. Sometimes this
is true; Athenian slaveowners, for instance, employed part
of their leisure in making a pennanent contribution to
civilization which would have been impossible under a just
economic system. Leisure is essential to civilization, and
in former times leisure for the few was only rendered pos-
sible by the labors of the many. But their labors were
valuable, not because work is good, but because leisure
is good. And with modern technique it would be possible
to distribute leisure justly without injury to civilization.

Modem technique has made it possible to diminish
enormously the amount of labor required to secure the
necessaries of life for everyone. This was made obvious
during the war. At that time all the men in the armed
forces, all the men and women engaged in the production
of munitions, all the men and women engaged in spying,
war propaganda, or Government offices connected with
the war, were withdrawn from productive occupations. In
spite of this, the general level of physical well-being among
unskilled wage-earners on the side of the Allies was higher
than before or since. The significance of this fact was con-
cealed by finance: borrowing made it appear as if the
future was nourishing the present. But that, of course,
would have been impossible; a man cannot eat a loaf of
bread that does not yet exist. The war showed conclu-
sively that, by the scientific organization of production, it
is possible to keep modern populations in fair comfort on
a small part of the working capacity of the modern world.
If, at the end of the war, the scientific organization, which
had been created in order to liberate men for fighting and
munition work, had been preserved, and the hours of
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\\'u|'l< had been cut down to four, all would have been well.
Instead of that the old chaos was restored, those whose
work was demanded were made to work long hours, and
tlw rest were left to starve as unemployed. Why? Because
work is a duty, and a man should not receive wages in
pmportion to what he has produced, but in proportion to
his virtue as exemplified by his industry.

This is the morality of the Slave State, applied in cir-
vumstances totally unlike those in which it arose. No Won-
tlur the result has been disastrous. Let us take an illustra-
tion. Suppose that, at a given moment, a certain number
of people are engaged i.n the manufacture of pins. They
make as many pins as the world needs, working (say)
(right hours a day. Someone makes an invention by which
the same number of men can make twice as many pins as
hcfore. But the world does not need twice as many pins:
pins are already so cheap that hardly any more will be
hought at a lower price. In a sensible world, everybody
concerned in the manufacture of pins would take to work-
ing four hours instead of eight, and everything else would
go on as before. But in the actual world this would be
thought demoralizing. The men still work eight hours,
there are too many pins, some employers go bankrupt,
and half the men previously concerned in making pins are
thrown out of work. There is, in the end, just as much
leisure as on the other plan, but half the men are totally
idle while half are still overworked. In this way, it is in-
sured that the unavoidable leisure shall cause misery all
round instead of being a universal source of happiness.
Can anything more insane be imagined?

The idea that the poor should have leisure has always
been shocking to the rich. In England, in the early nine-
teenth century, fifteen hours was the ordinary day's work
for a man; children sometimes did as much, and very com-
monly did twelve hours a day. When meddlesome busy-
bodies suggested that perhaps these hours were rather
long, they were told that work kept adults from drink and
children from mischief. When I was a child, shortly after
urban worldngmen had acquired the vote, certain public
holidays were established by law, to the great indignation



252 ON FREEDOM

of the upper classes. I remember hearing an old Duchess
say: “What do the poor want with holidays? They ought
to work.” People nowadays are less frank, but the senti-
ment persists, and is the source of much of our economic
confusion.

Let us, for a moment, consider the ethics of work
frankly, without superstition. Every human being, of
necessity, consumes, in the course of his life, a certain
amount of the produce of human labor. Assuming, as we
may, that labor is on the whole disagreeable, it is unjust
that a man should consume more than he produces. Of
course he may provide services rather than commodities,
like a medical man, for example; but he should provide
something in return for his board and lodging. To this
extent, the duty of work must be admitted, but to this
extent only.

I shall not dwell upon the fact that, in all modern so-
cieties outside the USSR, many people escape even this
minimum amount of work, namely all those who inherit
money and all those who marry money. I do not think the
fact that these people are allowed to be idle is nearly so
harmful as the fact that wage-earners are expected to
overwork or starve.

If the ordinary wage-earner worked four hours a day,
there would be enough for everybody, and no unemploy-
ment-assuming a certain very moderate amount of sensi-
ble organization. This idea shocks the well-to-do, because
they are convinced that the poor would not know how
to use so much leisure. In America, men often work long
hours even when they are already well off; such melt
naturally, are indignant at the idea of leisure for wage-
eamers, except as the grim punishment of unemployment;
in fact, they dislike leisure even for their sons. Oddly
enough, while they wish their sons to work so hard as
to have no time to be civilized, they do not mind their
wives and daughters having no work at all. The snobbish
admiration of uselessness, which, in an aristocratic society,
extends to both sexes, is, under a plutocracy, confined to
Women; this, however, does not make it any more in
agreement with common sense.
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'l'he wise use of leisure, it must be conceded, is a prod-

llt'l of civilization and education. A man who has worked
long hours all his life will be bored if he becomes sud-
tl(‘|lly idle. But without a considerable amount of leisure
a man is cut off from many of the best things. There is no
longer any reason why the bulk of the population should
.-antler this deprivation; only a foolish asceticism, usually
\'it':|ri0us, makes us continue to insist on work in excessive
quantities now that the need no longer exists.

In the new creed which controls the govemment of Rus-
sia, while there is much that is very difierent from the
traditional teaching of the West, there are some things
that are quite unchanged. The attitude of the governing
classes, and especially of those who conduct educational
propaganda, on the subject of the dignity of labor, is al-
most exactly that which the goveming classes of the world
have always preached to what were called the “honest
poor.” Industry, sobriety, willingness to work long hours for
distant advantages, even submissiveness to authority, all
these reappear; moreover authority still represents the will
of the Ruler of the Universe, who, however, is now called
by a new name, Dialectical Materialism.

The victory of the proletariat in Russia has some points
in common with the victory of the feminists in some other
countries. For ages, men had conceded the superior saint-
liness of women, and had consoled women for their in-
feriority by maintaining that saintliness is more desirable
than power. At last the feminists decided that they would
have both, since the pioneers among them believed all
that the men had told them about the desirability of
virtue, but not what they had told them about the worth-
lessness of political power. A similar thing has happened
in Russia as regards manual work. For ages, the rich and
their sycophants have written in praise of “honest toil,”
have praised the simple life, have professed a religion
which teaches that the poor are much more likely to go
to heaven than the rich, and in general have tried to make
manual workers believe that there is some special nobility
about altering the position of matter in space, just as men
tried to make women believe that they derived some
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special nobility from their sexual enslavement. In Russia,
all this teaching about the excellence of manual work has
been taken seriously, with the result that the manual
worker is more honored than anyone else. What are, in
essence, revivalist appeals are made, but not for the old
purposes: they are made to secure shock workers for
special tasks. Manual work is the ideal which is held before
the young, and is the basis of all ethical teaching.

For the present, possibly, this is all to the good. A large
country, full of natural resources, awaits development, and
has to be developed with very little use of credit. In these
circumstances, hard work is necessary, and is likely to bring
a great reward. But what will happen when the point
has been reached where everybody could be comfortable
without working long hours?

In the West, we have various ways of dealing with this
problem. We have no attempt at economic justice, so that
a large proportion of the total produce goes to a small
minority of the population, many of whom do no work at
all. Owing to the absence of any central control over pro-
duction, we produce hosts of things that are not wanted.
We keep a large percentage of the worlcing population
idle, because we can dispense with their labor by making
the others overwork. When all these methods prove in-
adequate, we have a war: we cause a number of people
to manufacture high explosives, and a number of others to
explode them, as if we were children who had just dis-
covered fireworks. By a combination of all these devices
we manage, though with difl-iculty, to keep alive the no-
tion that a great deal of severe manual work must be the
lot of the average man.

In Russia, owing to more economic justice and central
control over production, the problem will have to be dif-
ferently solved. The rational solution would be, as soon as
the necessaries and elementary comforts can be provided
for all, to reduce the hours of labor gradually, allowing a
popular vote to decide, at each stage, whether more
leisure or more goods were to be preferred. But, having
taught the supreme virtue of hard work, it is difficult to
see how the authorities can aim at a paradise in which
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llu'|‘c will be much leisure and little work. It seems more
lll\l'ly that they will find continually fresh schemes, by
\\'lllL‘lI present leisure is to be sacrificed to future produc-
tivity. I read recently of an ingenious plan put forward
Iw ltussian engineers, for making the White Sea and the
northern coasts of Siberia warm, by putting a dam across
lhv Kara Sea. An admirable project, but liable to postpone
|1|l)l0tI£11‘l3.I1 comfort for a generation, while the nobility of
toil is being displayed amid the ice fields and snowstorms
of the Arctic Ocean. This sort of thing, if it happens, will
lit‘ the result of regarding the virtue of hard work as an
vntl in itself, rather than as a means to a state of aifairs
in which it is no longer needed.

The fact is that moving matter about, while a certain
amount of it is necessary to our existence, is emphatically
not one of the ends of human life. If it were, we should
have to consider every navvy superior to Shakespeare. We
have been misled in this matter by two causes. One is the
necessity of keeping the poor contented, which has led the
rich, for thousands of years, to preach the dignity of labor,
while taking care themselves to remain undignified in this
rcspect. The other is the new pleasure in mechanism,
which makes us delight in the astonishingly clever changes
that we can produce on the earth’s surface. Neither of
these motives makes any great appeal to the actual worker.
If you ask him what he thinks the best part of his life,
he is not likely to say: “I enjoy manual work because it
makes me feel that I am fulfilling man’s noblest task, and
because I like to think how much man can transform his
planet. It is true that my body demands periods of rest,
which I have to fill in as best I may, but I am never so
happy as when the morning comes and I can return to the
toil from which my contentment springs.” I have never
heard workingmen say this sort of thing. They consider
work, as it should be considered, a necessary means to a
livelihood, and it is from their leisure hours that they de-
rive whatever happiness they may enjoy.

It will be said that, while a little leisure is pleasant,
men would not know how to fill their days if they had only
four hours of work out of the twenty-four. In so far as this
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is true in the modern world, it is a condemnation of our
civilization; it would not have been true at any earlier
period. There was formerly a capacity for lightheartedness
and play which has been to some extent inhibited by the
cult of efficiency. The modern man thinks that everything
ought to be done for the sake of something else, and never
for its own sake. Serious-minded persons, for example, are
continually condemning the habit of going to the cinema,
and telling us that it leads the young into crime. But all
the work that goes to producing a cinema is respectable,
because it is work, and because it brings a money profit.
The notion that the desirable activities are those that bring
a profit has made everything topsy-turvy. The butcher
who provides you with meat and the baker who provides
you with bread are praiseworthy, because they are making
money; but when you enjoy the food they have provided,
you are merely frivolous, unless you eat only to get
strength for your work. Broadly speaking, it is held that
getting money is good and spending money is bad. Seeing
that they are two sides of one transaction, this is absurd;
one might as well maintain that keys are good, but key-
holes are bad. Whatever merit there may be in the pro-
duction of goods must be entirely derivative from the
advantage to be obtained by consuming them. The individ-
ual, in our society, works for profit; but the social purpose
of his work lies in the consumption of what he produces.
It is this divorce between the individual and the social
purpose of production that makes it so diificult for men
to think clearly in a world in which profit-making is the
incentive to industry. We think too much of production,
and too little of consumption. One result is that we attach
too little importance to enjoyment and simple happiness,
and that we do not judge production by the pleasure that
it gives to the consumer.

When I suggest that working hours should be reduced
to four, I am not meaning to imply that all the remaining
time should necessarily be spent in pure frivolity. I mean
that four hours’ work a day should entitle a man to the
necessities and elementary comforts of life, and that the
rest of his time should be his to use as he might see fit.
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lt is an essential part of any such social system that edu-
t-tttion should be carried further than it usually is at pres-
t-at. and should aim, in part, at providing tastes which
would enable a man to use leisure intelligently. I am not
thinking mainly of the sort of things that would be con-
-titlcred “highbrow.” Peasant dances have died out except
tn remote rural areas, but the impulses which caused them
to be cultivated must still exist in human nature. The
|)lt‘.tlStJl'6S of mban populations have become mainly pas-
sivc: seeing cinemas, watching football matches, listening
lo the radio, and so on. This results from the fact that their
at-live energies are fully taken up with work; if they had
more leisure, they would again enjoy pleasures in which
they took an active part.

In the past, there was a small leisure class and a larger
working class. The leisure class enjoyed advantages for
which there was no basis in social justice; this necessarily
made it oppressive, limited its sympathies, and caused it
to invent theories by which to justify its privileges. These
tacts greatly diminished its excellence, but in spite of this
drawback it contributed nearly the whole of what We call
civilization. It cultivated the arts and discovered the sci-
t-nces; it wrote the books, invented the philosophies, and
refined social relations. Even the liberation of the op-
pressed has usually been inaugurated from above. Without
the leisure class, manlcind would never have emerged from
barbarism.

The method of a hereditary leisure class without duties
was, however, extraordinarily wasteful. None of the mem-
bers of the class had been taught to be industrious, and
the class as a whole was not exceptionally intelligent. The
class might produce one Darwin, but against him had to
be set tens of thousands of country gentlemen who never
thought of anything more intelligent than fox-hunting
and punishing poachers. At present, the universities are
supposed to provide, in a more systematic way, what the
leisure class provided accidentally and as a by-product.
This is a great improvement, but it has certain drawbacks.
University life is so difierent from life in the world at large
that men who live in an academic milieu tend to be un-
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aware of the preoccupations and problems of ordinary men
and women; moreover their ways of expressing themselves
are usually such as to rob their opinions of the influence
that they ought to have upon the general public. Another
disadvantage is that in universities studies are organized,
and the man who thinks of some original line of research
is likely to be discouraged. Academic institutions, there-
fore, useful as they are, are not adequate guardians of the
interests of civilization in a world where everyone outside
their walls is too busy for unutilitarian pursuits.

In a world where no one is compelled to work more
than four hours a day, every person possessed of scientific
curiosity will be able to indulge it, and every painter will
be able to paint without starving, however excellent his
pictures may be. Young writers will not be obliged to draw
attention to themselves by sensational potboilers, with a
view to acquiring the economic independence needed for
monumental works, for which, when the time at last comes,
they will have lost the taste and the capacity. Men who,
in their professional work, have become interested in
some phase of economics or government, will be able to
develop their ideas without the academic detachment that
makes the work of university economists often seem lack-
ing in reality. Medical men will have time to learn about
the progress of medicine, teachers will not be ex-
asperatedly struggling to teach by routine methods things
which they leamed in their youth, which may, in the
interval, have been proved to be untrue.

Above all, there will be happiness and joy of life, in-
stead of frayed nerves, weariness, and dyspepsia. The
work exacted will be enough to make leisure delightful,
but not enough to produce exhaustion. Since men will not
be tired in their spare time, they will not demand only
such amusements as are passive and vapid. At least 1 per
cent will probably devote the time not spent in professional
work to pursuits of some public importance, and, since
they will not depend upon these pursuits for their liveli-
hood, their originality will be unhampered, and there will
be no need to conform to the standards set by elderly
pundits. But it is not only in these exceptional cases that
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tltv advantages of leisure will appear. Ordinary men and
women, having the opportunity of a happy life, will be-
vtttlte more kindly and less persecuting and less inclined
to view others with suspicion. The taste for war will die
out, partly for this reason, and partly because it will in-
volve long and severe work for all. Good nature is, of all
moral qualities, the one that the world needs most, and
good nature is the result of ease and security, not of a life
ol' arduous struggle. Modem methods of production have
given us the possibility of ease and security for all; we have
t-hosen, instead, to have overwork for some and starvation
for the others. Hitherto we have continued to be as ener-
gctic as we were before there were machines; in this we
have been foolish, but there is no reason to go on being
foolish for ever.

1Written in 1932. _
'-?Since then, members of the Communist Party have suc-

t-ccded to this privilege of the warriors and priests.
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MARX’S CONCRETIZATION OF
THE CONCEPT OF FREEDOM

Invmc FE'rscnEE was for three years editor of Marxist
Studies, published in Tiibingen, Germany, and is author
of From Marx to Soviet Ideology, Marxism, Its History
in Documents, and Rousseatfs Political Philosophy. Born
in 1922 in Marbach am Neckar, he studied philosophy,
and romanticism and sociology at the Universities of
Tiibingen, Paris, and Frankfurt. His doctoral dissertation
was on “Hegel's Anthropology." At present he is profes-
sor of political science at the University of Frankfurt am
Main.

The young Marx encountered the question of individual
freedom in societ)’ in two conceptual forms: the liberal
concept, most concisely formulated philosophically by
Kant, and Hegel’s metaphysics of freedom. Both concep-
tual forms appear as expressions of historically concrete
thought within the limitations of a given social and politi-
cal reality. From the very outset, Marx’s theoretical struc-
ture and political intention were to sunnount, theoretically
and practically, the limitation of these conceptions and
their complementary abstraction. It is therefore impossible
to understand adequately Marx's original political aim
without a grasp of how he analyzed these concepts as
“bourgeois conceptions of freedom.”

For Kant, the principle of political freedom is “that no
one can force me (insofar as he considers another person’s
welfare) to be happy in his way, but each must seek his
own happiness in the way that suits him best provided
that he permits another the freedom to pursue a similar
goal; it is therefore possible to formulate a universal law
for the freedom of all which does not interfere with the
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in-vdom of each.”1 Freedom is thus the scope for the in-
<hvi<lual’s pursuit of happiness, which is limited only by
uumlliel‘ individuals equally legitimate pursuit. The obvious
(l(‘ll(.'lCnCy of this concept is that it refers only nega-
livcly to one's fellow man, viewing him solely as the un-
avoidable legal barrier to one’s own individual whim or
:':||)l‘iC6. This concept necessarily follows if, as with Hobbes
zmtl Kant, thought starts from the assumption that man’s
"unsocial social existence" is an unyielding fact. If we pro-
i'1‘0d from the supposition that spontaneous, natural man
is necessarily hostile to others until a state law forces him
In consider the voice of conscience that leads him to re-
spect the freedom claims of his fellow men, then we can
lind no other but this restrictive relationship between men.

For Marx, however, this antagonism of ind.ividuals—im-
puted to “nature” since Hobbes—is the characteristic only
of capitalistic competitive society. Iean-Jacques Rousseau
preceded Marx in recogiizing the historical nature of
“ho-mo lupus” when he explained that Hobbes’s statements
could be legitimately applied only to contemporary man
and not to man in general.” In contrast to Rousseau, how-
ever, Marx saw that the free development of the human
individual in all societies is tied to the active co-operation
of the other individuals. A recognition of this could not
break through to full consciousness until the advent of
modern, highly specialized society with its division of la-
bor. Whereas Rousseau yearned to tum back to an earlier
age, to escape from the mercantilist division of labor of
the precapitalist society of essentially self-suflicient rural
families which he knew, Marx looked ahead to a co-
operative civilization in which each man would take satis-
faction in his own accomplishments because they con-
tributed to the gratification of others and would accept the
work of others as contributing to his own gratification.
Instead of dissolving the mutual relations which corre-
sponded to the ideal of the city-state, Marx preferred their
universalization, and a radical transformation of their
character.

Marx was not, however, the first to stress the limitations
of Kant's conception of the liberal State. Whereas Kant
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developed the position that the function of the liberal
State is to help the individual fulfil] himself by securing
the peaceful coexistence of naturally egoistical individuals,
Hegel sought the freedom of rational citizens not in laws
guaranteeing individual freedom of opportunity, but in the
State structure itself.

In the Philosophy of History Hegel turned specifically
against all liberal concepts of freedom, as Marx did later,
and condemned them as mere “negativity” and formalism:
The State is “not an assemblage of people wherein the
freedom of all individuals must be limited. Freedom is
only negatively comprehended when it is represented as
if the individual in his relations to other individuals thus
limited his freedom in order that this universal limitation-
the mutual constraint of all—might secure a small space of
liberty for each.”3 Aheady in the Ienenser Realphilosophie
Hegel explained “formal freedom” as that “whose sub-
stance is extemal to itself.” The substance of freedom, for
Hegel, is the “Spirit,” or, more precisely, what is objective
in the living spirit of the commonwealth's institutions and
laws. Although idealistically and mystically embellished,
these thoughts were nevertheless perceived by Marx as
an essential advance over the Kantian standpoint.

To see this, one has only to define “Substance” as the
real society of co-operating people, where the individuals
truly human development can occur. The positive relation
of the individual to all his fellow men (first of all incor-
porated into a State) becomes, with Hegel, a mere identi-
fication of the “subjective Spirit” of each man with the
“objective Spirit” of the State. With Hegel, dialectical
identification, which does not exclude the independent
existence of both the individual and the State as fixed poles
in relation to each other, remains merely a thing of ideal
dimensions. The living man and the living society (Hegel's
“necessary and rational State”) remain below this lofty
sphere “in insubstantial appearance.” Fundamentally,
Hegel has only exchanged one abstraction for another.
Whereas the liberal concept of freedom is based on the
positive relationship between people and expressed the
restraints determined by the psychic demands of people
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In t'()lTtp6til'iVC society, the Hegelian State metaphysic says
llml man finds and can exercise freedom in the Ideal
u-alm, not in his workaday personal relationships. Indeed,
ll:-gel asserted, the “State is the reality in which the indi-
vidual has his freedom,”5 but the ideal State is not the
human environment; in real “civil society,” it is the world
ul production, exchange, and industry and here man must
nvuli his freedom.

Marx's critique demonstrated the historical basis of the
lilrcral concept of freedom and showed that it remained
t-onfined within the socially and temporally limited ho-
rizon of bourgeois thought. In the case of the Hegelian
<-oncept, Marx indicated that its illusory and complemen-
tary character becomes apparent against the reality of
Iiourgeois society. His most thoroughgoing critique of the
bourgeois thesis of freedom and the rights of man is found
in Capital:

This sphere [of circulation and commodity ex-
change] that we are deserting, within whose bound-
aries the sale and purchase of labour-power goes, is
in fact a very Eden of the innate rights of man.
There alone rule Freedom, Equality, Property and
Bentham. Freedom, because both buyer and seller of
a commodity, say of labour-power, are constrained
only by their own free will. They contract as free
agents, and the agreement they come to, is but the
form in which they give legal expression to their com-
mon will. Equality, because each enters into relation
with the other, as with a simple owner of commodi-
ties, and they exchange equivalent for equivalent.
Property, because each disposes only of what is his
own. And Bentham, because each looks only to him-
self. The only force that brings them together and
puts them in relation with each other, is the selfish-
ness, the gain and the private interests of each. Each
looks to himself only, and no one troubles himself
about the rest, and just because they do so, do they
all, in accordance with the pre-established harmony
of things, or under the auspices of an all-shrewd
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providence, work together to the mutual advantage,
for the common weal and in the interest of all.“

Marx showed that the freedom and equality guaran-
teed in the French Constitution as the Rights of Man,
and taken over in similar fonn by all liberal democratic
constitutions, was an adequate expression of human re-
lations in a market society, where no one's social condi-
tion is fixed by the privileges of birth, and everyone, as a
“commodity owner," is free to dispose of his goods and is
bound only by the terms of the contract to which he
agreed. But the sale of the labor-power commodity, this
apparent equality and freedom, is actually false. The ac-
tual inequality of ownership lies in the fact that the own-
ers of labor power have nothing to sell but their labor
power and are therefore compelled, although not by law,
to part with it, or—as German so graphically puts it—“to
contract oneself out” [sick zu verdingen]. Their labor
power, unlike the objective goods a craftsman brings to
market, is not an objective part of their being but objec-
tive ability itself. Man’s essence is his ability to transform
Nature creatively and to shape it to his wishes and ends.
When he is forced to sell this ability he renounces his
humanity and an alienated relationship to mankind and
humanity results. The liberal conception of freedom is
limited because it attributes man’s calculated special in-
terests to his essence, whereas, in actuality, this charac-
terization only reflects man in competitive society and may
be wrong about both the past and the future. Marx shows
Hegel's metaphysics of the State as the abstract com-
plementary of the idea of freedom already expressed by
bourgeois democracy in the Constitution of the French
Revolution.

Marx’s criticism of the Hegelian Philosophy of Right
was that it explained the bourgeois democratic State
which Hegel, as a German, first encountered only in its
theoretical (ideological) form. The superiority of the He-
gelian conception over the liberal was, as we have already
seen, its ability to grasp the dialectical relationship of the
individual to society. We find the same recognition again
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in Marx—no matter whether he gained it from Hegel or
from the experience of social reality itself: “It is above
all necessary to avoid postulating ‘society’ once again as
an abstraction confronting the individual. The individual
is the social being. The manifestation of his life—even
when it does not appear directly in the form of a com-
munal manifestation, accomplished in association with
other men—is therefore a manifestation and aflirmation of
social life.”" As we have already seen, for Marx the He-
gelian conception fails because it presents the social in-
dividual only in the idealistic abstract form of subjective
and objective Spirit and relegates concrete man (the
sensuous real being), as well as the civil society formed
by him, to a sphere of lower rank. Man as a socially re-
lated being is suspended in an illusory and imaginary
sphere beyond civil society with its calculated intelligence,
its private egoism, its work, its law and its competition.
But Marx realized that the abstraction of Hegelian phi-
losophy from concrete daily life was no accident: it was
only possible for “German thought to abstract its notion of
the modern State from natural man while, and insofar as,
the modern State was itself abstracted from actual people,
or the whole man gratified himself only in an imaginary
manner."3 Man lived in this “modern State” only in the
abstract form of citizen (citoyen) during the course of his
real sensuous existence as a member of the bourgeois
(competitive) society. As a citizen he might be part of
the civil society and imagine himself dialectically united
with the rest of the citizens in the community, but in his
real sensuous existence he is unfree and isolated, subject
to alien laws (“contingency”), and can relate himself to
his fellow men only negatively (e.g., as competitor). “The
completed political state” Marx writes in 1843, “is in its es-
sence the species-life of man in opposition to his material
life. All presuppositions of his egoistical life continue to
exist outside of the state sphere in civil society. Where
the political state has reached its true development, man
leads a double life, heavenly and earthly, not only in
thought, in consciousness, but in actuality, in life, life in
the political community in which he recognizes himself as
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a social being, and life in civil society where he acts as a
private person, looks upon other people as means, and is
himself degraded into a means and becomes the plaything
of alien forces.”9

Man's “true life” should be in community with his fel-
low men, each fulfilling himself and relating to the others
in enriching accomplishment; but this “true life” exists in
the modern world only as the illusory and transcendental
form of the community of citizens that is first tangibly ex-
perienced when it closes ranks and is brought into hostile
relations with the community of citizens of another
State.1° In their real daily existence, on the other hand,
individuals lead an “untrue life,” a life of deliberate iso-
lation and hostility against their fellow men: “actual man
is first recognized in the form of egoistical [untrue] in-
dividuals, true man, in the form of abstract [unactual]
citizen.”11 This analysis posed the task of developing the
actual (untrue) person of civil society into a true person
(conscious of his dialectical relationship with his fellow
men).

In his early writings Marx formulated the task in this
way: “Only when actual man takes back into himself the
abstract citizen of the state and, as individual man in his
empirical life, in his individual work, in his individual re-
lations, has become species-essence, only when man has
recognized and reorganized his forces propres as social
powers, and therefore no longer separates from himself
social power in the form of political power, only then is
human emancipation completed."

In his works of the 1840s and 1850s, particularly in
the Extracts (Exzerptheften) and in the Outline to the
Critique of Political Economy (Grundrisse der Kritik der
politischen Okonomie), Marx left us detailed information
about this concrete free man who, “in his individual work,
in his individual relations, has become species-essence.”
Man is “species-essence” when he no longer projects his
inherent qualities into an otherworldly Being—as, accord-
ing to Feuerbach, happened with religious reification—or,
as in political alienation, no longer poses a world beyond
the existing everyday bourgeois “State.” According to his
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natural abilities, then, every individual has acquired all-
roundedness which, for him and with him, living humanity
has realized by humanized work. Only when he is lib-
erated from the “idiocy” of lifelong fixation to a trade, and
from the slavery of wage labor, will such all-rounded ap-
propriation of species-life by the individual be possible.
Only when this is realized can the State (and religious
ideology) wither away as the necessary complement to
the incomplete actuality of society and its members. The
State’s becoming superfluous is specifically linked, above
all, to the abolition of economic class privileges; with their
abolition the necessity for the forcible protection of the
privileged against the underprivileged is also abolished.
The superfluity of the (democratic) State is dependent
on the rise of a society in which the individuals have he-
come “species-beings” (Gattungswesen) who relate them-
selves totally and positively to their fellow men.

The barriers to individual freedom in the “political
State” were and remain necessary so long as real inequal-
ity in the opportunity for individual development remains,
and the “alienation” of all is not overcome. With the
elimination of property privileges a decisive step is taken
but the end not yet attained. As long as it is not yet possi-
ble to reduce working time so that the necessary tasks
of all can be fulfilled voluntarily and the productivity of
all suffices to satisfy the total needs of each, inequality
remains the real prospect and therewith the “unfreedom”
of the concrete individual remains. As long as the gratifi-
cation of my needs remains mediated not through my
claim as man but through my purse—a.nd this is surely the
case today even in the “socialist states”—there can be no
talk that the human development of which the young
Marx spoke has come true.

In the Excerpts as well as the Economic Essays, origi-
nating in the years 1844 and 1845, Marx opportunely
worked out the idea of alienated, commodity-producing
society pregnant with the future, unalienated human so-
ciety. In these formulations one can clearly gather the
sense which the concept of “human emancipation,” the
liberation of concrete man, had for Marx. Division of la-
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bor in the technical sense is the prerequisite of both forms
of society; but in the one it is tied to the egoistical isolation
of each individual, and in the other to the loving relation-
ship of each for all. The following description is valid,
according to Marx, for commodity society:

I have produced for myself and not for you, as you
have produced for yourself and not for me. The result
of my production has, in and of itself, just as little
direct relation to you as the result of your production
has to me, i.e., our production is [not] production of
people for people as people, i.e., not social production.
As human beings thus, none of us has a relationship
of gratification to the product of the other. Our mu-
tual production has no existence for us as people.
Our exchange can therefore also not be the mediating
movement wherein it is acknowledged that my prod-
uct is for you, at the same time as it is a materializa-
tion of your being, your needs. For not the hu-
man essence is the bond of our production for each
other.12

The simple commodity system, and even more the ‘ex-
panding capitalistic one, is already exposed here as one
in which the universal dependence of all on the products
of work, differentiated by division of labor, does not ap-
pear as a spontaneous, joyous, beneficent working of each
for the others, the actualization of the “fundamental na-
ture of man” for the human needs of other people, but as
an egoistical working of each only for himself. Only in-
directly—through the compulsion to exchange on the mar-
ket—and “behind the back,” does production also become
production for others. It is certainly not a relation between
people, but only between “solvent buyers.” Every single
person (or group of people) satisfies the human needs of
other people according to “aesthetic laws” and other such
characteristically established rules: great poetry is mean-
ingful to the poetic understanding, a symphony to the
musical ear, painting to the cultured taste, etc. But these
appropriate attributes of people, the ability to enjoy, hear,
and see, do not mediate their “appropriation” but only
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lhv disposition of money. Specific products are not for me
or you as people, but for you and me only insofar as we
u|'|' commodity owners, money owners. They are also not
rrvznted for us, but for our money, not for socially related
mun, but for the objectified embodiment of society:
money.

In a truly “human” society, where individuals are not
mutual barriers to their freedom, but discover their es-
solace as fulfilled and enriched beings, the following de-
_~;t'|'i]_)tiOI1 would become valid:

Granted, we have produced as people: in his produc-
tion“ each of us has twice afiirrned himself and the
other. 1) In production I found my individuality,
and my particularity materialized, and therefore, in
the course of the activity I enjoyed a personal ex-
pression of life as well as a sense of the individual joy
in the contemplation of my personality as objective,
sensually perceptible and indubitable power. 2) In
your satisfaction, or your use of my products, I had
immediate satisfaction as well as consciousness that
my work satisfied a human need. Therefore I, as an
objective human being, have produced an object cor-
responding to another human heing’s need. 3) I be-
came, for you, the mediator between you and the
species, thus I became a necessary, self-conscious,
and sentient part of your fulfillment of your essence.
Thus, I knew I was afiirmed in your thought as well
as in your love. 4) In my individual expression of life
I directly created your expression of life. Thus, my
true essence, my actualized species-essence, was con-
firmed in my immediate individual activity. Our pro-
ductions were so many mirrors reflecting our being.“

Here the evil magic of commodity-producing society,
of exchange mediated through egoism, of products frag-
mented and losing their specific character (even disre-
garding the real transformation in labor itself) is dissolved.
The variegated world of human products is transformed
from a distorted mirror, where alienated man meets his
likeness as a materialized commodity, into a true mirror of
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social humanity. The efiort of all men becomes dependent
upon the needs of others as is the effort of the lover who
composes a song for his beloved.

Marx was no dreamer who expected the immediate
realization of his ideal of the human world. But I am
convinced that, despite many cautious remarks at a later
period, he always held fast to that concept of human po-
tential. The mastery of nature by associated mankind and
the increase in labor productivity are certainly necessary
preconditions for such emancipation from the alienated
and reified world, but they are not yet liberation itself.
Never did Marx see in the mere mastery of man over na-
ture the meaning of history and the essence of liberation
to which socialism summons. One may almost cite the
biblical phrase: “For what is a man profited, if he shall
gain the whole world and lose his own soul?” Also for
Marx, it would have helped little to achieve a perfect
mastery of nature without bringing about the soci_ety in
which freely associated people remold their nature. The
mastery over nature is not “antinature,” but "prohuman-
ity.” The goal is the elimination of egoism and of the rule
of man over man.

However, as long as freedom and happiness have not
yet become concrete realities, the two abstract concepts
of freedom retain an actual importance, notwithstanding
the valid reservations we have become acquainted with.
In all countries—including the socialist countries—an in-
evitable bit of democratic metaphysics lies hidden, in-
evitable ideology. Precisely because individual labor out-
put results, not from joyous spontaneity and love of fellow
man, but from "material interest,” the picture of an an-
tagonistic society, the State, must appear as the comple-
ment of the still unsocial society. Nor may it be identified
with that eommunistic society which alone connects
spontaneous human beings producing for each other. Each
State, including the “Peoples' Democracies,” remains an
"illusory social essence” that can “become superfluous"
and then “wither away” only when a true social essence,
in the sense Marx outlined, originates underneath. But the
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liberal conception, to which we were introduced in the
classical Kantian formulation, retains its relative signifi-
canoe dtu-ing this entire time. It appears necessary and
correct because it secures a scope of freedom for egoistical
uusocial individuals. It appears in optimal fonn when an
enforceable law separates the freedom of the individual
not only from another individual, but also from the supe-
rior power of the government. The liberal ideology which
believes the maximum of human freedom to be attained
with this kind of guarantee must certainly be opposed.
Ilegel and Marx clearly enough stressed the narrowness
and abstractness of this concept of freedom. But as long as
the human society described by Marx is not realized and
the majority of individuals, even in the “socialist coun-
tries,” are driven by egoistical motives in the performance
of their work, those liberal guarantees can in no way be
dispensed with. They need, above all, to be concretized
by supplementary measures guaranteeing the right of
usufruct (education, medical care, universal social secu-
rity, etc.). These measures are not superfluous as long as
competitive envy and real inequality continue as essential
characteristics of society. Misuse of freedom must also be
prevented by the suitable interpretation of the Kantian
formula. Freedom for the economic enslavement of fellow
men does not belong to those actions “which can co-exist
with the freedom of the will of each and all according to
n universal law.”

As long as concrete freedom is not realized, the two
complementary abstract forms of freedom retain their re-
stricted and historically limited validity.

Translated by R. Dunayevslcaya
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1. What makes man man is not some property or activ-
ily peculiar to him (or a sum of all such properties or
activities), but a structure of being peculiar to him which
is common to all really human properties and activities-
lhat is, praxis. Man is the being that exists through and
as praxis.

2. Praxis is a mode of being essentially diiferent from
any other mode of being. Freedom is one of the essential
constituents of that mode. As the being of praxis man is
the being of freedom. There is no freedom without man
and no humanity without freedom.

3. Freedom is the essence of man, but that does not
mean that man is always and everywhere free. The “es-
cape from freedom" is widespread in the contemporary
world. However, this does not refute the thesis that man
is the being of freedom; it only confirms that contemporary
man alienates himself from his human essence, from what
he as man can and ought to be.

4. There are various “kinds,” “fonns,” and “aspects” of
freedom. One speaks of metaphysical, ethical, psychologi-
cal, economic, political, national, religious freedom; of
freedom of the spirit, of the will, of thought, of conscience,
of movement, of action; of freedom of the press, of radio
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and television, of assembly, of speech, of association; of
freedom from exploitation, oppression, hunger, war, and
fear; of freedom from tradition, convention, vice, passion,
weakness, prejudice; of freedom of art, science, education,
teaching; of free behavior, free love, free time, etc. But
listing various kinds or forms of freedom does not solve
the question, What is freedom? Before we answer this
question we cannot be sure whether the kinds of freedom
mentioned are really freedoms, or only pseudo-freedoms.

5. If freedom is understood as the nonexistence of ex-
ternal obstacles to movement, then it is nothing specifically
human; such freedom can appertain to a beast, bird, fish,
even to water or a stone. But freedom is not the absence
of extemal obstacles or, more generally, the sum of the
external conditions under which something exists; free-
dom is a specific mode of being peculiar to man.

6. If freedom is conceived as the knowledge and ac-
ceptance of fate, destiny, universal necessity, then free-
dom is only another name for voluntary slavery. But free-
dom is not passive submission or adaptation to “external”
or “internal” necessity. A free action can only be one by
which a man changes his world and himself.

7. Mere intensity of activity or the degree to which ac-
tivity has proved successful is by no means a measure of
freedom. Even the most intensive and successful activity,
if it is determined from the outside, is not free. Disciplined
soldiers, obedient employees, well-paid policemen may be
extraordinarily active and successful, nevertheless their ac-
tivity is anything but free. An action is free only when a
man determines his deed by himself.

8. However, not every activity which is determined
“from within” is free. Spontaneous activity in which a
man’s needs, inclinations, desires, or passions directly de-
termine his acts is very often not free. Only that self-
determined activity in which a man acts as an integral
many-sided personality, in which he is not a slave of one
or another individual thought, feeling, or aspiration, is
truly free.

9. Those who are seemingly freest are really furthest
from free activity. Tyrannical dictators, ruthless conquer-
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ors, insatiable exploiters are all slaves of their inhuman
liu-tl ideas and ambitions. Their activity is the destruction
ol humaneness; a man is really free only when what is
human in him determines his actions, and when he, by
his deeds, contributes to humanity.

10. The theory according to which lmowledge of neces-
\'ity is a precondition of free activity is, at best, incom-
plcte. If everything were necessary, human activity would
not be free either. The knowledge of necessity (if by this
word we mean that which is outside human power) is
only a recognition of the limits of freedom. A positive con-
tlition of freedom is the knowledge of the limits of neces-
sity, the awareness of human creative possibilities.

11. The ingenious but contradictory definition of free-
tlom as control over nature founded on the knowledge of
natural necessity is an adequate expression of the basic
orientation of modern man, who is interested in something
only as a possible object of subjection and exploitation.
Ilowever, freedom does not consist in the reckless exploi-
lation of nature, but in the ability of man to humanize it
and to participate in its blessings in a human way.

12. The concept of freedom as control over oneself pre-
supposes the split of man into one part which controls and
another part which is controlled. But domination is a nega-
tion of freedom. The idea of freedom as control over one-
self serves frequently as a disguise for efforts to repress
man’s aspiration for freedom and to justify reconciliation
with “external” tmfreedom.

13. The above two conceptions and their synthesis, the
idea of freedom as the control of man over extemal nature
and over himself, presuppose that man and nature are a
sum of ready-made forces which one only has to harness,
subject, and use. However, the essence of freedom is not
in the subjection of the given, but in the creation of some-
thing new, in the development of man’s creative abilities,
in the broadening and enriching of humanity.

14. The being of freedom (man) is never absolutely
free (a completely unalienated man) or absolutely unfree
(a completely inhuman being). Man is always, to a
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greater or lesser degree, free. Hence freedom is “relative,”
but this relativity does not form the essence of freedom.

15. The aim of human freedom is a free person in a
free society. This “ideal” has not been thought up arbi-
trarily. There can be no free society without free persons,
or any free person outside a social community. But this
does not mean that in a free society all are free, or that
in an unfree society all are unfree.

16. Even in a free society an individual may not be
free. Society can be so organized as to enable and en-
courage the development of free personalities, but free-
dom cannot be given as a gift to or forced upon anyone.
An individual becomes a free human person only through
his own free activity.

17. Even in an unfree society an individual can be more
or less free. The extemal obstacles erected by an unfree
society may make free human activity more difiicult or
limit it, but they cannot prevent it entirely. An unwaver-
ing revolutionary in chains is freer than the jailer who
guards him, or the torturer who tries in vain to break him.

18. An unfree society strives to crush and destroy free
personality; a free society enables and helps its blossoming.
Hence the struggle for a free society is a component part
of the struggle for the freeing of personality. When this
part wants to become the whole of it, it becomes the
reverse of what it ought to be. The struggle for a free
society is not a struggle for a free society unless through
it an ever greater degree of individual freedom is created.

19. The problem of freedom is “etemal,” but in every
epoch it assumes a different form. In our time it has been
shown, for example, that a free society is not created
merely by the “expropriation of the expropriators,” or
merely by the raising of living standards, or by a combina-
tion of the two. In a society from which exploiters have
been eliminated, man’s freedom is threatened by the
means by which he communicates with nature and with
other men (technology) and by the social forms in which
that communication takes place (social organizations and
institutions). The question of freedom faces us today pri-
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marily as a question of freedom with socialism, and as a
question of freedom with technology.

The above theses can be divided into three groups:
theses 1 to 4 are introductory—they try to explain and to
locate the question concerning the essence of freedom;
theses 5 to 14 are central—they attempt to answer the
question raised; those in the third group (15 to 19) are
perhaps the most important—they discuss an essential as-
pect of the question, an aspect with far-reaching conse-
quences.

I begin with a few summary statements on man and
praxis. The first two theses are very incomplete; I have
said more about the subject elsewhere} That I start from
man and praxis is to show how the question of freedom
inevitably emerges when one wants to solve the question
of man. In trying to elucidate the sense of the question of
freedom, I criticize the view that the question can be an-
swered by a classification of the forms of freedom, or by
a description of the development of freedom. I also reject
the view that it can be solved by a linguistic study, or sim-
ply by preaching. The question of freedom is first and
above all the question of the essence of freedom. So what
is most important in theses 1 to 4 can be expressed briefly:
the question of freedom is an essential part of the question
of man, and the question of the essence of freedom is the
central part of the question of freedom.

It is impossible to say what freedom is without saying
what it is not. Therefore, in discussing the question of the
essence of freedom (theses 5 to 14), I criticize some of
the unacceptable theories of freedom. First is the theory-
advocated by Hobbes in the seventeenth century and still
held by a number of philosophers (including some “Marx-
ists”) even in the twentieth century—according to which
freedom is something outside the free man, namely, the
mere absence of extemal impediments to motion. The sec-
ond is the theory which regards freedom as something
“external” which has become “intemal,” as an external
“necessity” known and accepted, or somehow used, by the
free person. Found in ancient Creeks, Spinoza, Hegel,
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Engels, it is a theory developed in several variants which,
at first glance, might seem quite different. Compare, for
example: “freedom is the knowledge of necessity,” “free-
dom is adjustment to a known necessity,” “freedom is
power over nature and over oneself based on the knowl-
edge of the external and internal necessity.” The third
main theory which I briefly touch and criticize reduces
freedom to a pure intemal self-determination, to a mere
“precondition” of free activity, a theory which has also
been developed in many different variants (compare, for
example, Kant and Sartre). In criticizing the above three
theories, I try to state and explain different aspects of a
theory the core of which is the view that freedom is some-
thing “internal” becoming also “external,” namely the
self-determining creative activity, the creative deed of en-
larging and enriching humaneness. A possible misunder-
standing concerning the “absolute” and the “relative”
character of freedom is dispelled in thesis 14.

Although the question of the essence of freedom is the
major question about freedom, it is not the only one which
can be raised. To ask about the diiferent fonns or aspects
of freedom is not only legitimate; it is indispensable. In
theses 15 to 18 I restricted myself to only one part of the
question about the forms of freedom: the relationship be-
tween the free person and the free society. What is per-
haps most important in these theses is to understand the
asymmetrical character of the relationship between “per-
sonal” and “social” freedom: there can be no free society
without free persons (which does not mean that all in-
dividuals in a free society are free persons), but there
can be a free person without a free society (which does
not mean that a person can be free outside any social
community, or that the degree of the achieved social free-
dom is irrelevant to personal freedom). If one grasps the
exact character of that fundamental asymmetry, which
has important consequences both for personal responsi-
bility and for social action, the rest of the theses on free
person and free society become easy to understand.

The concluding thesis (19) touches the difficult aspect
of freedom as an “etemal” and “historical” problem. It
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serves as a concluding remark here; it could serve as an
introductory remark elsewhere (for example, in a text on
freedom today).

There is no mention in the theses of the tllinker who
mainly inspired them. This is not in order to conceal the
origin, but simply because it is not difficult to see that they
were inspired by the man who wrote: “Die Lebensgefahr
far jedes Wesen besteht darin, sich selbst zu oerlieren.
Die Unfreiheit ist daher die eigentliche Todesgefahr ffir
den Menschen.”2 (“The mortal danger for each person
consists in the danger of losing himself. Hence, lack of
freedom is the true mortal danger for man.”)

I subscribe to most of Marx’s theses on freedom such
as they stand, or with certain corrections. As concerns the
one just quoted, I am inclined to correct it slightly: Un-
freedom is not merely the death-danger for man, it is
man’s death.

1 “Pitanje o éovjeku i Karl Marx," Na.§e teme (Zagreb), N0.
4, 1961, pp. 536-76; “El Concepto del hombre en Marx,"
Cuadernos Americanos (Mexico D.F.), No. 4, 1962, pp. 112-
32; “Marx's Theory of Alienation," Philosophy and Phenomeno-
logical Research (Philadelphia), No. 3, 1963, pp. 419-26;
“Man as Economic Animal and Man as Praxis,” Inquiry (Oslo),
Vol. 6, 1963, pp. 35-56.

2Karl Marx: “Debatten iiber die Pressfreiheit," Rheinische
Zeitung, No. 135 (May 15, 1842). In Karl Man: and Friedrich
Engels, Werke (Berlin, 1957), Vol. 1, p. 60.
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FREEDOM AND POLYDETERMINISM
IN CULTURAL CRITICISM

Rom SUPER, professor of sociology at the Faculty of Phi-
losophy, Zagreb, Yugoslavia, has written on such con-
temporary issues as Existentialism and Decadence, The
Psychology of Bourgeois Poetgy, Public Opinion Re-
search, and Youth on the Roa of Fraternity. He was
bom in Zagreb in 1913 and received a doctor’s degree
in psychology in Paris in 1953.

Culture is very likely one of the most sensitive areas of so-
cial criticism. Nowhere else can the inadequacy or ab-
surdity of theoretical presuppositions or methodological
procedures be uncovered so rapidly, nowhere else can hu-
man creative activity overwhelm erroneous premises and
conclusions with such promptitude, and nowhere else can
such harm be inflicted upon the creative potentialities of
human beings as when a dogmatic theory is imposed on
cultural policy by means of social compulsion. Hence, we
are going to dwell for a moment on certain aspects of
cultural criticism in contemporary Marxism, pointing out
how the enoneous use of certain cognitional categories
has led to wholly distorted theoretical conclusions. The
creative nature of man, the mode of human participation
in social life, the relationship between the collective élan
and individual creative potentialities, the establishment of
certain social limitations on creativity, and individual abil-
ity to overcome personal and social limitations in the serv-
ice of one and the same ideal, are all most prominent in
the field of culture. It is precisely in the realm of culture
in our times that the contradiction between society and
the individual, between the collective consciousness and
the individual consciousness, and between the concrete
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totality represented by society and the ideal totality rep-
resented by the individual, begins to sharpen in the most
obvious way.

We have just encountered, in the concept of totality,
the first category that is a source of certain ambiguities
and onesided interpretations in social criticism.

This category is interpreted in the social sciences gen-
orally, and in sociology in particular, in terms of the con-
cept of society as such, either in the spirit of ontological
realism or in the spirit of ontological nominalism. Society
in the former sense is some sort of higher, organic, and
closed entity to which the individual is subordinated in
every respect; society in the latter sense is no more than
u chance accumulation, an aggregation of interests, or the
locale in which individual wills and interests are operative
(or join together, or compete, or struggle). Both concepts
have deeply permeated the thought, philosophy, and so-
ciology of bourgeois society. While classic liberalism
(Smith, Hobbes, Bentham) held to nominalism, romantic
philosophy interpreted society and the people in the light
of ontological realism. The latter conception thus carried
over from Hegel and Schelling to the theoreticians of the
"folk soul” (Lazarus and Steinthal) and organic positivism
(Comte, Spencer, Durkheim) and thence to the most re-
cent totalitarian doctrines of the fascist and Stalinist va-
ricties.

However, on this occasion we will treat only certain
theories in the realrn of culture, and in particular the
Marxist application of the category of totality to the in-
tcrpretation of culture and cultural policy. In this field, we
must face up to three well-known conceptions in the spirit
of ontological realism, which involve the complete sub-
ordination of the creative individual to the social totality.

The first conception in this series falls within the range
of theory of reflection. By analogy with the reflection of
"objective reality” in the subject, this theory assumes that
the cultural superstructure is only a reflection of the mate-
rial foundation of society, with the entire “social reality"
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being considered as something more real and more pri-
mary in terms of value and with cultural creation being
regarded as nothing but a more or less adapted reflection
of reality proper. This theory falls back on the Platonist
idealization of “objective reality” and affirms the inferi-
ority of culture and the art that can only reflect (not to
say imitate) this reality. Art necessarily lags behind re-
ality. The best compliment that art can possibly receive
is that it has succeeded in conveying an impression of
social reality “as faithfully as possible” or “as character-
istically as possible.” Cultural creation, along with the
whole realm of esthetics, thus becomes in ontological
terms just an epiphenomenon of material reality.

Within the bounds of historical dynamics, the material
social foundation becomes something not only objective
but also causative, the cultural superstructure being some-
thing subjective and consequential. Since the social and
political correlative of the material foundation is in the
ruling class, culture is always the spiritual expression of a
single class. When the foundation changes, the super-
structure also changes. When the foundation disappears,
the superstructure likewise disappears. Culture thus re-
tains the characteristic features of an epiphenomenon,
even when the inverse effect of the superstructure on the
foundation is mentioned out of respect for the dialectic. It
is important in a methodological sense at this point to
keep in mind that the foundation and the superstructure
are the correlatives of the same historical entity. The cul-
tural superstructure in this view, thus remains closed
within the bounds of a given foundation and incapable of
transcending this foundation in any way, i.e., incapable
of shifting to another historical epoch in terms of value.

Such a grasp of the whole, or totality, of a given histori-
cal situation leads to certain consequences in the theory of
culture. First, the search is on for the class correlatives or
“social equivalents” of particular cultural themes and ar-
tistic styles. Second, attempts are made to explain changes
in cultural creation exclusively in the light of changes in
the social foundation.
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The theory of the progressive and decadent develop-
ment of society as an historical entity is our second
example of the erroneous application of the category of
totality. This theory is really just a subvariety of the first,
which introduces the ideas of the progressive and decadent
development of particular phases into the relationship be-
tween the foundation and the superstructure. By applying
the foundation-superstructure scheme onesidedly to the
realm of culture, this theory projects the political and so-
cial decadency of a society onto cultural creativity. To be
sure, this theory soon encounters certain small difficulties.
It cannot explain why the most valuable cultural achieve-
ments have so often been produced in such decadent
epochs as the Athenian era after Pericles, the Roman era
after Caesar, and the Middle Ages after Dante, not to
mention the decadence that is supposed to have set in
with the appearance of impressionism in bourgeois society.

This theory has also created another difliculty by intro-
ducing a purely gnosiological criterion alongside the his-
torical criterion of progress and decadence. Under the
theory of reflection, the progressive is that which is more
objective or realistic and the decadent that which provides
a more subjective reflection, i.e., a reflection which is sub-
jcctivistic or expressionistic. The gnosiological criterion be-
ing lasting and unalterable, realism must necessarily be
progressive and impressionism or expressionism decadent
or even reactionary, the latter art forms being expressions
of a subjectivistic attitude toward reality. From Lukacs to
Timofeev, the theoreticians of socialist realism have con-
fused historical dynamics with the postulates of cognitional
theory that are otherwise applicable only to scientific
cognition. It is a genuine riddle to them why the revolu-
tionary bourgeoisie expressed itself at one time in a
pronouncedly subjectivistic art and the revolutionary prole-
tariat during the time of the October Revolution like-
wise made use of a subjectivistic art in the expressionism
of Mayakovsky, Piscator, Meyerhold, and so many others.
The “cultural superstructure" obviously fails completely
to respect certain of the fundamental principles of the
theory of reflection. How else are we to explain the fact
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that the bourgeoisie expressed itself in a romantic and sub-
jectivistic manner during its progressive phase, with real-
ism maldng an appearance only by the time of the first
serious social crisis after 1848 as a symptom of crisis and
thereby of the beginning of decline?

If we assume that decadence set in immediately after
the era of realism in painting and literature, i.e., with the
appearance of impressionism and naturalism, then the only
conclusion to be drawn is that every further cultural crea-
tion so long as this decadence lasts (a whole century thus
farl) will amount to one step further into decadency. Ex-
pressionism will be more decadent than impressionism,
surrealism more decadent than expressionism, and nonob-
jective or abstract art the extreme mode of decadence.
The longer the decadence lasts, the more profound will
be the decline in values, and the greater the dehumaniza-
tion. For these reasons, the more recent cultural achieve-
ments of bourgeois society will always be less acceptable
than the older achievements, which are then transformed
into “the classics.” In this way, so far as the cultural in-
heritance is concemed, the theory leads to traditionalism
and to the sole acceptance of old and outmoded cultural
values. Such an orientation in relation to the cultural in-
heritance in a socialist society must necessarily “go always
against the stream and against the era” and make fresh
forces old before their time.

We have already pointed out that this theory leads to
a variety of difliculties in the interpretation of cultural dy-
namics and often to absurd conclusions. And the adherents
to this theory themselves frequently contradict each other.
Lukacs thus considers that bourgeois art was progressive
only during its earliest phase, e.g., in the Flemish land-
scapes, and then fell into decadence with the onset of ro-
manticism (even though the latter amounted to a “French
revolution in poetic form”l). On the other hand, the idea
is much more common (shared alike by Plekhanov,
Hausenstein, and Hamann) that decadence set in with the
appearance of impressionism, through which “the petty
bourgeoisie attained its culminating position." Plel<hanov
nevertheless noted the joyous aspect of this art and con-
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sidered it to belong to the society of the future by virtue
of its hedonist unconcem. On this basis, the Soviet theore-
tician Matsa has been impelled to doubt that impres-
sionism is decadent art and to ascribe the beginning of
decadence to expressionism, which “deforms the external
world.” As we have already seen, the question then arises
as to how the October Revolution could have been echoed
in expressionism. The answer is simple. The shout, the cry,
the slogan, and the directive are always going to be com-
pact in the expressionistic mode like action itself, for nar-
ration is unfeasible in the course of the action. Yet such an
uncomplicated psychological explanation is not accepted
by the adherents to socialist realism. To be sure, there
have been some recent attempts to consider nonobjective
art alone as genuinely decadent art. This opinion has been
expressed by the Soviet critic Lifshits on only one occasion
but seems to be acquiring a multitude of adherents, al-
though it has not yet become “oflicial.”

The theory of reification is our third example of the
erroneous application of the category of totality in the
field of culture. Much more subtle than the others, this
theory has attracted large numbers of contemporary
Marxists, for it undeniably contains a fragment of the truth.
The weak side of this theory is its historical relativism,
conditional upon the enclosure of the cultural-historical
situation within the bounds of a specific totality.

Like the other theories, the theory of reification lays
stress on the foundation, i.e., on the economic relationships
or modes of production in capitalist society. We know that
the idea of reification means to Lukacs what Marx termed
“the fetishism of commodities”—the idea that the value of
a particular commodity is to be regarded as its objective
characteristic, devoid of any specific social relation created
by value itself. Reification occurs in such a way that con-
crete individual labor is transformed into an abstract
amount of labor, the amount that can be considered so-
cially necessary. The latter is no more than an abstraction
from the former, and amounts to the reduction of an orig-
inal qualitative unity to a quantitative continuum deter-
mined by value or price. The process of reification thus
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consists essentially of the transformation of qualitative re-
lations into quantitative magnitudes. The roots of reifica-
tion naturally lie in a whole conglomeration of secondary
phenomena that are inseparable from a system of hired
labor, e.g., the reduction of the workingmen to a bare
work force, the separation of the producers from their
products and from the means of production, the deter-
mination of the value or prices of goods through the
haphazard eflect of the capitalist market relations that
amount to a force outside man and raised above man’s
will, and in sum the entire goods-and-money and technical-
utilitarian superstructure of the capitalist economy (par-
ticularly in its liberalistic and prestatist form).

The process of reification amounts to the foundation of
bourgeois society in so far as the creation of market values
is concerned, and must inevitably be generalized or re-
flected in the superstructure of this society, in science,
philosophy, law, morals, and art. ]ust as the capitalist
mode of production has a tendency to expand and
gradually to overwhelm all areas of social production, so
also does consciousness as the reflection of this process
come gradually to imbue all such fields. Since Marx, Max
Weber and George Lukacs, and recently Erich Fromm
and Lucien Goldmann have been particularly insistent on
the fact that goods-and-money production is not only the
configuration of the economy in a botugeois society but
also the “soul” of such a society. Usefulness, profit, money,
quantification, rationalism, and instrumentalism have thus
saturated all realms of social life and thought. Rationalism
along with science in this same circle has become the
enemy of humanism, instrtnnentalism along with technol-
ogy the chief source of human alienation. Likewise, mass
production entails mass consumption and is the main
source of the other-than-human or “artificial” needs that
are generated by means of advertising and with the lure
of false social prestige, as Erich Fromm has pointed out.
Rather than assuming reification to be the sole or funda-
mental process operative in bourgeois society, to be sure,
Fromm adds the dimension of the human personality.

In fact, the application of the category of totality in the
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social criticism of bourgeois society under the theory of
reification does not go beyond the dependence of the
superstructure upon the foundation, i.e., the dependence
of the social totality upon a universal process tenned rei-
fication, so far as the essential determinism of social phe-
nomena is concemed. The starting point is an historically
closed system, viz., bourgeois society, the analysis of which
comes down to a kind of phenomenological reductionism
of delusive phenomena to a fundamental and essential
process of change. No determinism capable of transcend-
ing this particular historical situation has been taken into
consideration, either as a preceding series or as a future
series.

In what manner ought these theories to be subjected
to correction?

First, it is necessary to transcend social, economic, class,
cultural, and historical totalitarianism, and thus relativism
in two senses, viz., in individual or personal terms, and in
terms of world h.istory. In the first instance, the category
of social totality deserves to be interpreted in relation to
“total social facts" (Marx, Mauss, Gurvitch). Let us recall
no more than the following definition from Marx: “Hence,
however much a human being should be a separate indi-
viduum, and it is precisely his separateness which makes
him an individuum and an actual individual being in
the community, he is likewise a totality, the ideal totality,
the subjective existence of an imagined and experienced
society in itself, just as he exists in actuality at the same
time as the perception and genuine spirit of social exist-
ence and as the totality of the huma.n manifestation of
life.” (Karl Marx, Der historische Materialismus [Leipzigz
A. Kroener Verlag], Vol. I, p. 298.)

Obviously, Marx has kept in mind the fact that both
society and the personality are “total social facts"; i.e., the
whole social reality can be encompassed if we proceed
from the one to the other and vice versa. This reciprocity
of perspective is based in any event on a dialectical re-
lationship that imparts full independence to the personality
in the sense of an ability to identify with any other per-
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sonality in the society (any reduction of the art of a given
artist to his class origins being thus illusory), and an abil-
ity to identify with the entire society as a whole (to
transcend in consciousness narrower class or group inter-
ests), and an ability to transcend the present-day state
of society—to anticipate the future as the “totality
of the human manifestation of life," not only in the name
of the negation of that which is in existence, but also in the
name of the entire historical experience of mankind. Posi-
tivistic organicism is not only incapable of comprehending
the role of the personality in cultural creativity, but also
finds geniuses to be an enigma. No less a figure than Lu-
kacs himself naively explains the survival of works of genius
solely in terms of selection on the part of the ruling class
from whatever in the past should serve the immediate in-
terests of this classl In point of fact, great cultural works
live on despite all barriers of history and class for the sole
reason that such works have been created by personalities
distinguished for greatness or genius, i.e., such individu-
alized social totalities as have encompassed a maximum
of “human totality” in a personal creative act. The limita-
tions of class and history that affect every creative person-
ality—even those of the greatest genius—cannot affect the
cultural and human values of a great work. Such a work
reflects the constant endeavor of the individuum as the
“ideal totality of society” to penetrate and express the es-
sential aspects of human existence in terms of duration in
space and time. The result is always limited but on a uni-
versal human scale, for man as creator is always outgrow-
ing himself through his work, and not, only himself but
also the concrete mankind that he represents.

In other words, the individual represents a specific de-
terminant of cultural creation precisely because as an in-
dividual he deserves to be a part of the analysis of the
culture of a society. For example, in terms of the univer-
sal process of reification, it is wholly incomprehensible why
romanticism should have ignored the processes of reifica-
tion while the realism that followed with Balzac did not
ignore these processes. Was it only because romanticism
was “more reactionary” or less progressive than realism, or
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was it because the romantics as human beings were less
progressive than the realists (e.g., Victor Hugo as opposed
to Balzac)?

The answer to the question indicates that to ask it is
wrong. Romanticism had no need to reflect reification, for
its aim was to express what was vital after the bourgeois
revolution, viz., a new conception and a new expansion
of the human personality, Promethean and autonomous.
This personal and sentimental expansion of a grand sensi-
tivity proved very soon to be illusory when confronted with
social reality, but lost nothing thereby of its universal hu-
man and cultural value. Let us remember that Romain
Rolland went to combat in behalf of socialism via Bee-
thoven. Marx conducted himself in the same way with
Phidias or Shakespeare, even though the social organiza-
tion inhabited by these geniuses could scarcely have been
pleasing to him.

In other words, we are obliged to keep track of the fate
of human creation equally in the dimension of the class
struggle and in the dimension of the human personality, at
the level of human sociality and at the level of the artistic
liberation of the personality.

Second, cultural phenomena transcend the foundation-
superstructure scheme and historical relativism in the
sphere of world history, by which we understand a con-
tinuous curve with all its internal contradictions through-
out the historical epochs up to the present. Such a curve is
assumed to be wholly natural where advances in science
or technology are concerned. It is considered entirely un-
derstandable and even inevitable in these fields of en-
deavor for new discoveries to be linked together with the
older ones and for such new discoveries to multiply in-
creasingly, with the general curve of discoveries or cogni-
lion appearing in an exponential form, i.e., as a curve with
positive acceleration. Positivislic organicism, historical rela-
tivism, and the theory of the rise and fall of cultures as
worlds of their own are nevertheless incapable of en-
compassing such a kind of progressive alteration with con-
stant upsurge within the bounds of their mode of thinking.
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We know that estheticians are opposed to the idea of

progress in art, but we also lcnow that they have in mind
in this connection solely the perfection of certain forms or
the perfection of the esthetic experience itself. In this
sense, we truly cannot say that esthetic expression actually
advanced in terms of “the beautiful" and “the perfect”
from the neolithic caves to the classical Greeks and from
the classical Creeks to contemporary modernism. On the
other hand, even if we have not advanced esthetically, we
have not necessarily failed to improve steadily in tenns of
the creative act proper, in the discovery of creative po-
tentialities, in the analysis of expressional devices, in the
discovery of the various laws under which dead matter is
configurated. We would not find it difficult to show that
man has advanced as steadily in art as he has in tech-
nology, which some so mystically ooimterpose to art, for-
getting that art is inseparable from craftsmanship. Like
the dance, primitive art is frequently incapable of esthetic
error, but is nevertheless wholly enslaved like primitive
realism by a subject that has not yet become the object of
critical reflection and is entirely bound up with a syncretic
world of magic and mythology. Only with the Greeks did
beauty begin to be discovered as a separate object of ex-
perience and thereby as a separate theme of human
creativity. Only then were the laws of proportion, sym-
metry, and rhythm discovered. Did not the Renaissance
discover the laws of perspective for the first time, just as
the Baroque period was to discover light and shadow as
the medium of the spiritual existence of an object devoid
of sheer mass? And what of today's discovery that “what
is deserving of being depicted is not the object but rather
the impression which the object makes upon us” in the
form of impressionism, cubism, and abstract art? More
careful analysis would show us that we are constantly wit-
nessing genuine discooeries in relation to human modes of
expression and to the way in which objects are represented
throughout the entire evolution of European art, and that
such discoveries have increasingly multiplied in modern
times (we need only remind ourselves of contemporary
“applied art”), to the extent that the kind of exponen-
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lial curve found by the sociologists in the field of science
and technology could easily be constructed in the artistic
rcalm as well.

There can be no doubt that the cyclic phenomena of
cultural upsurge and stagnation, of progressive élan and
tlccadency, amount to no more than a separate rhythm
within a more general and more universal process of
change. For this reason, we obviously will not have ex-
haustecl the meaning of a particular phenomenon by
simply placing it within the framework of a process of
progress and decadence. We must instead interpret such
a phenomenon within the framework of the general process
of historical change, i.e., in terms of world history. For
example, a phase of decadence in bourgeois art set in
with symbolism and impressionism in the light of the
varlier ideo-aifective expansion of humaneness, yet the
same phase no less surely marks the beginning of one of
the most fruitful periods of cultural and artistic creafivity
in terms of the discovery of new potentialities and in terms
of the constant enrichment of human sensitivity and
imagination. And the development of human potentialities,
the development of all the most diverse and many-sided
of human capabilities, should be considered the funda-
mental law of historical evolution (cf. Marx).

Third, the historical relativism of the theories of culture
under discussion is incapable of explaining an extremely
significant phenomenon in the process of cultural change,
viz., the many-sided complexity of historical determinism.
Specifically, certain cyclic processes of change are totally
exhausted in the course of a single historical epoch, while
certain other cyclic processes of change can be said to tran-
scend a given epoch. In other words, there are cyclic proc-
esses of change within a given historical epoch (endoge-
nous cyclic processes of change) and cyclic processes
of change above a given historical epoch (exogenous or
transcyclic processes of change). For example, the process
of change in terms of world history can be conceived as a
constant uncovering and deepening of human expressional
potentialities. To illustrate this phenomenon, however, we
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must take up an example which is close to us and can be
easily understood.

In our Psychology of the Bourgeois Lyric (Psihologifa
gradfanske lirike, Zagreb, published by Matica Hrvatska,
1952), we described a cyclic process of change that be-
gan with romanticism and ended with surrealism. The
ideo-affective attitudes that led in romanticism to an ex-
pansion of sympathy toward humanity and the cosmos led
in symbolism to stagnation and in surrealism to radical
negation. A dead end had eventually been reached, justi-
fying those writers who reflected deeply on this process
of change and who anived at the conclusion that the sur-
realists must be “the last romantics”! The attempt to de-
pict lettrisme as an imitation of abstract art is a kind of
intellectual weakness, for such an attempt mistakenly iden-
tifies technology with humaneness, whether affirmed or
negated. To be sure, a new cycle of cultural change set
in with the appearance of impressionism. Impressionism
comprised a certain amount of “technological interest,”
both in terms of thematic material (locomotives, the St.-
Lazare railway station, the Eiffel Tower) and in terms of
procedures (spectrum analysis, complementary colors, the
granular fusion of colors, etc.), and we find something
kindred in the poetry of René Ghil and Paul Valéry. A
certain constructivism and instrumentalism had evolved.
Since impressionism, this tendency has dominated modern
art in all varieties of expression up to and including con-
temporary abstract or concrete art, electronic music, and
lettrisme in poetry. This “technological interest,” subor-
dinated to a greater extent in the beginning to certain
humanistic preoccupations, has grown increasingly inde-
pendent in the course of time, and recently even dominates
some areas of endeavor. However, with reliance on con-
crete space in the field of architecture and in the manu-
facture of useful objects, this "technological interest” is
going to acquire a real foundation and is going to free itself
of its romanticist and metaphysical proclivities.

Abstract art, although closest in time to surrealism, is
immeasurably remote from it psychologically and is incom-
parably far away from romanticism and in particular from
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9) 4|the “night, hallucinatory,” and “grotesque” varieties of

romanticism. This circumstance only serves to confirm the
fact that the cycle is discontinuous and closed if we have
the development of the romanticist component in mind,
yet continuous and open if we have the “technological
component” in mind. Is it not clear by now that a cycle in
art is already ending in bourgeois society? This society is
necessarily continuing with its technological and cultural
potentialities, while the “technological cycle” in art that
derives its inspiration from science and technology will
necessarily be continuing apart from all limitations im-
posed by the class make-up of society, for which reason
the resistance of socialist realism in some countries to ab-
stract art is as purposeless as it is futile and is bound to
end in the same way as have kindred attitudes toward
modern architecture, urban planning, and cybernetics.

We can draw the conclusion from this example that
courses of development and values with a multitude of
meanings and senses come to light within the bounds of a
given historical epoch, like all organic creations. VVhile
one conception or stylistic form is dying out, another is
already being born and is present to be able to continue
along the path of its own and uniquely different fate.

Fourth, these theories are not capable of explaining the
role of the unconscious in artistic creation, especially in
instances of stylistic change where the influence of a kind
of collective unconscious is of particular significance. Psy-
choanalysis has succeeded in explaining the influence of
the unconscious only in relation to the content or theme of
an artistic work, not in relation to stylistic changes. What
is involved at this point is the fact that the unconscious
in creation is not only a complex function of the inter-
mediacy of experience in terms of the symbolization, pro-
jection, or dramatization of specific materials, but also a
direct influence upon the very functional structure of the
experience.

If we desire to defend the thesis that the evolution of
artistic sensitivity from romanticism to surrealism com-
prises a closed cycle that has been exhausted and resolved
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on the basis of its own premises, then we must take the
internal dynamics of this evolution into account. These
internal dynamics presuppose not only a change in specific
experiential materials but also certain functional changes
in the creative imagination, in which the unconscious plays
a vital role as an intermediary. For example, we have al-
ready pointed out that romanticism represents a certain
expansion in sympathy in human and cosmic terms, yet
we also know that symbolism and impressionism mark a
diminution of this affective expansion due to a general or
collective state of mind which can be described as resigna-
tion. The question thus arises as to what the significance
and consequences of this diminution in the affective expan-
sion may be.

S0 far as functional changes are concerned, we are in a
position to observe the course of two simultaneous proc-
esses in symbolism. The first is the diminution of the hu-
manistic expansion along with the transferral of this expan-
siveness to the realm of the beautiful, the disinterested, and
the formalized. This is why the symbolists call themselves
“cultivators of form,” “stylists,” or “the dispassionate ones.”
The second such process involves the sensory or sensual
component of the creative imagination, which becomes
stronger or more independent. The ideo-affective expansion
that had taken place during the romantic era in the realm
of humanism withdrew in symbolism and impressionism to
the level of sensual relations with nature and things. Fried-
rich Hebbel was right in remarking that this sensual expan-
sion was based on a kind of “passive love” and on an ironic
or Manichaean stance toward reality, described so dra-
matically and so accurately by Baudelaire and Nietzsche.
The shift of the humanistic expansion to the realm of sen-
suality occurred unconsciously, being much more the prod-
uct of the general spirit of the epoch than of any rational
reflection on the part of an artistic creator. And yet this
change is the key to an understanding of essential changes
in artistic expression, for this diminution in the humanistic
expansion gave rise to a whole series of other characteristic
changes in sensitivity, e.g., a feeling of intimacy and pres-
ence, ambivalence of feeling, sensory plasticity, a tendency
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toward synesthesia, hyperintellectualism in the creative
|I|'()CBSS, and a return to the past in its naive and childlike
aspects. This metamorphosis in sensitivity has resulted in
ro|'t‘6SpOI1CliI1g changes in artistic style in such a way that
an interdependence can be said to exist between structural
changes in sensibility and artistic expression. We could
also show a similar metamorphosis to have taken place in
lho transition from symbolism to surrealism.

Fifth, if it is correct to say that some cyclic processes
||:|n5C6I‘lCl a given historical epoch, socioeconomic ar-
mngement, or class society, while others do not, then an
important methodological principle follows, viz., some
¢'m1tracliCtiOn.S' within the bounds of a given social system
rm: resolved in the course of time, but other contradictions
m'i.s'e to take their places. Some contradictions become
simple difierences under the law of the progressive differ-
vntiation of society and culture, while other difierences
In-come new contradictions. In other words, it is a mistake
lo make use of such simple contradictions as those between
materialism and idealism, subjectivism and objectivism,
progressivism and reaction, and the like, in the interpreta-
lion of culture. We must instead follow the development
of every established contradiction to see whether it is being
resolved in the course of time within the bounds of a given
social system or not. Marx had already noted in connection
with economic development that some contradictions are
rt-solved within the bounds of capitalism. We ought there-
lore to anticipate that such would be an even commoner
ot'(:l1l‘1'6I1C8 in the realm of culture, which is more autono-
mous and is distinguished by a higher coeflicient of indi-
vidual factors. We are thus faced with a peculiar dialectic
that transforms contradictions into contrarieties and con-
trarieties into contradictions. Let us attempt to illustrate
with an example:

An extremely ferocious campaign is being waged in
some socialist countries today against abstract art as the
last, “most radical,” and most distorted, expression of bour-
geois decadency in art. This campaign takes into account
only certain of the spiritualistic speculations of the early
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Kandinsky, Malevich, and Mondrian. No consideration is
given in this campaign to the actual context and function
of the art that is involved, particularly in connection with
the appearance of the Weimar Bauhaus and with the
analysis of the modern conception of space and pictorial
matter. Nor do these criticisms take note of the fact that
abstract art protests against misuse in the name of its con-
creteness. The real reason for this failure of understanding
is that this campaign and these criticisms are unaware of
the fact that a contradictory cultural situation, in the form
of an attempt to flee the concrete world, has undergone
a transformation contrary to its own original intentions by
becoming involved in the concrete world and in the eco-
logical (urban-planning) problems of this concrete world.
Abstract art has thus ceased to be a negation of any
world, bourgeois, socialist, or whatever. On the basis of
contemporary spatial and pictorial concepts, abstract art
has become a part of the most real world possible; that is,
it has become wholly neutral so far as diflerences of class
are concerned. In this way, abstract art may equally be
the concern of Catholics and Protestants, socialists and
communists. Against the wishes of its initiators, abstract
art has become only “one among others.” The most intelli-
gent theoreticians of abstract art would not defend its ex-
clusiveness in the name of “progress,” going no further than
to mention abstract art as one possibility among many.

Sixth, modem cultural criticism in general has not yet
acquired the habit of examining the significance or sense
of cultural goods from the standpoint of the actual function
of these goods in relation to man. Abstract-esthetic,
ideological-utilitarian, or economic-commercial criteria are
commonly taken into consideration. These criteria, which
have a somewhat longer tradition in our civilization, are
easier to define. The problem of actual human needs and
of determining the values of cultural goods in relation to
human needs remains open, although contemporary social
and psychological anthropolgy is beginning to touch on it
on an increasing scale, primarily in the fonn of criticism
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of contemporary industrial and capitalist civilization in its
extreme commercial and metropolitan fonns.

Our objections to these theories up to this point suggest
that the determinism of cultural phenomena is far more
complex than it appears at first glance. In a very general
way, it may be said that the existence of difierences in
historical rhythms points the way to the existence of three
fundamental systems in the determinism of cultural phe-
nomena: society in its structuralism; the personality as a
separately individualized and universal system of func-
tions and needs; and, finally, the cultural areas proper with
their own unique laws of development (science, philoso-
phy, technology, language, art, etc.). There is no dis-
pute today among researchers into culture about the
existence of these three specific factors in cultural devel-
opment. The argument begins when we attempt a closer
examination of the significance and interrelations of par-
ticular systems. Our research is only now getting under-
way, but it is already clear that the existence and opera-
tion of these three systems will demand a polydeter-
ministic interpretation of cultural evolution.

Seventh, if it is correct that various cycles and rhythms
of historical development exist and that these three systems
require a polydeterministic interpretation, then we are
faced with the problem of defining the methods of cultural
research and cultural criticism more accurately. Although
space does not permit us to go into this problem, let us at
least point out that every onesided and simplified treat-
ment of cultural phenomena must be excluded. The prob-
lem likewise excludes any vulgar-materialistic limitation
to the foundation-superstructure scheme, any enclosure on
the part of positivistic organicism within an exclusive
course of progress and decadency, and any phenomeno-
logical reductionism to a universal basic process such as
reification.

In what way ought we to approach the analysis of cul-
tural phenomena? Above all, no doubt, a phenomenologi-
cal survey of the totality of the phenomena in a given
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cultural-historical situation is in order. The phenomeno-
logical application of the category of totality for purposes
of distinguishing the essential from the inessential, the pro-
found from the superficial, and the fundamental from the
secondary should naturally be the first step in such re-
search. Yet a panoramic review of this kind will cease to
be adequate the moment we ask ourselves the meaning
of a given phenomenon in terms of duration in time. The
problem will then have arisen of the complexity of the
determinism of the given phenomenon—more profound
study will undoubtedly discover, behind the statics of
phenomenology, an increasing munber of generic fonns,
which can be grasped only by means of functional-
structural analysis. Just as the structure of the cultural and
social situation has changed in the course of time, so also
has the function of particular phenomena changed, and
along with it the significance of such phenomena in the
life of society and of individuals. The direction in which
the functions, sense, and values of particular phenomena
are changing can be determined only by historical-
comparatioe study of the development of society and
culture. In other words, these are three different methodo-
logical standpoints which necessarily complement rather
than exclude each other. However, the mastery of these
methodological viewpoints entails a thorough acquaintance
with actual social and cultural happenings. Petty criticism
and methodological onesidedness are commonly the off-
shoots of insufiicient knowledge concerning various fields
of culture, concerning the dependence of such fields of
culture upon concrete social situations, and concerning the
place of such fields of culture in the general currents of
historical change. The superficiality which we encounter
so often in this area in everyday criticism, as well as in
more serious discussions, results partly from inadequate
study of the cultural materials, but no less from a lack of
the dialectical spirit that is based equally on comprehen-
sive intuition and the logical elaboration of methodological
procedures.

Translated by William Hamuzher



IV. ON ALIENATION

Predrag Vranicki

SOCIALISM AND THE
PROBLEM OF ALIENATION

PREDRAG Vnaurcxr, professor of philosophy at the Uni-
versity of Zagreb, fought with the Army of National Lib-
eration against the Fascist forces that occupied Yugo-
slavia during World War II. Born in 1922, he received
his diploma in philosophy from the University of Zagreb
in 1947. He has expressed his interest in the prob ems
of humanism, history, and freedom; philosophy and revo-
lution; and socialism and culture in his boo s Karl Marx:
Development of His Thought, Dialectical and Historical
Materialism, Philosophical Studies and Criticism, and
History of Marxism.

I

The phenomenon of alienation is very complex and has
not been sufliciently studied. Philosophical and sociological
analysis must still face up to a number of problems, viz.,
what the concept of alienation encompasses, what the dy-
namics of alienation have been in the course of history,
the functions of identical forms of alienation in different
eras, whether alienation is overcome by a continuous and
unilateral process, etc. Leaving aside all of these issues for
the moment, I feel compelled to stress one factor that I
consider essential to the concept of alienation: While all of
human history and all historical creations (the state, cul-
ture, religion, etc.) are man's work and the 6)L'p1'GSSl0I‘l of
man's own potentialities and powers, man has been capable
of existing only by separating these powers from himself,
and by finding these same powers counterposed to himself
as specific material, social or ideological forces.

So long as man’s own work continues to exist as some-
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thing external to him (the political sphere, religion, the
market, money, etc.) and to oppose itself to him in the
form of a superior authority, we will encounter the phe-
nomenon of alienation. Man's world up to now has always
been a world divided against itself—a world in which man,
the creator of history, has been largely powerless, dis-
franchised, and debased in historical terms. History is a
constant tyranny over man to this day.

However, every form of alienation is distinguished by a
specific historical content and function, for which reason
difierent forms of alienation cannot all be evaluated in the
same way. Furthermore, every form of alienation identi-
fied thus far has been superseded by some other form of
alienation. A particular “alienational situation" becomes in-
tolerable only when new opportunities arise for the devel-
opment of human forces and relationships. Regardless of
the fact that human progress has always taken place
within the confines of various forms of alienation, some
forms of alienation have been more permissive than others
toward the development of man as a “polyvalent” being
and the further generation of the richness of the human
being, and have abolished the various social restrictions
interfering with man’s freer historical movement.

Hence, certain forms of alienation have been of histori-
cally progressive significance under certain historical cir-
cumstances. When new historical prospects open up in
the course of this development for the liberation of man
from some forms of alienation, the old forms of alienation
become intolerable. Some of these forms will disappear in
the course of this process (e.g., slavery and various forms
of ideological alienation) .

The historical process thus far has consisted just as
much of a process of the creation of various forms of
alienation as of a process of de-alienation. This process is
in evidence, among other ways, in the increasing empha-
sis given to man himself and in the increasing prepon-
derance ascribed to human rather than “transhuman” po-
litical forces. The processes of de-alienation will be all the
more powerful when this orientation of man toward “man
proper,” and man’s creativeness, become primary and es-
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sontial factors, and when people so associated come to
regulate their relationships with each other and with na-
ture in this way.

Alienated historical situations have not only presup-
posed man's division against himself but have also been
vssentially characterized by the isolation of man from man
by virtue of racial, national, class, or other hostilities.
These antagonisms have dragged contemporary man to
the brink of disaster. Only the terrifying prospect of self-
ilestruction has begun to have some effect in the sense of
overcoming all the narrow-minded and anachronistic con-
sequences of the contemporary alienated world.

The essential import of socialism derives from just such
:1 historical legacy as this and from the specific historical
structure known as bourgeois society. This is not the place
to analyze all the grand accomplishments of bourgeois so-
ciety, the achievements that are so significant an accretion
to human creativity. Likewise, there is no room here to
analyze all the limitations of bourgeois society. Such analy-
sis has been performed often enough, sometimes well and
sometimes not so well, from the time of Marx to our own
day. To understand the fotmdations and historical tradi-
tions from which contemporary socialism springs, however,
we must take note of at least those characteristics by
which bourgeois society no longer corresponds to con-
temporary human requirements and potentialities.

Bourgeois society has carried the development of man
to unheard-of heights, but only by transforming man
within the framework of the wage-labor relationship into
a component part of an omnipotent piece of machinery.
The classic society of commodity production has con-
verted everything into a commodity, into a thing. The
worker in such a society sells his ability to work just as
everybody else sells whatever is at his disposal—a com-
modity, his mind, his ideas, a trade, his body, or his talent.
Relationships have clearly been deprived of the funda-
mental characteristics of humanity if the entire society
amounts to a relationship of buying and selling, if man has
become a statistical cipher, and if man is regarded as
though he were part of a mechanism. A man who in or-
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Clinary life has become no more than a commodity pro-
ducing other commodities and part of a value-producing
mechanism can with equal ease become part of a mecha-
nism which sees an enemy in another man or nation.

This alienation of contemporary man’s everyday life is
the foundation and source for all the other forms of his
alienated condition. ]ust as the owners of commodities and
the entire technocratic mechanism counterpose themselves
to him as forces controlling his work and very existence,
so also do the commodities which he produces counterpose
themselves to him as either a power or a challenge. The
fetishism of commodities has long been a familiar phe-
nomenon, along with a number of its consequences. Even
if the most recent contemporary processes of bourgeois
society succeed, through scientific and statistical organiza-
tional arrangements, in modifying the extreme conse-
quences of the market mechanism, the commodity is ac-
quiring increasingly magical power. Man comes to believe
that the possession of certain commodities alters his quali-
ties as a man and that wealth in commodities can be iden-
tified with enrichment as a human being. Man becomes
wholly oriented in the direction of this externality, and
thus impoverishes himself.

The “thingification” of man, as one of the essential
forms of man’s alienation in bourgeois society, also de-
humanizes a number of his other relationships. If the
politico-technocratic mechanism relates to man as to a
thing, man's active role will then be confined to the pur-
suit of well-being or political voting, and man will even-
tually relate to another man as toward a thing. The ex-
treme and drastic forms of inhumanity that have come
to light in the past thirty years are no more than the con-
sequences of a more fundamental constellation.

The “polyvalence” of the human being in the midst of
this extremely “thingified” and compartmentalized rela-
tionship becomes so distorted that the very process of
work itself proves unbearable. All the efforts on the part
of psychologists and sociologists to solve this impersonal
situation for modern man, whatever improvements may
have taken place, have ended in failure. Any such efforts
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nru nothing more than serviceable palliatives, for the
|»-ohlem is not primarily psychological or technological,
Iml rather a matter of the philosophy of history.

Man may be more or less aware of his alienated con-
rlilion, but the end result is the division of his personality
nguinst itself and the formation of the homo duplex. As a
1||:ln, he does not feel himself to be part of the broader
r-ommunity. As an oflicial being, he does not feel himself
to be a man. And this characteristic feature of the alien-
ulotl man, so long familiar, has consequences of the most
lragic kind in the field of human relationships.

II

If the contemporary society of private ownership and
wage-labor relationships can be characterized in terms of
the aforementioned factors—and the history of the last few
centuries has confirmed this to be the case on innumer-
able occasions (e.g., wars, economic crises, concentration
t-amps, gas chambers, etc.)—then the struggle to overcome
such a state of affairs as this is surely the struggle for
socialism as well.

At one time, at least in general terms, the problem of
socialism was phrased more simply and appeared less
complicated. Today, after many experiences, not devoid
of tragedy, the problem of socialism must be considered
primarily within these philosophico-sociological horizons.
The revolution and revolutionary authority have often
been regarded as sufiicient guarantees that man would be
liberated not only from the hired-labor relationship but
also from all other forms of alienation. The problem of
alienation thus becomes “superfluous.” For example, the
concept of alienation did not crop up at all in theoretical
discussions during the decades of Stalinism. Even today,
many theoreticians of socialism consider alienation to be
incompatible with socialism, as though socialism were im-
mune by nature to this disease.

Historical experiences offer an entirely different pic-
ture, for they have served to shatter numerous illusions
and myths, especially those of the Stalinist era.
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Stalinism failed to grasp that the time to put the revolu-
tion into effect is after the revolution has taken place, in-
sofar as it exists at all. Only then such social forms of
relationships as will lead to the constant liberation of man
and to the creation of a new historical personality can be
created on a permanent basis. In a word, the fundamental
principles of philosophical and humanistic thought must
be implanted in the deepest possible way. To be sure,
socialism, to reach this goal, must continue on the basis
of a number of alienated forms that cannot be immedi-
ately abolished or leaped over (state, classes, party, na-
tions, bureaucracy, religion, commodity production, the
market, etc.). Such is the case despite the fact that these
forms in genuine socialist development must acquire other
symbols and meanings and play a new role, as we shall
see.

By virtue of their very existence, however, certain as-
pects of these alienated forms can (but need not) mani-
fest themselves in the most negative fashion. So long as
man under whatever system (socialism included) gen-
erates, senses, and experiences his powers as a set of fac-
tors apait from himself, the possibility will exist for such
factors to act toward him as a superior authority and to
obstruct historical creations that deserve to be measured
against the level of contemporary human development.

Therefore, contrary to the thesis of the superfluity of
the problem of alienation under socialism, we must ad-
vance the thesis in the most decisive manner possible that
the problem of alienation is the central problem of so-
cialism.

This problem could not have been the central problem
of bourgeois society for the simple reason that the basic
historical task of bourgeois society was never, nor is it
now, to liberate man from all the forms of his alienation.
Bourgeois society accomplished its historical task by su-
perseding feudal forms of dependence and subordination
and by evolving certain limited forms of democratization in
the realm of economic democracy. To the extent to which
there is a tendency within bourgeois society to overcome
certain of the negative consequences of bourgeois private
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ownership, the classic bourgeois order is going to give way
to statist tendencies; yet bourgeois society did not and
could not have the historical duty of abolishing economic
and political, and hence ideological, authority. The basic
task of bourgeois society was to make this authority func-
tion and not to abolish it, to solidify the position of the
ruling class and not to eliminate it, and to separate au-
thority from the people and not to transform the people
into an “authority.” Bourgeois society is a political society
par excellence in the sense that “political” is a synonym
for the authority of a particular group of people over
another.

Hence, socialism cannot be based on those categories
which are essential to bourgeois society. Since the task of
socialism is to overcome those fonns of human existence
which create the alienated man, the dissolution of the
alienated forms of man’s social life becomes the central
problem of socialism.

If the problem of socialism is not comprehended in
these terms, the end result may be the evolution of po-
litical forms into paroxysms of dehumanization.

Stalinism is a typical instance of failure to consider the
essential problems of socialism. Historically, Stalinism
meant that the various forms of human alienation inher-
ited directly from the former class societies were relied
upon and strengthened. Instead of putting its trust in man
-the historical creator of social life itself—Stal.inism oiiered
the major role in the formation and development of the
community to the state and to various “transmission belts.”

Having lost sight, on the intellectual horizon, of the
true import of the socialist transformation, i.e., the gradual
effort to abolish the system of political society and hence
the forms of economic and political alienation, Stalinism
based the evolution of this political society on extremes of
power. The omnipotence of the political apparatus of the
state was necessarily accompanied by the universal power-
lessness of the individual, the human being, the person-
ality—precisely the objects of the import of this radical
historical endeavor.

Man as producer finds himself again in the alienated
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position of hired labor if he has been wholly deprived of
participation in the management of production and in the
distribution of the resultant product under such a system,
which consists not only of total state planning but also of
the disposal of surplus value by the state. The only differ-
ence in this instance is that capitalist monopoly has been
supplanted by the universal monopoly of the state. The
Marxist idea of planned production as opposed to the
haphazardness of the capitalist market has been trans-
formed into its own contradiction. Man as producer, not
having become himself the planner, has become part of a
plan, i.e., “planned out.” We need not waste many words
about the fact that numerous other characteristics of alien-
ated labor have also manifested themselves in the process.

Instead of superseding the hired-labor relationship that
is the fundamental characteristic from which all the other
deformations of bourgeois political society originate, social-
ism in its Stalinist phase of development evolved new
forms of this very relationship. The problem of economic
and thereby political alienation, far from ceasing to exist,
has thus become social.ism’s real and vital problem.

Very rmderstandably, the historical illusion that social-
ism has been accomplished as the first phase of commu-
nism on the basis of such a relationship has given rise to a
variety of other myths and obfuscations. We should not
forget the truism that obfuscation is one of the fm1damen-
tal forms of ideological alienation. Like every other form
of alienation, of course, this form should not be compre-
hended in unhistoric and abstract terms. During certain
periods of primitive awareness and a low level of social
development, man has been able to advance only with the
help of such alienated fonns of consciousness. Man's very
existence often depended on them. However, though man-
kind was capable at one time of progressing with this type
of ideological consciousness, the contemporary evolution
of man and his high level of development in knowledge
and philosophy are incompatible with such a structure.
This is especially true of a socialist evolution, in which
man's relationships toward man, society, and nature should
become more lucid, more rational, and more comprehensi-
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lrle. Man in socialist society must become increasingly
aware of himself as the sole creator of his life and his
rlcstiny.

One of the myths ah-eady mentioned is that of the so-
vialist state as the fundamental driving force and lever
behind socialist advancement. Since the state consists pri-
marily of a particular apparatus, this attitude has inevita-
lily exalted the political sphere. The worker, instead of
lacing recognized as the basic actor in this new historical
transformation, has again found himself opposed by an
institution which is essentially inaccessible to him and
which has been managing all spheres of his life. Thus the
foundation for the development of the bureaucracy and
of all bureaucratic pretensions and mystiiications has been
created. It is but a step from this myth—that the problem
of freedom has been solved by abolishing the bourgeois
state-to the concurrent myth that a working-class state
cannot generate a force which under certain circumstances
dominates the working class, and espouses the primitive
cult of the personality. The reahn of state arbitration thus
comes to encompass not only political and economic proc-
csses and relationships but also all others—scientific, philo-
sophical, and artistic. Whereas philosophy and science at
one time had been the ancillaries of theology, in this case
all these spheres became the ancillaries of politics.

The cult of personality and all the other alienated forms
are therefore not just accidents of circumstance but rather
expressions of a definite structure that rests on a concept
of socialism as the absorption of all spheres of social life
into the state.1 This concept reached a culminating point
in Stalinist theory and practice in the thesis of “completed
socialism” once state ownership and arbitration came to
predominate in society?

This ideological fascination with bureaucracy and tech-
nocracy established an extremely alienated theoretical
credo. A number of facts were lost sight of in the process.
First, to give such great power to political institutions
necessarily meant to diminish in practice the real freedom
of the workers and the intellectuals. Second, the import of
socialism cannot consist of the evolution of the alienated
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forms of bourgeois society to still greater power. Third,
the dissolution of these alienated forms necessarily pre-
supposes the creation of new relationships that will super-
sede all the forms of authority and force inherited by
socialism. Fourth, socialism is a development of these new
relationships which enable the worlcingman to have an in-
creasing influence on the direction and organization of his
own life.

The thesis of “completed socialism” is consequently a
contradictio in adjecto, for anything involved in a constant
transforrnative process can never be completed. It is im-
possible to build on the old political forms (state, party,
bureaucracy) due to the reasons mentioned, but it is also
impossible to build on new forms, for the old ones cannot
be abolished all at once. In other words, socialism is the
initial phase of communism during which these contra-
dictory processes evolve, while the predominance of new
forms of a specifically communist nature will mean that
the first phase has been overcome.

III

The problem of alienation is thus of vital and historical
importance to socialism, not only because practical expe-
rience has shown that many deforming aspects of aliena-
tion are possible under socialism, but also because social-
ism must continue on the basis of various social forms
which in themselves represent forms of alienation. Fur-
thermore, as we shall see, the very level of economic and
cultural development in contemporary society generates
various other forms of alienation which socialism can not
get rid of all at once. The entry of socialism on the world
stage is not the appearance of some magic wand to con-
vert all evils into good and to resolve all human problems
in the twinkling of an eye.

If our desire is to contribute more fully to human lib-
eration, i.e., to the overcoming of various forms of aliena-
tion, then socialism must place its fundamental stress on
man, and the free personality must be considered a pre-
requisite to social freedom, i.n theory and in practice. This
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means the permanent creation of those relations which
will enable the workingman to govern himself and his
work process in economics, culture, education, and all
other sectors of social life. The opposite of the absolutiza-
tion of political factor is to strengthen the power of the
entire community rather than just the political segment
thereof. Another aspect of this social management (in the
fonn of workers’ councils and various other councils) is
for the state to wither away and die out as a power over
man?

We dare not close our eyes to these facts, or to the fact
that socialism is not a magical leap from an alienated to a
de-alienated society; to the contrary, it is a new historical
process which also contains certain alienated forms; nor
can one ignore the fact that its historical import and
mission is precisely the conquest, not the increase, of
alienation.

In terms of the contemporary level of human develop-
ment, regardless of specific countries, socialism is also a
hierarchical society. In view of this circumstance, and of
the forms in which socialism evolves, bureaucracy is a con-
stant accompaniment to socialism. Particular hierarchies
in all spheres of life invariably endeavor to make them-
selves as independent as possible in relation to the lower
levels. This again means that the tendency to create new
forms of alienation is a permanent process that socialism
must thwart and overcome. Socialism is thus a process in
which the evolution of forms of self-management perme-
ates and opposes statist and bureaucratic tendencies.
What is involved is not a linear process devoid of conflict,
but rather a genuinely dialectical and contradictory proc-
ess. In other words, the political forms in which socialism
evolves are essentially particular forms of alienation and
are wholly positive and historically progressive only if they
tend to dissolve themselves.

However paradoxical it may seem, the socialist forces
accomplish the process of de-alienation precisely by means
of diiferent forms of alienation, alongside de-alienated
fonns. This is a unique, wholly new, original, and pro-
foundly humane process and historical task of its own kind.
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VVhile every authority in the past had endeavored to make
itself absolute and eternal, socialist forces use their power
to eliminate themselves.‘

Socialism from this philosophico-sociological standpoint
is a process by which the previous forms of human aliena-
tion are to be overcome.

Socialism has emerged thus far in the less developed
countries, and therefore increases in production and in-
dustrial development have appeared to be its prime tasks.
This is just one aspect of the problems of these countries,
an everyday concern and reality, without whose solution
higher forms of human relationships cannot evolve. Yet
this problem is not in itself a specifically socialist one, since
increases in production are likewise the problem of capi-
talism. The vital problem of socialism is to be found in the
realm of social relationships.

Without wishing to underestimate the significance of
economic and cultural factors, I must conclude that such
measures (rising production, industrial development) fail
to strike their historical target unless accompanied by
profound social transformation in the sense of self-
management by man himself.

In view of the complexity of the domestic and inter-
national situations during the initial phases of develop-
ment, however, even these forms of self-management are
not by themselves absolute despite their essentially de-
alienated structure. In the same way as political forms
tend in themselves to develop into bureaucracy and to
dominate politically, various forms of particularism and
localism (which are also forms of alienation) may develop
in the same way in the field of self-management. The ac-
tivities of the most progressive forces of socialism to over-
come both bureaucracy and localism, along with all the
other deformations, are of such great importance for pre-
cisely this reason. Such is indeed the fundamental import
of the endeavors of the socialist and communist parties and
leagues, wherever they happen to exist.

Alienation inevitably persists under socialism in other
areas of social life which are generally similar in contem-
porary developed societies. Socialism has not as yet abol-
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ished the production of commodities, hence the market,
money, or any of the fetishes which inevitably appear at
this level of economic and cultural development of man-
kind. Begardless of the possibility of much stronger inter-
vention on the part of the socialist state or society itself
to prevent the occurrence of the various deformations
originating from such a pattern, the occult power of the
market and of money, and the hierarchy of status, are
bound to have an alienating eifect on the unstable struc-
ture of contemporary man. Egocentricity, the division of
the personality into an ofiicial and a private component,
and various other resultant moral aberrations are nothing
more than manifestations of human alienation, even under
socialism. The homo duplex, that characteristic phenome-
non of contemporary civilization, has not disappeared as a
problem under socialism. The effect of the external, the
superficial, and the ephemeral in the form of the living
standard, prestige, or only shallow amusement is at work
in the period of socialism. The structure and physiognomy
of contemporary man is still primitive in many respects,
burdened with a variety of negative characteristics inher-
ited from the past, and hence quite unstable. Many people
run away from themselves after having failed to find genu-
ine contentment within themselves or in their creative re-
lationship to socialism. Such people find their vital con-
tentment outside themselves in the extemal and the
incidental, rather than in the essential problems of their
own personalities and communities.

Another problem of socialism is modem industrial pro-
duction, which has led to extremes of specialization and
the division of labor, thus alienating workers from their
jobs, which are monotonous, uncreative, and boring. Un-
der socialism as elsewhere, of course, various palliatives
will naturally be used to alleviate the situation. However,
the historical solution is not to be found in any such pal-
liatives, but rather in those measures which characterize
socialism as a new historical form of the social organization
of labor, i.e., of social relationships generally. The abolish-
ment of those relationships in which the worker is cut off
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from participation in the entire organization of labor, pro-
duction, planning, and the distribution of surplus labor is
the conclitio sine qua non to any solution of this fun-
damental problem of contemporary civilization. But self-
management on the part of the workingman begins as a
process of abolishing the wage-labor relationship, that
alienated relationship in which man is no more than a
means. The whole hierarchy of values shifts with the
transformation of the worlcingman from a tool into an ac-
tive factor in society.

But this factor alone is not sufficient to solve the entire
problem. With the ever-growing process of creating a so-
ciety in which the center is man’s self-government, with
the ever-increasing abandonment of the political forms of
his existence, the structure of productive forces, including
man himself, must be changed simultaneously. The per-
spectives which are opened up by automation and the
other achievements of modem science, along with the
drastic shortening of the working day and, eventually, the
abolition of the present division of labor into physical
and mental, will extend the range of human freedom si-
multaneously with the transformations of social relation-
ships.

However, there is still another prerequisite to be met
if this “free time” is to be used creatively. A new, “poly-
cultural,” critical, and historically responsible personality
is needed, a personality requiring no intermediaries or
alienated forms to sense a unity with history, a person-
ality with horizons not confined to family or tribe or na-
tion. Therefore this entire transforrnation period of social-
ism is the period of developing a new personality which
will, in its entirety, become conscious of history as its per-
sonal creation, so that there will be no need for the idea
of transcendence in order to explain its own existence and
its own purpose.

Summing up, we may state again that alienation is not
the problem of bourgeois society, because that society
may itself exist as an alienated society. Alienation becomes
the central problem of socialism, since socialism may exist
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and develop only under the condition that it overcomes
and eliminates alienation.

Translated by William Hannaher

1 By “state” we are naturally referring in the Marxian sense
primarily to a particular organizational arrangement and ap-
paratus serving a given class or group in its exercise of authority
over another. Asi e from this, the concept of the state encom-
passes a number of other constituent parts.

21 have given a critique of this thesis of “completed social-
ism" in my dissertation on “Marginalia on Humanism" in the
collection entitled Socijalizam 1' humanizam (Socialism and Hu-
manism; Zagreb: Naprijed Publishing House, 1963).

3These forms of management are known as “social self-
management” in Yugoslav terminology, and display a variety of
specific features characteristic of Yugoslav society. The fre-
quency of the disputes over the problem of the "withering
away” of the state only serves to show that the essence of the
problem is not understood. The state is capable of “withering
away" in connection with a number of extremely significant
functions in the field of economics or culture, leading to the
elimination of certain forms of alienation. At the same time,
however, no socialist society can weaken or abolish its armed
forces so lon as intemational antagonisms have not been re-
solved. Sociafism is therefore in the vanguard of the struggle
for coexistence and general disarmament, for to supersede this
historical anachronism (the existence of an-nies) would mean
that man had made a great stride forward in his development.

41 might point out that socialism in Yugoslavia has developed
in precisely this way and that a great deal of historical experi-
ence has already been accumulated on the basis of workers’ and
social self-management.
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I

What legitimate interest could a Catholic Christian take
today in Socialism and Humanism and their mutual rela-
tionship? Or, to state it less ambitiously, what contribufion
to the present discussion might be expected from a Chris-
tian viewpoint concerning a humanist socialism?

The concem for man's “alienation” seems to offer itself
as a most useful connecting link between socialism and
humanism and between Christians and non-Christians. For
every serious analysis of the phenomenon “man” meets
sooner or later the category “alienation,” in itself a com-
plete concept touching all kinds of human behavior.

That man has become alienated in the process of his
self-realization was part of the revolutionary message of
Karl Marx. More than a hundred years after Marx, aliena-
tion has lost none of its burning actuality; in fact, it has
become a global phenomenon. After the conceptual and
analytic beginnings in Rousseau, Fichte, Schelling, and
Hegel, it was primarily, and paradoxically, the Marxist
version of socialism—and not the reflective thought of clas-
sical humanism or the practical witness of Christianity,
called love—that continued to analyze concretely the mod-
ern dimensions of the problem of human alienation, and
also proposed a cure for it.

Marx recognized the phenomenon of alienation—which
developed into the decisive anthropological aspect of the
industrial society—more clearly than any of his contem-
poraries. This he owed first of all to an intensive critique
of Hegel's apparently abstract and idealistic theory of
alienation. Secondly, however, from this analysis and cri-
tique, Marx arrived at his own conceptualization and sug-
gested a Utopia as the means of concretely solving the
existential problem of human alienation. This nonetheless
theoretical conclusion constitutes the personal greatness as
well as the tragedy of Marx’s position. Besides this, his
solution has become of greatest significance for the subse-
quent evolution of the category alienation because the lat-
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ter is now increasingly suspected of being merely a sub-
jective, arbitrary, and even ideological concept.

This suspicion came to be focused mainly on the act of
“annulment” (“Aufhebung”), that is, the dictatorship of
the proletariat, the violence of class struggle, the com-
munist society—from which Marx expected the final solu-
tion of the problem of alienation. Marx sees the total
character of the “annulment” as necessarily related to the
totality characteristics of his alienation concept itself. Only
thus can alienation be totally annulled and the total crea-
tive freedom of man realized. Yet the fact that the aliena-
tion of man has not only persisted but also appeared in a
new, and for Marxist socialism unforeseen, intensity, and
has led to a deep longing for more humaneness, humanity,
and socialist humanism, invites basic reconsiderations. Per-
haps the solution Marx so passionately desired has not
gone deep enough, has remained on the periphery of the
phenomenon—despite or perhaps because of its radicalism.
It appears to us that its radicalism was not radical enough
(in the original sense of the term). A radical theory of
alienation must not stop at the social involvement of man
but must push right through to his innennost antl1ro-
pological dimensions.

The necessary corrective complement to Marx's “real
humanism” does not, therefore, lie in an exaggerated
positivist sociology, which is incapable of grasping man
anthropologically and thus falls way behind Marxist so-
ciology, but rather in a humanist philosophical anthro-
pology which includes the problem of human alienation
explicitly as an integral part of its vigorous theorizing
about man. Moreover, once this new and deeper reflection
about man's being and nature is established, it also be-
comes necessary to encourage the study of those concrete
conditions, set by modem man himself, which compromise
his being and Which tend to alienate him from his works
and the outer world, from fellow man and from himself.
This means clearly that today there can no longer exist a
potent humanism without a serious appreciation of the
category alienation. Even more important is Christianity's
need for a clarification, inclusion, and mastery of the phe-
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nomenon of alienation, which, as Erich Thier has noticed,
has already become part of the “European vocabulary."1
We must finally add the common observation that the
phenomenon of the “alienated man” is no longer restricted
to the highly industrialized capitalist as well as socialist
countries of the Western world extending from San Fran-
cisco to Vladivostok, but really reaches as far as does the
impact of the modern technical civilization on the non-
Westem world. During the second half of the twentieth
century, the alienated man is no longer a so-called “Euro-
pean,” or “Western,” or “capitalist” or “socialist” problem,
but a global, universally human problem. Therefore it
must be analyzed as fully as possible and without ideo-
logical prejudices.

All this by no means implies that the Marxian category
of “alienation” has lost its validity. But it does mean that
Marx's genuine insight is too peripheral and offers no final
explanation. Rather it is subject to the same changes and
modifications as all social phenomena today. Hehnuth
Plessner characterized this recently, when he said that
alienation today concems those very peculiarities of mod-
ern society “which it has been gaining through its striving
against becoming proletarian and against class-warfare;
namely its high grade of organization and its rational com-
parlrnentalization for the purpose of a smoothly operating
system. With the figure of speech ‘alienated man’, one
characterizes . . . the single individual in that social role
which is being thrust upon him by an administered world.
Man has become the bearer of functions.”2 Thus alienated
man also becomes the “outer-directed" one (David Ries-
man), a category which, especially in its existential ver-
sion, seems to share with the Marxist category alienation
solely the name. True, Marx also applied alienation to the
concrete, individual human being. Yet, he precisely defines
this individuality as species-being (“Gattungswesen”). A]-
though directly concerned with the individual, alienation
was for him a process and phenomenon within man as
species-being, that is to say within human society taken
as totality. Persisting against this view is the existentialist
alienation theory with which, by stressing not only the
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individuality but also the uniqueness and singularity of
each individual existence, every form of human socializa-
tion (“menschliche Vergesellscliaftung”) is in principle in-
commensurable.

While Marx recognized the cause of alienation more in
the too low degree of human socialization and therefore
expected salvation from the “socialized man” of the fu-
ture, the existential notion of alienation considers a totally
socialized man equal to a total loss of man’s nature. In
view of the possibility of such a change into the opposite
extreme, we say with Helmuth Plessner3 that the appeal
of Existentialism to seek freedom and individuality inter-
nally has the same impact on the process of man becoming
an externally alienated mere thing (“Verdinglichung”) as
does Marxist eschatology, which either places human self-
realization at the end of pre-history, or states categorically
that there will be no alienation in the socialist system.

In both cases, the concrete, present-day suffering and
hoping man seems in his completely unpretentious hu-
manity woefully unrealistic and out of place. Ours is pre-
cisely this concern for the concrete man, embedded in
mankind. It is for his sake that we must hold fast to the
category alienation, but to a de-ideologized category
which can further our search for a social-political order
ti la taille de l’homme.

For this purpose we propose now, in Part II, to analyze
the historic alienation concepts, and in Part III to present
a possible contemporary Christian viewpoint.

II

Wherever the search for an understanding of man and
the striving for an illumination of the human condition
predominates today, a thorough analysis of the notion of
alienation, as a key category, forces itself upon us. This
category is by no means simply a more or less esoteric
notion, but presents itself rather as “a real category indis-
pensable for the description of social reality, as well as
contemporary conditions.” The category therefore nei-
ther denotes an imaginary space of pure interiority, nor
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relates to a world of massive exteriority, devoid of sub-
jects, where it would become senseless. The interior and
the exterior cannot be severed one from another, if man-
as was self-evident to the fathers of the alienation concept
—is to be considered identical with the “world” and with
the “life” of man (the latter again pointing to a central
interiority). Hegel says in the famous preface to his Phe-
nomenology of the Spirit that the strength of the Spirit is
only as great as its unfolding. While the Spirit unfolds
itself into its exterior manifestation, this very process al-
ready oifers the possibility and even the reality of al-
ienation.

Alienation, moreover, does not refer to a specific fonn
of the subjective or objective Spirit, to state, religion, or
economics. Rather the possibility of alienation is present
wherever man, actively or passively, relates to the sur-
rounding and objective world in order to find his identity
with his self in his difierence from this world. Modern cul-
tural anthropologists explain how this imperative process
of continuous self-identification is rooted in the very nature
of man. Unlike the animal, with its fixation on a deter-
mined and biological environment with which it merges
and blends into a rmiform Nature, man must regain his
original harmony and unity every moment of his exist-
ence, without ever completely reaching it. Man does so by
surrounding his kind with an artificial and man-made mi-
lieu which becomes a kind of “second nature” to him,
joining his original organically equipped nature. This prin-
cipally rmfixed relation to a concrete environment makes
man what he really is; namely, an open, universal, his-
torical, but also endangered being which can also lose it-
self in the course of its self-realization, i.e., become al-
ienated—a process completely unthinkable in organic
nature. An animal is always what it is. It cannot therefore
alienate itself. Man, on the contrary, can alienate himself
because he possesses consciousness and self-consciousness,
confirming his being only through self-communication to
his fellow men, and thus discovering his identity.

This is a perception from the viewpoint of transcen-
dental philosophy. However, in its absolute form it be-
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came decisive both for German Idealism and for the be~
ginnings of the modern alienation theory.

If we call this second nature of man his “culture,” one
recognizes that the alienation of man is related essen-
tially to “civilization.” And, since civilization is a social
phenomenon, alienation also relates, in the last analysis,
to the sociology of man. In the thoroughly unorganic and
artificial world of culture and civilization, of community
and social life, we describe alienation as an eminently so-
cial situation. Rousseau was the first to express its im-
portance.5

His critique of culture and society contains two points
relevant for the category alienation. First, culture is a sys-
tem of behavioral models claiming to be binding on hu-
man attitudes. Man, who has placed his life under the
coercion of behavioral models and standards is, however,
no longer himself. He lives a life not decided by himself,
but determined externally. Alienation therefore becomes
synonymous with heteronomy, even though the human
life determining the cultural and social milieu is a man-
made product. Alienation can thus be overcome solely by
identifying the exterior laws oonfronting man with the nat-
ural laws of reason. Reality must become rational. Rous-
seau's answer to the problem of alienation is not the myth
of the eternal return but the myth of revolution, anticipat-
ing an essential theme of Marxism. Since consciousness is
always determined by social existence and not vice versa,
this existence must be made reasonable. Only thus can
this axiom of historical materialism signify the determina-
tion of reason through reason itself.“

Second, man living in the original state of nature is a
being of integrity. Being and appearance coincide in his
existence. Man is reconciled with himself. Social man, on
the other hand, has lost this original harmony. He is al-
ways alienated. A break between that which one is and
that which one appears to be exists. This rupture is a
symptom of the misery and travail of our contemporary
epoch.

Rousseau’s deep pessimism reveals a new life sentiment
diametrically opposed to the progress-optimism of the
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early eighteenth century. It is a very dark and unhappy
consciousness that no longer binds confirmation in Time
and is thus able to understand its own epoch only anti-
thetically as one of decline, confusion, and absolute de-
pravity. Herein lie the roots of a new understanding of
history, which subsequently came to influence the classical
German humanism of Lessing, Herder, and Schiller.

This peculiar feeling for those times remains the ob-
scure backdrop to that glowing enthusiasm with which
the best minds greeted the epochal events of the French
Revolution. Like a photographic negative, this sure sense
of corruption and of alienation accompanies the increas-
ingly passionate demand for a final “realization” and “re-
integration” of man. And these demands were primarily
understood in terms of realizing human freedom.

In Fichte’s notion of the lost and regained freedom one
recognizes, though in abstract form, the core concept of
the modern alienation theory, which, despite its thor-
oughly idealistic character, underlies the naturalistic theo-
ries of both Marx and Freud. Both are primarily concerned
with freeing man from the determinism of those blind
forces that man’s productivity has produced and objec-
tivized. Whether these forces operate with the vigor and
efficacy of laws of nature in the present economic condi-
tions or in the drives of the unconscious becomes a sub-
ordinate question. What remains decisive is the idea that
man can become lord over his self again only when he
makes the determining economic or psychological infra-
structures rational. Any other form of freedom is illusory.
The domination of being by consciousness is wrong. It
must be overcome before the true relationship can
emerge. The original aflinity between Fichte's formula for
lost freedom and Marx's and Freud's definitions of free-
dom as conscious necessity is not altered by the natural-
istic and materialistic point of departure of the latter two,
because in both cases the materialistic thesis can become
true only in its negation. The customary labels “idealism”
and “materialism” become irrelevant in view of the “sub-
stantial idealism” which holds that the ideality manifest
inside man can be externalized as direct subjectivity.
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Hegel, like Schelling, gave abstract developments
greater concreteness. The Spirit in Hegel produces his ex-
teriority only from its interiority and against it, in order
to annul the dialectic antithesis and rearrange the exteri-
ority back into the new identity, a movement which he
defined as “identity of the identity and non-identity.” This
process transpires in a multitude of concrete negations
and rearrangements, giving witness to a historic fabric of
unheard-of richness. Here the transition from the “sub-
jective spirit” to the “objective spirit” was achieved.7

Since Descartes, thinking had been turning more and
more from an objective to a subjective world. Hume's de-
nial of the causality principle and Kant’s stressing of criti-
cism had helped sever consciousness from the world. On
the contrary, Hegel's system strove to liberate the “sub-
jective spirit” from an empty fonnalism and lead it back
from mere self-certainty to the objective world. He wanted
to force man to part with himself, to “alienate” himself,
in order to regain himself.

Hegel’s Phenomenology contains this central idea of a
dialectic process in which alienation constitutes the nega-
tive moment. It is the negative of the position, yet not an
absolute negative, for in the negation of the negative it is
annulled and preserved in a higher synthesis. Alienation
becomes thus the motor, the living pulse of this powerful
epoch of the Spirit.

Although Marx relies directly on the Phenomenology
in his Parisian manuscripts, his starting position is a com-
pletely difierent one, characterized by the destruction of
the absolute Spirit and the concomitant change of specu-
lative philosophy into philosophical anthropology. The pri-
mary tendency of this new direction, culminating in
Feuerbach's criticism of religion, is the critical retum to
man as such. The proper goal becomes the establishment
of a “real humanism.”

In his Economic and Philosophia Manuscripts, 1844,
Marx critically discusses the speculative alienation concept
of Hegel from the point of real humanism. He criticizes
mainly that "spirituality" which reduces concrete man to
an abstract self-consciousness. What about that realm
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which has become alienated to man, the state, wealth,
etc.?

It is precisely abstract thought from which these ob-
jects are alienated and which they confront with their
presumptuous reality. The philosopher, himself an
abstract form of alienated man, sets himself up as the
measure of the alienated world.3

In order to identify “alienation,” non-alienated and true
reality, against which alone the fall and loss can be
measured, must be presupposed. For Man: this measure
is not the ego and “self”—this abstract man—but rather the

real corporeal man, with his feet firmly planted on the
solid ground, inhaling and exhaling all the powers of
nature.

Self-consciousness is solely a quality of man's nature and
not the reverse, as speculative thinking cares to maintain.
This error calls forth weighty consequences for the concept
of alienation.

It is not the fact that the human being objectifies him-
self inhumanely, in opposition to himself, but that he
objectifies himself by distinction from and in opposi-
tion to abstract thought, which constitutes alienation
as it exists and as it has to be transcended.”

Marx’s critical energy is thus directed primarily against
the relationship between objectivity and alienation, as he
thought Hegel saw it.

Objectivity as such is regarded as an alienated human
relationship which does not correspond with the es-
sence of man, self-consciousness. The re-appropriation
of the objective essence of man, which was produced
as something alien and determined by alienation,
signifies the supersession not only of alienation but
also of objectivity; that is, man is regarded as a non-
objective, spiritual being.1°

This fundamental confusion between alienation (Entfrem-
dung) and objectivity (Gegenstéindlichkeit) has wide-
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ranging consequences for the appropriation of an alienated
human being.

We have already seen that the appropriation of
alienated objective being, or the supersession of objec-
tivity in the condition of alienation (which has to de-
velop from indifferent othemess to real antagonistic
alienation) signifies for Hegel also, or primarily, the
supersession of objectivity, since it is not the deter-
minate character of the object but its objective
character which is the scandal of alienation for self-
consciousness. The object is therefore negative, self-
annulling, a nullity.“

Marx reproaches Hegel for not taking real alienation
seriously enough; for being guilty of an “uncritical ideal-
ism” which can easily turn into an “uncritical positivism,”
ready to vindicate the real alienated life at the very mo-
ment when it believes it has been subdued intellectually.
For when self-conscious man recognizes the general exist-
ence of his world as self-alienation, when he annuls it and
“claims to be at home in his other being,”12 he aflirms
this real life in its alienated shape, passing if off as its true
being.

Thus reason is at home in unreason as such. Man, who
has recognized that he leads an alienated life in law,
politics, etc., leads his true human life in this alien-
ated life as such. . . . But in actuality private right,
morality, the family, civil society, the state, etc., re-
main; only they have become “moments,” modes of
existence of man, which have no validity in isolation
but which mutually dissolve and engender one an-
other. They are moments of movement.”

Marx is not simply in favor of the mere annulment of
alienated institutional forms, but for the liquidation of the
alienated being, the alienated objectivity. The insignificant
difference in nuance between “annulling” and “liquidat-
ing” clearly shows the difference between a contemplative-
oriented appreciation of the world and the practical revolu-
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tionary ideology of Marx. VVhen Marx speaks of alienation
(both as Entiiusserung and Entfremdung), he means not
only a negation in the sense of logical opposition, but the
fall into a sphere of wickedness, ruin, and profiigacy.

An undercurrent foreign to idealism exists in all of this,
and also the upside-down variety of Feuerbach already ap-
parent in the cultural criticism of German classics. Fichte
speaks of his age as the age of consummated sinfulness.
But, while Lessing, Herder, and Schiller were quite skepti-
cal as to the final abolition of contemporary alienation,
and escaped into schematic historic constructs, Marx was
quite confident of the imminent breakthrough into a new
eon—a breakthrough, moreover, which would be solely the
deed of mankind. This new age would be determined not
by the law of alienation and confusion, but exclusively by
the factors of totality, entirety, and universal harmony.
Marx obviously attached the conceptually logical and com-
plete, unequivocally defined Hegelian concept of aliena-
tion to a precise historic period which, in the full sense of
the word, has not even become “history” as yet. Marx
called it pre-history in the formation of man. But also for
him this human pre-history was stamped by the rhythm
of the inner laws of alienation, by the negation of the
negation.

In conceiving the negation of the negation, from
the aspect of the positive relation inherent in it, as
the only true positive, and from the aspect of the
negative relation inherent in it, as the only true act
and self-confirming act of all being, Hegel has merely
discovered an abstract, logical and speculative expres-
sion of the historical process, which is not yet the real
history of man as a given subject, but only the history
of the act of creation, of the genesis of man."

It was perhaps Marx's most ingenious accomplishment to
define this thoroughly negative act through which man,
during the hitherto existing course of history, could con-
firm himself as man, namely as labor, toil, work. Yet even
in this achievement he was able to relate directly to
Hegel’s Phenomenology.
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The outstanding achievement of Hegel’s Phenome-
n0l0gy—the dialectic of negativity as the moving
and creating principle—is, first, that Hegel grasps the
self-creation of man as a process, objectification as
loss of the object, as alienation and transcendence of
this alienation, and that he therefore grasps the nature
of labor, and conceives objective man (true, because
real man) as the result of his own labor.“

In the last analysis, it is work, and particularly the
modem form of wage-labor, which has become the basis
for the total alienation of modern man. The intrinsic
nature of work itself constitutes and determines that. The
product of work confronts man as a strange being and as
an independent power. In other words, the realization of
work appears as the irreality of the wage-laborer, as loss
of, as well as servitude under, the object. If, therefore,
man is to be set free against his own objective products
and if alienation is really to be overcome, the proper
cause and source of every type of human alienation,
namely work, must be eliminated and raised into a new,
positive form of human self-activity, in which there will be
no more room for any kind of negativity. Alienated work
can be overcome, because it is only a relativity, an histori-
cally limited condition for human existence. Alienated work
must not be considered an essential part of human nature.
As different as Hegel and Marx might be in their last
spiritual intentions, their thinking stood challenged by the
same contradictory, antagonistic reality of an early capital-
ist society. According to their innermost intentions, how-
ever, they answered this challenge differently: Hegel with
the philosophical gnosis of absolute knowledge and with
rational mysticism; Marx with the Utopia of a healed and
integrated world in which the original myth of a happy,
paradisical life continues to resound.

III

Has the crisis of alienation really found for us its focus
in work?
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Obviously, during the past two hundred years Western
philosophically-oriented, and later also socially-oriented
thinking has been increasingly reflective and differentiated
in its search for an understanding of the phenomenon of
alienation. Marx saw also the moment near at hand to do
something concrete about its solution.

Yet, it appears that theory and practice, while becoming
more integrated, are also becoming more ambivalent. Two
extreme fronts can be observed. The one, older and tradi-
tional, which is usually identified with religious sentiment
and philosophical speculations, prefers to solve the prob-
lem by seeing alienation as primarily, if not exclusively,
related to interiority, even to sin and original sin. Man
must be converted to a toilsome interior purification.
All energies are concentrated on this process with patience,
humility, and perseverance. The world and mankind and
the products of human creativity are of only indirect con-
cern. Theologically speaking, the concepts and the eflicacy
of “soul” and “grace” are needed for the reintegration of
man, for love, for peace, and the regaining of true freedom.
This liberation of man must never be the work of male-
diction and violence. Rather, mankind's fate is a long-
drawn process of individual transformation and collective
illumination. Actually, everyone knows that this has been
the religious and philosophical wisdom of East and West
throughout the ages. And Christianity in particular has
attempted to institutionalize the reform of interiority and
the practice of love. The philosophers in the Western tra-
dition, from Socrates to Kant, have also made progress,
even though often slow and painful, in the direction of
giving social life ethical foundations. Christianity, Human-
ism, and Socialism have participated in this ethical mo-
mentum. However, it appears that an overwhelming con-
centration on the interiority of the problem will not be
suflicient to solve the problem.

The other, more recent and revolutionary, approach is
an extreme call for exteriority, for the liquidation of
alienation. The objectivity must be liquidated, in order to
transfonn and liberate man. The development of concrete
forms of human alienation forces this altemative upon man.
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The sole concentration on making men better by spiritual
means comes too late in view of the surging masses of
mankind and the awesome products of their alienation.
From the original interior alienations of man from Cod,
from himself, and from his fellow men, emphasis has
shifted the exterior social and economic forms of aliena-
tion. While the former appear elusive, the latter submit
to practical manipulation. Thus Marx, who ran through the
gamut of alienations, finally concentrated his attention on
the realm of economics. However, it is clear that even
Marx’s view cannot be equated with a simple “materiali-
zation” of the concept alienation, as if man were solely
motivated by greed for material things. On the contrary,
Marx wanted to liberate man from the fetters of blind
economic determinisms.16 Thus Marx’s shift from an ab-
stract philosophical-personal occurrence, as alienation was
conceived traditionally, to the person-peripheral realm of
material production certainly contributed to our more dif-
ferentiated understanding and increased our appreciation
of the anthropological dimension and the key role of work.
Yet in the prophetic stipulation that alienation must be
liquidated exclusively through atheism, class struggle, dic-
tatorship, and revolutionary measures in political economy
lies the undifferentiated onesided tragedy of the Marxist
utopia.

How can these two extreme views be reconciled in view
of the manifest urgency of resolving alienation on this
earth without violence? A brief reference to two -present
phenomena will help us to see the possible direction of
common Christian, humanist, and socialist action.

Alienated work and labor is a more gigantic factor to-
day, in both so-called capitalist as well as socialist
countries, than could ever have been foreseen during the
time of Marx. Nowhere has the so-called achievement of
socialism fulfilled its promise, i.e., the liquidation of aliena-
tion and the realization of man's freedom. Everywhere the
increase in the number of wage-laborers and the qualita-
tive changes through scientific revolutions and enormous
growth of productivity have increased alienation. The
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changes everywhere from an agrarian to a beginning-
industrial and subsequently advanced-industrial and early
atomic structure have been accompanied by a progressive
alienation, in all types of political economy. The trend has
clearly been toward an anthropological alienation of widest
dimensions. Plainly, alienated modern man can attribute
his alienated condition to the economic and social life re-
leased through industrial production, automation, con-
sumption, and atomic society, rather than to the polari-
zation of rich and poor, still decisive for Hegel and Marx.
Thus the creativity of man has sufiered not only a spiritual
alienation at the very height of its colossal achievements,
not only an economic one at the time of plenty and pro-
ductivity, but more recently, in addition, an anthropologi-
cal, existential one. What is the ultimate sense of man, his
life, his work?

Before the contemporary leap into the realm of free
time, work had increasingly become the realm of neces-
sity. With leisure, a new chance for realizing man’s eternal
longing, the possibility of a non-alienated creative being
has appeared. However, for far too many the result has
been the alienation of leisure time. Man can be freed from
labor (and thus alienation) more than ever before. Yet, i.n
a consumer, entertainment, and welfare society, alienated
leisure time, analogous to alienated labor, becomes the
anthropological problem. For what, then, does man have
leisure?

The practical humanism of Christianity can meet the
humanism of responsible neosocialism through a common
concern for the humanization of man, work, and the world.
There can be no final solution to history in this world.
Rather, a Christian concentrates with eschatological hope
on the immediate phase of human history at hand. This
unfolds itself plainly in a labor of love, and the overcoming
of concrete appearances of alienation today, instead of
adding further manifestations of alienation.

Projection remains one of the direct consequences of
alienation. To hypostatize an exterior enemy that must be
destroyed-—whether the capitalist, the ]ew, the socialist,
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the religious man, the Negro, the communist, etc.—is not
ending alienation, but accelerating its fatality. In its place,
and in place of utopia at an inhuman price, and idealistic
prognostication spiritually justified, many social, economic,
and anthropological dimensions of alienation could be
concretely reduced. This is obvious in respect to color line,
poverty, servitude, occupational emptiness, work motiva-
tion, occupational therapy, racial prejudice, war, leisure-
time programing, institutionalized freedoms, inalienable
htunan rights, codetermination in decision-making proc-
esses, teamwork, and the lil<e—to mention only a few
possibilities."

A Catholic Christian can take a genuine interest in Hu-
manism and Socialism today, precisely because together
they could attempt to answer the questions posed so far.
Marx started with religious alienation, and proceeded via
political and social alienation to economic alienation, which
he felt to be the root of all human alienation. Modern
Christian thinking starts with the typical concrete aliena-
tion phenomena of an advanced industrial and beginning
atomic society, recognizing in them a most acute expres-
sion of the deep frustration of man’s creativity, and his
longing for purpose and community life, and proceeds
finally to a self-critical awareness of the problems posed
by religious alienation, as the basic form of human aliena-
tion per se. Contrary to Marx's criticism and many
Christians’ defense, we do not limit this religious alienation
to theoretical interior consciousness, but rather extend it
to a phenomenon for which Christians are responsible. No
institutionalized religion possesses in itself a guarantee
against man's alienation from Cod, from himself, from his
fellow men, from his work and its products, and from the
world. In other words, it would be unrealistic simply to
point uncritically to religion as the solution of the problem.
It appears to us a special duty to proclaim this, because
without this recognition there can be no understanding of
the insoluble interdependence between alienation in so-
called profane and secular realms and the spiritual crisis
within the great religions, including Christianity. Christian-
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ity, since the birth of Christ, has been no bystander, but
a responsible actor in history. As Christians we must call
for Reform inside Christianity and the Church wherever
they appear coresponsible for the alienation of man. The
connection between alienation, idolatry, and fanaticism has
become more than obvious today. These aberrations are
quite possible within Christian ranks, though genuine
Christian thinking will always, together with “mea culpa,”
have to warn against the opposite extreme of deifying
human spontaneity and liberty. In short, wherever one
is seriously concerned about the humanity of man, Cod’s
care concerning man cannot be excluded and dismissed as
irrelevant.

It is this care concerning man which in a modern,
pluralistic world unites the Christian with all those, what-
ever their Weltanschauung, who are moved to humanize
man and the human condition. That the Christians’ in-
volvement is for the sake of Cod’s incarnation is their afiair.
The common concern, and not the dividing lines, is what
matters.

Only one question remains; how can Christians recog-
nize their proper tasks? In the great, universal community
of life and love we call the Church, there are above all
the lay people, dedicated to life and witness in the world,
who know themselves to be united to all those working on
the step-by-step overcoming of exterior alienation. The
priests of God are dedicating themselves increasingly to
help resolve interior alienation. With Iohn XXIII, this
inner-churchly division of labor has been entering a new
stage of experimentation, opening new vistas for a new
age of world immanent hope. To close the gap between
the two extreme positions discussed earlier, the people of
the Church can be of great help, for on the Way of the
Great Reconciliation we find that indeed institutions must
be altered and souls must be healed; two tasks that must
not be exercised one at the expense of the other or be
structurally confused, but rather undertaken simulta-
neously. We therefore plead that the beginnings of a
reconcilation of traditional polarity be recognized as the
most workable basis for reconciling the basic antithesis
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between matter and spirit. Thus let us start forthwith to
resolve that central modern problem of work.
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World War II. In collaboration with André Niel, she
resumed her research after the war and analyzed the
processes of creative conscience and alienated conscience.

The problem I intend to discuss is certainly the most
serious which confronts modern man. What is to become
of the individual in a technological civilization? After a
period of crisis are we going to be turned into automatized
robots, or finally liberated?

No one doubts that the phenomenon of technology
dominates our age. Up to the nineteenth century tech-
niques evolved very slowly: their transformation was
hardly perceptible in the course of an individual’s life. At
present, technological development is accelerated and in-
vades not only working life, but also family life and leisure
time; war and peace depend upon it; it transforms our
natural surroundings and our living condition. Moreover,
it takes hold of our very souls: present techniques—such as
advertising and propaganda—manipulate and condition the
human mind.

There are those who rejoice at this influence of tech-
nology upon the Iife of the individual; they expect human
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salvation to follow technological progress. Others are
alarmed and see in this progress the final enslavement of
mankind. Whom shall we believe? Is technology a factor
of alienation or of liberation of the individual? Is it a hu-
manizing or a dehumanizing influence? This, in its simplest
form, is the question I shall try to answer.

Liberated Man and Alienated Man

What exactly is to be understood by liberated man and
alienated man? One might say that the liberated man is
the generous and disinterested man; he is also a creative
man, who can express his personality and his talents in a
creative action without constraint, whether in manual, in-
tellectual, or artistic work, or in his relations and friendship
with other men. The free man is one who feels himself at
the same time fully himself and in accord with other men.
He is an individual without idols, dogmas, prejudices, or a
priori ideas. He is tolerant, inspired by a profound sense of
justice and equality, and aware of himself as being at the
same time an individual and a universal man.

The alienated man, on the contrary, never succeeds
either in being himself or in living in a state of creative
synthesis with other beings or things. He does not live in
the present, whose wealth he fails to appreciate; he is
interested only in the future, which draws him in quest of
some kind of absolute, or in his desire to conform with
a model or ideal. The alienated man does not think or act
by himself; he always refers to something or someone out-
side himself, to tradition, a creed, an ideology, a trans-
cendent being, or a superior. He does not lmow how to
live either in a dialogue with others or in an interior peace;
he always needs someone to worship or to serve, to hate
or to fight. He spends his life in pursuing something, either
a material end which has been turned into an absolute
(desire for wealth, comfort, the symbols of prestige), or a
spiritual end, also turned into an absolute, which leads him
to disdain life and the world. Sometimes he believes he has
attained this absolute good, and then he is joyful and
exalted; at other times he feels frustrated, and then he is
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miserable and depressed. His life is passed in desiring,
hoping, despairing, worshiping, and despising. The
alienated man is tense, embattled, violent; he is narrow,
intolerant, and authoritarian; he is the passionate man.
But he is also the pusillanimous man who fears authority,
who is afraid of not thinking and acting like everyone else;
he is cowardly, timorous, conforrnist; the gregarious man.

The liberated man, generous and creative, is not uto-
pian, nor is he an abstract model to follow; he is in us.
Without this creative man, there would never have been
any sciences, any art, any acts of solidarity, any tolerance
or social progress. There would never have been any
close-knit families or faithful friends. But we have to ad-
mit, unfortunately, that in the individual, as in society, the
forces of liberation have always encountered the forces of
alienation, and that the latter have usually triumphed. At
the present time, the forces of dehumanization are so
strong that the individual and the whole human species
are in danger. But, at the same time, the number of people
who are becoming educated, who read good books and
listen to good records, is increasing, and human solidarity
is growing; alongside contempt for man, there is respect
for man. We have to consider whether the development
of technology will be undertaken with respect for man or
with contempt for him.

Technology as a Factor of Humanization

It cannot be denied that the development of technology
has made possible an improvement in the standard of living
of great numbers of men, the relief of much physical suf-
fering, the liberation of man from unpleasant tasks, and
the prolongation of human life. A man who is hungry,
cold, or in pain cannot be himself. From this point of view,
then, technology has been a liberator.

Many economists claim that technology awakens intel-
ligence, and stimulates initiative and creativity. This is the
view of the French economists Georges Fourastié and
Louis Armand. They believe that the modem world de-
mands creative minds capable of inventing and improving
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machines and organizations. In order to handle and repair
the growing number of delicate and complex machines,
workers are needed who have a ready intelligence and
who are expert in their own special field.

“The ideal limit towards which the new Organization of
labour is tending is one where work will be limited to a
single type of action: initiative,” writes Fourastié.2

These economists even consider that workers will be
transferred increasingly from the agricultural sector and
the technically advanced, industrial sector of the economy
(the primary and secondary sectors) to the tertiary sector
of more individualized services. For example, automation
will require few workers and technicians, while the de-
mand for hairdressers, laundry workers, painters, repairers,
dentists, doctors, teachers, bank and insurance clerks, and
civil servants will increase. Because the demand for con-
sumer goods cannot grow indefinitely, a point of saturation
will soon be reached, and people will demand relatively
less in the way of foodstuffs and domestic appliances, and
more in the way of such objects as paintings, records,
fumiture, and works of art. Thanks to the nature of work
in the tertiary sector and to the universal spread of culture,
man will be able to develop completely as an individual;
at least, this is what the future seems to promise.

Moreover, the development of technology should per-
mit a considerable reduction in working hours and an ex-
tension of leisure time in which each individual can exer-
cise his preferred activity, whether it is pottering about
the house, gardening, painting, reading, or listening to
music. The cultural use of leisure is certainly aided by the
growing diffusion of good records and books at low prices.

But above all, technology should contribute to making
social relations more amicable and lead toward social
justice and equality. Comfort is being democratized;
clothes and dwellings are becoming more alike; rich and
poor use the same roads, go to the same places on vaca-
tions, read the same papers, see the same television pro-
grams. Thanks to the speed of transportation, the same
foods are becoming available to everyone. Customs are in-
creasingly homogeneous? one might even argue that the
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worker is becoming bourgeois, while the bourgeois is
becoming more democratic, and that the social classes are
losing their ritualistic character. Some believe that, as a
result of technological development, capitalism will expire
of its own accord. It has been observed that when a
country begins to industrialize the ban-iers between classes
break down. Nehru has said that the caste system becomes
impossible in a train or on a factory conveyor belt.

Since work is now carried on by teams, in factories and
laboratories, scientific discoveries and technical inventions
result very often from a creative co-operation which de-
mands from each member of the team a disinterested atti-
tude and a spirit of give and take.4

Finally, the modern techniques of transmitting infor-
mation allow individuals to take an interest in men and
events throughout the whole world. Science, television,
literature, music, and film cross national frontiers, which
tend to be increasingly unimportant. Louis Armand con-
siders that, in a technological civilization, “intemational
co-operation becomes more and more imperative,” and
that “everything urges us toward sharing on a planetary
scale.”5

In other words, a world civilization in which individuals,
feeling their unity, and no longer hounded by need or
crushed by work, could become autonomous and creative
—this is the wonderful prospect which technology offers.

However, we need only look around us to see that we
are still far from this golden age. What, in fact, does a
technological civilization ofier us in the mid-twentieth
century? Sprawling towns in which the air is polluted, vast
business enterprises and impersonal government depart-
ments, a press and radio that exploit the lowest human
sentiments and the most vulgar tastes of the public, and
colossal sums of money spent in preparing the most mon-
strous kind of war;6 everywhere, anguish and increasing
mental illness, and the general retreat of democracy in
the face of totalitarianism and dictatorship. It is this hostile
and menacing face which our technological universe
presents.

We have the right to ask then, why it is that technology,
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which could liberate the individual and brealc down bar-
riers in the world, contributes, on the contrary, to the
alienation of man.

Technology as a Factor in Alienation

Ever since the eighteenth century, but especially in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, scientific and techni-
cal discoveries have provoked a decline of the old religious,
moral, and social values. In the words of Iacques Ellul,
they have eliminated the sacred from the world.

Unfortunately, man has made technology sacred. In-
stead of being treated as a means to make life more hu-
man, it has become an end in itself. The objects created
by technology-—whose workings are not understood by
most consumers—have become mysterious, the objects of
a new cult. The occupation of a technician has a quasi-
religious attraction. Like the priests of the ancient civili-
zations, the technocrats, physicists, engineers, and econo-
mists constitute a ruling class which dominates the
ignorant masses by its mysterious lcnowledge, its power,
and its high rewards.

The development of technology has given rise to a new
morality. Useful research, submission to the needs of pro-
duction and output, concern with quantity and efficiency
have become the virtues of the new morality, the techno-
logical morality. On the other hand, disinterested research,
art, poetry, philosophical thought, etc., have become the
new mortal sins. Professor Roubault, of the faculty of
sciences in the University of Nancy, boasts of feeling a real
contempt for the human sciences: “What is needed above
all,” he writes, are “genuine mathematicians, physicists,
chemists, biologists and geologists, and nothing else.7 All
the rest is only dangerous and sterile palaver.”3 As Iacques
Ellul has shown very well, the technological totalitarianism
which already exercises such a strong religious and moral
influence is insinuating itself into our family life, leisure,
and education. Technological totalitarianism dominates po-
litical life itself and threatens the liberty of the citizen;
propaganda, even in the democratic countries, makes
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abundant use of radio, television, and the press, and in-
creasingly conditions the electorate; moreover, the po-
lice employ more and more advanced techniques for dis-
covering opponents of the regime. By being placed in
the service of the state and of ideologies, technology has
become even more threatening.

The combination of technology-state-ideology consti-
tutes a super-Absolute which aims to dominate the world
and eliminate its opponents. It is in the name of this col-
lective super-Absolute, raised to a tyrannical god, and dis-
regarding the profound needs of individuals, that the state
formulates its plans for expansion. Like other religions,
technology promises a paradise for the individual, a para-
dise which is no longer in heaven, but on earth, in the
future. “Let us take an interest in the future rather than
the present," Louis Armand proposes." Later on we shall
at last attain the golden age of the “tertiary civilization”
of which Fourastié dreams, or the communist paradise of
which Marxist materialism dreams. In the meantime, men
alienated by the new religion must be patient, bear their
sufferings, and actively prepare their own virtual de-
struction.

In order to help resign the alienated masses to the
failure of the golden age, an immediately tangible form of
happiness is promised—that which is acquired by posses-
sion of the material goods which technology produces. The
acquisition of a new car, a new gadget, a new object has
become the religion, the goal of life of the majority of in-
dividuals in the rich nations.

Sustained by advertising, the modern cult of novelty
allows the individual to escape, through his desires, from
a meaningless present. Once granted that technological
man can not find a means of expressing himself in the
abstract, bureaucratic, mechanized and subdivided work
of large factories and offices, the attraction of an object to
be acquired and the mystical conviction that its acquisition
will bring happiness gives a semblance of purpose to his
working day. In the words of G. Friedmann, "the indi-
vidual, unsatisfied as a producer, tries to find satisfaction as
a consumer.”1°
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There is another cult which has also been engendered

by the conditions of work in a technological civilization:
leisure, which is opposed to work, has become an object
of worship. “The real life of many workers can only be
lived in leisure time,” Friedmann writes. But how can a
man who is alienated in his work rediscover himself in his
leisure time? He does not know how to live in the present,
to meditate, or to create. For those few who spend their
leisure in reading, in educating themselves, in pursuing a
hobby, how many are there who are simply bored and kill
time in passive distractions which reinforce the alienation
created by work? In France—the land of culture—58 per
cent of individuals never open a book, and the majority
of the rest only read one or two books a year, for the
most part detective stories and digests.

When he returns home in the evening, often after a
long journey in an overcrowded train, the worker or clerk
finds himself confronted with numerous chores, including
the form-filling tasks which are multiplied by our bureau-
cratic society. But when he is finally free of his work and
his social obligations, the individual is supposed to pass
swiftly from a condition of alienation to one of creativity,
from passivity to free activity. Many are incapable of this
metamorphosis; for them, alienating leisure follows alienat-
ing work.

If only it were the case that, in this abdication of his
individuality, modern man found at least a kind of happi-
ness and relaxation] But it is not so. On the contrary,
technological man lives in a state of extreme psychological
tension. For many manual workers, work and reward are
tied to the clock; production is based upon a competitive
system; advertising creates a constant state of desire, and
thus of tension, and the rivalry between individuals is
carried to the limit of “competitive display of purchasing
power.”11 The state of tension is accompanied by anxiety
and is the cause of many psychosomatic illnesses. Not
knowing how to employ his energies except in a life of ex-
citement and tension, modern man no longer knows how to
live in a state of relaxation; and so, by way of compensa-
tion, he searches passionately in his leisure time for this
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state of relaxation which he no longer experiences and
which he identifies with happiness itself. Relaxation has be-
come one of the absolutes to which modern man aspires
most strongly. But genuine relaxation cannot be an object
of desire. Genuine relaxation comes from living in a perma-
nent condition of self-control and equilibrium, in working
hours, in family life, and in leisure time. When relaxation
becomes something exceptional, an ideal end, it becomes
a new cause of tension. On the occasions when technologi-
cal man could experience it, especially during leisure time
and on his vacation, he is bored and worried. In order to
get rid of his boredom and anxiety, he flees from them into
new tension-producing activities: he frequents places
where life is noisy and hectic, goes to the movies, reads
magazines, drives his car, or wanders round the shops
Where his desire to purchase is excited. In other words,
he plunges into useless activities and creates an illusion
that his life is full and active.

But the illusion of activity is not the only one which sus-
tains technological man. We have seen that technology,
confusing adaptation and creation, gives individuals the
illusion that they are creative. Only a minority, which
C. Friedmann estimates at 1o per cent of the personnel of
an enterprise, is engaged in work which requires initiative;
these are the supervisors and the technicians of the plan-
ning oflice. The rest (90 per cent) are “confined to the
execution of specialized and subdivided tasks which are
totally lacking in interest.”

Those who are aware of the illusions cherished by our
technological civilization are harrassed by doubt and in-
decision. What is to be done? Is it better to keep one’s
individuality, to exercise initiative, to be free and creative,
and in consequence to live in relative poverty and without
prestige?—or, on the contrary, to keep in step, to amass
wealth, to succeed, by adapting oneself to the technologi-
cal world? To reject social success, alienating work, and
stupefying distractions is to become an outlaw, to be cut
off from one’s milieu, to be alone. But every normal hu-
man being has a need to be himself and at the same time
to be connected with his milieu. The feeling of isolation
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is a cause of profound sufferings, and it needs exceptional
courage and a solidly based humanist faith to be able to
live in opposition to industrial society. That is why so
many abdicate and, in order to find security, live like
everyone else and become resigned to their alienation.

There can be no doubt that the personality and the
equilibrium of the individual are gravely threatened by
technological civilization. Must we conclude that the only
solution is to return to the life of pre-industrial society?
But such a retum presupposes that these societies pro-
duced a relatively happy and free humanity; and history,
with its record of individual misery, of religious, civil, and
foreign wars, shows us that this is not so. Those who make
technology directly responsible for the alienation of
modern man forget that man has always been more or less
alienated, that he has never been the autonomous individ-
ual in harmony with the world that he ought to be. A
humanity composed of free men, related creatively to each
other and to the world, has still to be achieved; the devel-
opment of technology gives a special cast to alienation in
the present, but technology is not directly responsible
for it. In truth, technological man is not, as is often sup-
posed, a new species, regarded as superior by some, and
as inferior by others. In actuality, man, who conceived this
technology, has remained the same as he was before. To-
day as yesterday, man passes the greater part of his life
in pursuing illusory absolutes, dreams of paradise, prestige,
and power; in worshiping idols and leaders; in venerating
some men and despising others; in loving only to hate
afterward; in escaping from real freedom and its risks, as
Erich Fromm12 has shown, in order to find the warm se-
curity of conforming with the ways of the herd.

Certainly, technology has freed many workers from ex-
hausting tasks and has lightened their sufferings; but their
souls have remained enslaved. Technology has not, there-
fore, “depersonalized” man; it has only made his aliena-
tion more blatant. Technology is neither a beneficent di-
vinity nor a maleficent fiend. It is not an absolute to
worship, or an antiabsolute to fight. Such absolutism is the
cause of all fanaticism, including technological fanaticism.
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Actual, existing man has always been ready, through
ignorance, to sacrifice himself and to sufier for future man,
and to live in the illusion of a celestial or terrestrial para-
dise. Technology has become today the new support for
this old absolutist and emotional mentality. Thus, instead
of being the means of liberation which it could be, tech-
nology has become a new means of enslavement.

Technology would be harmless, or even beneficial, if
used by men liberated from their passions; but used by
alienated man, it threatens the existence of the individual,
of civilization, and of the human race itself. The real prob-
lem is to know whether the possibilities of liberty, crea-
tivity, and generosity, which are dormant in everyone, will
one day be able to express themselves fully, and whether
man can finally become himsel.f. The fundamental prob-
lem of man is therefore independent of the problem of
technology.

It is necessary, as jacques Ellul has observed, to
demystify technology and to stop worshiping it as a divin-
ity. But this is not enough. Man himself must be freed from
alienation. As we saw at the beginning of this study, tech-
nology is not simply the expression of an alienated con-
sciousness. It is also the expression of a free and creative
consciousness which exists in a more or less stifled way
alongside the alienated consciousness. The desire to pro-
vide a decent material existence for all, to free men from
tedious or exhausting jobs, to prolong human life, to
create new objects—all these are sensible aspirations. If
technology becomes a means instead of an end, if it served
existing man, it would promote a harmonious synthesis
between individuals and their milieu, would become hu-
man again, and would create a human universe. “If re-
spect for man is established in the hearts of men,” wrote
Saint-Exupéry, “then men will eventually succeed in con-
structing a political, social and economic system which
consecrates this respect.”

What lesson should humanist socialism draw from the
preceding analysis?

In the first place, a genuinely human socialism could
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not limit its reforms to change in the economic system. It
would have to reconsider the uses of technology. In fact,
in all economic systems machinery and technology tend
to draw men into the path of alienation (the myth of
rt-cord production, abstract relations of the individual to
his work, creation of artificial needs, etc.). A human so-
vialism would strive to remove this alienated character in
the use of technology, but still more, to free man com-
pletely from his alienation, through an appropriate ethi-
cal code and through psychoanalysis.

Similarly, a humanist socialism could not rely upon his-
tory to decide the fate of mankind. To act in accordance
with the trend of history is to leave the way open for the
forces of passion, individual or collective—to arouse new
tensions and antagonisms, to accept the enslavement of the
individual by technology, to believe that struggle and op-
pression will give birth, through some mysterious dialectic
and by the sacrifice of millions of lives, to free and creative
individuals and a healthy society.

But to speak frankly: machinery and technology have
a natural tendency to enslave man, and they are likely to
become just as dangerous enemies as the most inhuman
type of capitalism.

The technological milieu is like a new system of culti-
vation introduced into a region which is suddenly attacked
by a parasite which destroys the hopes of the farmers.

Human alienation, like such a parasite (lust for power,
egoism, avarice, social climbing, conformism), has found
in the technological milieu, in all societies, a new means
of sustenance and a particularly favorable field of
expansion.

It follows that humanist socialism can not be limited to
changing the property system, but must educate young
people to develop freely their personal qualities, and must
seek to change the ancient pattern of human relationships.
Once these relationships have become fraternal and pro-
ductive (small and responsible collectivities, work groups,
autonomy of the workers), there will be no need to fear
the use of technology, for it will be controlled by reason,
by friendship, by the rejection of alienation, by the need
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for a creative life and the love of culture. Technology will
then contribute to the prosperity of a fully hmnan socialist
system.

Translated by T. B. Bottomore

1 A lecture delivered at the Sorbonne on November 24, 1962.
2]ean Fourastié, Le Grand espoir du XXE siécle (Paris:

P.U.F.), p. 184.
3Edgar Morin, L’Esprit du temps (Paris: Grasset).
4Louis Armand, Michel Drancourt, Plaidoyer pour l’avem'r

(Paris: Cahnann-Lévy).
5Ibid., pp. 97, 225.
"Gaston Bouthoul, in Sauver la guerre (Paris: Grasset),

speaks of a quaternary sector, that of destructiveness.
7 Our italics.
“Marcel Roubault in Le Monde, November 20, 1958.
9Armand, op. cit.
1° Georges Friedmann, O1) va le travail hurnainP (Paris: Gal-

limard).
11 The phrase is from Georges Friedmann.
12 See in this connection the works of Erich Fromm, espe-

cially Escape from Freedom (1941), Man for Himself (1947),
and The Sane Society (1g55)—all published by Holt, Binehart
& Co., New York.



V. ON PRACTICE

Norman Thomas

IIUMANISTIC SOCIALISM
AND THE FUTURE

NORMAN THOMAS is best known for his leadership of the
American Socialist Party, which he joined during World
War I because he believed it was the only organization
realistically facing the problems of war and the need for
economic change. He campaigned for the Presidency of
the United States six ti.mes on the Socialist ticket and also
ran for the Mayor of New York City and the Govemor
of New York State. Among his books are The Con-
scientious Objector in America; War, No Profit, No
Glory, No Need; A Socialist’s Faith; and Great Dissent-
ers. Chairman of the Post War World Council and the
Labor Research Institute and a member of many com-
mittees including the National Committee for a Sane
Nuclear Policy, and the Workers Defense League, Mr.
Thomas was born in 1884 and until the First World
War served as a pastor in Harlem. He founded and
edited The World Tomorrow and was one of the or-
ganizers of the Civil Liberties Bureau, which became the
American Civil Liberties Union.

If by socialism one understands a highly collective econ-
omy with a great deal of govemment planning and con-
trol, sweetened by much welfare legislation, then it is
virtually inevitable. It is the logical extension of present
developments—always assuming that we do not desu'oy
ourselves in war. If by socialism one understands a fra-
ternal society of free men, managing for their common
good the natural resources and the marvelous tools at their
command, socialism is far from inevitable.

Not even the election of Senator Barry Goldwater would
have seriously checked the present drift toward a vulgar
socialism or, more accurately, toward a social order of a
garrison state with welfare features. If the cold war should
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soon subside, as is quite improbable, what we might
achieve by drift would be a welfare state capitalism
(rather than true socialism) with a tender regard not for
the “free enterprise” it would verbally honor, but for a
maximum preservation of private profit, in a managed
economy.

All the outstanding developments of this century make
a retum to anything like a true laissez-faire economy im-
possible. In my own now remote youth when I was taught
this economy it was already the victim of the private col-
lectivism of the great corporations which it had bred. To-
day, it is elementary to say that the population explosion,
war and the war economy, automation and the exhaustion
of easily obtainable natural resources, including water, re-
quire a degree of over-all planning and integration in the
economic process inconceivable to Adam Smith. We are
on the verge of a possible economy of abundance very
different from anything possible in the past history or ex-
perience of the human race. Man has made the scientific
discoveries and technical inventions necessary for the pro-
duction of abundance. They have brought him to the
threshold of a conquest of space inconceivable as late as
the beginning of World War II. But in afliuent America we
still have forty to fifty million persons living below a decent
standard of subsistence and in the whole world two thirds
of mankind subsisting within a narrow margin between
hunger and starvation. The outlook for a better future is
clouded by the alarming increase of population as well as
by the follies and gross inadequacies of our political and
economic systems. They still point toward war, and, even
if it is avoided, we are not assured of the conquest of
poverty, illiteracy, and disease.

No serious thinker or writer dares to propose that we
can use our scientific and technical mastery over natural
energy and resources for the solution of these problems
except by authoritative planning, requiring, for many years
to come, increased govemmental control, and probably
ownership. Moreover, a good life for mankind can never
be attained or maintained unless in important respects our
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planning and controls are world-vvide, rather than inspired
by the now dominant religion of nationalism.

An observer, noting only or chiefly the breathtalcing
achievements of men in mastery of physical energy and
material things, might be astonished at our general and
pervasive lack of elation and confidence in our kind. Our
literature, arts, and daily conversation express at the worst
:1 sort of contempt for ourselves, and a doubt of our ration-
ality. We are passengers on a ship of fools. We pursue
happiness, mostly in vain, in the pleasures of the senses.
We try to escape by wallowing in sexuality. Utopia has
no place in our atlas. For us there is no heavenly vision.

Like all sweeping generalizations, this ignores impor-
tant exceptions and modifications. But it is true enough to
be profoundly disturbing to those of us who remember a
higher self-appraisal by our kind. Part of the trouble is the
amazing contrast between our mastery of natural forces
and our mastery of ourselves and our institutions; part of
it is a revulsion from two world wars, while we prepare
frantically for a third; part of it is the decline of religious
faith and spiritual authority, even as we build more and
more churches and temples.

Nevertheless, I do not think that our failure with our-
selves and our social institutions is so complete as to com-
pel us to apathy, cynicism, and despair. In my lifetime,
despite our wars and hates, we have made social progress
along many lines, even if it has been so far overbalanced
by our progress in command of natural forces. And that
progress has been due in large part to the conscious or un-
conscious power of socialist thinking and organization.

This is not the current faith. As I travel in our beautiful
country, addressing many audiences, especially in our col-
leges and universities, I find from the questions I always
encourage after speaking, and from other contacts, singu-
larly little disposition to challenge my criticisms on a moral
or humanistic basis or to dispute my warnings concerning
our future if we drift. What is alleged is that somehow
individual freedom will perish with capitalism—nowadays
usually and inaccurately called “free enterprise.”

This semantic affection for freedom reveals a certain de-
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gree of conscience. In my younger days the great argu-
ment was that capitalism was the only way to get produc-
tion, but now capitalism as such is seldom praised, but
rather “freedom,” a freedom defined by one college lad
as “my right to try to be as rich as Paul Getty.” Not for him
a concern for a society which would give equality of legal
right and, so far as possible, opportunity to every man re-
gardless of race, creed, or color; not for him Milton's pas-
sion for the right “to know, to argue and to utter,” above
all other rights.

This persistent identification of freedom with the right
of strong or lucky men to make great profit out of absentee
ownership, or out of management and exploitation of
other men’s labor, is part of the sickness of our times. It is
true that we can have a generally socialist economy under
an excessively authoritarian, even a totalitarian state.
From this fact derives my opposition to communism. It is
true that nations under socialist governments, e.g., Great
Britain and the Scandinavian countries, have not achieved
utopia or a perfect balance between the one and the many,
but they have released rather than further enslaved the
common man.

Rather than allege that socialism would end freedom,
my questioners more often profess or imply a profound
disbelief that man, the individual, can do anything of im-
portance to avert war or make the whole world a fraternity
of free men who will use our marvelous powers for general
abundance, for life, not death. The difficulties they raise
are real and great, but too largely our generation takes
them as a foreordained defeat, not as a challenge. It is the
kind and degree of defeat which for more or less fortunate
individuals can be indefinitely assuaged by material abun-
dance and sexuality. The one danger they care about arises
from a communist devil, not to be analyzed and under-
stood, but only to be feared and hated, against which they
can be defended only by emulating in some degree his
antilibertarian policies and the endless piling up of
weapons of obliteration. It is in this atmosphere that hu-
manistic socialism must live and work. It is to this atmos-
phere that it must provide an altemative. Its supporters
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may not proclaim certain victory, but neither can its pes-
simistic critics prove that forces beyond man’s control doom
us to suicide.

In the face of this situation, what is required of human-
istic socialism? On its positive program, it must steadily
strive to preserve and improve its good record of concem
for the individual man, his civil liberties, his place in de-
mocracy, his right to adequate educational and health fa-
cilities provided by society. It will recognize that while it
must provide and use a strong state, the state must always
exist for man, not man for the state; that good govemment
demands more than universal suffrage; that it requires the
existence of balancing forces of real strength—labor unions,
professional societies, co-operatives, etc.—which are not
puppets of the state. And it must be able to deal with the
population explosion in terms of regard for the individual
in the present context of bitter poverty.

II: is much easier to write the foregoing paragraph than
to carry out its principles. The machinery of democracy
cannot be quite the same in urban and rural societies or
in the age of automation, as in earlier stages of the indus-
trial revolution. The American Constitution has served us
fairly well; its separation of powers between the Federal
and state governments, and among the legislative, execu-
tive, and judicial powers, has not paralyzed action. But the
bad record of Congress in recent years begins to challenge
that statement. It can do much by reforming its own pro-
cedures and by establishing a higher degree of each
part-y's responsibility to its own professed platform. Per-
haps some constitutional amendment will be in order. This
must be a major concern for socialist consideration.

Socialism ought to be enormously aided in winning
men’s loyalty because men have reached the threshold of
an economy of abundance, as against the economy of scar-
city characteristic of the past. This economy, thanks to
cybemetics, will make hard, repetitive, assembly-line
work, manual and mental, far less necessary. Wliile we
should rejoice in these facts, easy satisfaction is impossible,
because in our own country we have not found the way
to distribute abundance, or to manage the unemploy-
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ment and the leisure associated with the rapid progress of
automation, while the vast majority of the world’s people
live in nations destitute of the capital goods essential for
the production of abundance. In their poverty and igno-
rance they continue the population explosion which
threatens any desirable future. Humanistic socialism must
deal with this situation in terms of programs, going beyond
sermons on the beauty of fraternity.

Historically, socialism has been largely based on the
doctrine of class conflict and the appeal to the “working
class,” but in our present situation that appeal is by no
means adequate. Logically, there is a recognizable division
between all workers of all types and the owners of the
tools and facilities and resources these workers must use
in order to live. But various facts make it difficult to or-
ganize a humanistic socialist movement ahnost solely along
the lines of this division. Here are some of the reasons:

1) Historically men have not been united for action
only—or even chieflyeby economic class but rather by
association in tribes, city-states, and nations. Often the out-
standing sense of fellowship has been among those who
professed the same religion. It is one thing to argue that
a dominant economic elite has repeatedly manipulated
these loyalties to its own advantage, but this does not
prove the primacy of the class struggle.

2) While the workers of the world may have had noth-
ing to lose but their chains, historically there has been an
enormous difference in the weight of these chains in
various countries, and between different classes of workers
within each nation. In the U.S., thanks quite largely to the
trade unions, which have been a class weapon, organized
labor has its own organized place in society; many of its
members belong to some degree also to an owning class,
by reason not merely of ownership of their own homes,
but of capitalistic shares of stocks. Collectively the unions
have huge resources in stocks and bonds. Despite their
well-advertised faults, unions are invaluable to the workers
and indeed to any healthy society. But they do not repre-
sent the majority of the workers and they can hardly be
considered as the surrogate for mankind in the struggle
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for justice and fraternity. Humanistic socialism needs very
urgently to win them to its support, but it C3.1'11'l0t be based
simply upon that support.

Humanistic socialism therefore cannot escape the ethical
appeal to the human family. In some sense it must speak
to men’s needs as consumers, more than producers-
especially in the coming age of automation—and its appeal
must exalt the great intangibles of peace and fraternity.

Implicit in all this is the recognition of socialism's duty
to deal better with such great problems as: control of
automation for the general good; democracy in industry-—
and in the unions-as well as in the political state; the role
of management—a factor not to be completely identified
with ownership—in the processes of production and distri-
bution; and, above all, the economics and politics of our
garrison state. We shall not be able to deal satisfactorily
with this last problem while we depend upon peace
through balance of terror. And this consideration leads to
an afiirmation that the supreme business of socialism must
be with peace. No longer can we choose between peace
or freedom. We must win and preserve freedom in peace.
Liberty will not rise from the awful wastes of nuclear war
to walk serenely with its miserable survivors among the
corpses of the dead and the agonies of the dying.

None of these great problems will be solved simply by
a vast extension of public ownership by a mighty state.
Yet socialism should still demand extensions of social
ownership with the govemment as agent—which socialist
ownership, be it noted, is not synonymous with nationali-
zation. Modem democratic socialists want to extend pub-
lic ownership, but they by no means believe it necessary
or desirable for govemment—even a socialist govemment—
to own all the means of production and distribution. Con-
trols necessary to the public interest can be established
through labor legislation, taxation, etc. There will be a
place for the mechanism of price and profit. Co-operatives
of both producers and consumers should play a large role
under democratic socialism. There should be a place for
individual initiative which can be variously encouraged.
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Bearing these facts in mind, how far should public
Ownership be extended in America? Priority in extending
it depends in part upon special conditions including the
state of public opinion and the particular plans under dis-
cussion. Acquisition should be by purchase, because it
would be unfair arbitrarily to expropriate some owners
without compensation, leaving others to exist as before.
Moreover, expropriation invites violence and strife far
more costly than compensation. Socialism, however, should
be on guard against unloading on the govemment bank-
rupt or nearly bankrupt public utilities. It is grimly amus-
ing that the state, the target for the arrows of conservative
critics, is accepted by many of them as the essential savior
of ill-run or ill-fated enterprises such as the British coal
mines and railroads.

What then should be socially owned? Certainly the
natural resources which should be the common possession
of mankind. In our country the Federal government is by
far in the best position to organize socially owned coal,
iron, or oil industries, but state govemments must partici-
pate in working out plans, because they own much of the
land where minerals exist, and because they depend on
land taxation to provide funds for education and other
necessary functions.

Large forests and acreage of reforested land should be
socially owned and socially used not only for lumber and
Wood products but for protection against floods.

As for the surface of the earth, man’s desire for a piece
of land he can call his own is deeply rooted and wide-
spread. Private ownership of land, with exceptions I have
mentioned, should therefore be permitted, but on the basis
of occupancy and use. It is axiomatic that the rental value
of land is a social creation. I may let my lot go to ragweed,
but I can get far more for it than my friend who has cul-
tivated his garden if my lot is located near a town or city.
I think socialists might well adopt Henry George's prin-
ciple that the rental value of land, apart from improve-
ments, belongs to society and should be taxed accordingly.

The tax, however, should not be a single tax. Govem-
ment revenues at all levels should be principally derived
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from three major sources: a tax on land rather than im-
provements to it, a very heavy inheritance tax, and income
tax. Of course, there can be taxation of a sort that hurts
consumers unfairly. I think this is true in general of sales
taxes and I suppose there can be taxation of a sort which
will unduly inhibit economic initiative by reducing incen-
tive. This might be true of badly devised income taxes but
in America I worry less about that than about the escape
of excessive wealth from a fair burden of taxes. Very heavy
inheritance taxes properly adjusted to the care of widows
and minor children would be an expression of social justice
that would not unduly paralyze incentive. I doubt many
fathers work principally in order that their descendants
may not have to.

To public ownership of natural resources I should add
public utilities, certainly those which serve us best as mo-
nopolies or near-monopolies. The system of ownership
should be flexible, allowing for extension both of the TVA
type of enterprise, and of the existing rural electrification.

My next candidate for public ownership would be an
industry like steel. It is basic to our economy and it is
currently in the hands of an oligopoly which manages to
administer prices with little or no regard for competit-ion.1

Perhaps even more than urging public ownership, so-
cialism must challenge the way in which national income
is divided among the people. The noblest ideal would be
the Marxist theory “from each according to his capacity,
to each according to his needs.” I have been skeptical of
the practicality of that ideal, but am now beginning to
wonder, along with Robert Theobald, whether automa-
tion may not drive us to something very like it, since the
provision of jobs in an economy of abundance may become
in many ways so diflicult.

Let me repeat my conviction that social ownership can-
not be a cure-all. It will leave us face-to-face with prob-
lems of the role of unions, the relations of management
and men, and the effective application of democracy to
industry, matters on which socialism has been inclined to
mark time. Properly thought-out taxation and the proper
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control of money and currency also fall into the category
of problems requiring further exploration by humanistic
socialism.

But let me also repeat that my belief that socialism’s
most pressing concern must be with the problem of sur-
vival in the nuclear age. Peace by deterrence or balance
of terror will someday collapse by accident, passion, mis-
calculation, or design. Meanwhile, the enormous expendi-
ture of the arms race imposes upon us very largely the
economy, politics, and standards of civil liberty appropri-
ate to a ganison state. It becomes essential to any system
seeking the support of thoughtful men to find an altema-
tive to war.

Here socialism ought to be a greater force than it has
been, although I think it can be fairly said that statements
of the Socialist Intemational and certainly of the American
Socialist Party in its 1962 platform have been far the best
political utterances on the subject of peace. Democratic
socialism wants to win by nonviolent methods, and that
requires the utilization of machinery of political action in
existing states. It is, therefore, not strange that, to quote
Paul Henry Spaak, “the thing socialists have learned to
nationalize best is socialism.” It has not, however, forgot-
ten intemationalism; it can and should develop not only
an opposition to the religion of the absolute sovereign na-
tional state, but a.n alternative to it through a World fed-
eration. However, we must relinquish the notion that
socialism, victorious in nation after nation, will automati-
cally bring peace. Its principles must consciously be ap-
plied on an international rather than a national scale, if
it is best to serve humankind. In a world that has seen
the rise and the tactics of communism, and the extent of
the religion of nationalism, the old easy doctrine that capi-
talism is the sole cause of war, and socialism its sure and
only cure, cannot stand. Socialism must develop a con-
scious program for peace.

More than that, it must recover its old dynamic. How
that can be done and what political tactics it can most
wisely use are questions lying beyond the scope of this
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article. Humanistic socialism cannot live on its rich her-
ilage. It can only draw wisdom and courage from that
heritage to press on.

1 These few paragraphs on what should be owned are con-
densations and partial quotations from my recent book, Social-
ism Re-examined.
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PLANNING AND
THE CLASSLESS SOCIETY

WOLFGANG Annnnnori-r, born in Wuppertal-Elberfeld,
Germany, in 1906, studied and practiced law in the
courts of Germany until 1933. In Bern, he completed
his studies for the Doctor of Law degree but was irn-
prisoned in 1937 because of illegal activities against the
Third Reich. At the end of World War II, he entered
the Ministry of justice in Brandenburg and the German
Administration of the Soviet Zone of Occupation. He is
now professor of Law at the University of Marburg an
der Lahn and has taught at the Universities of Halle,
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Wi ehnshaven. In 1961 he was expelled from the SPD
because of his support of the German Socialist Student
Union. He is a member of the executive committee of the
German Socialist Union and author of German Trade
Unions, Bureaucratic Administration and Social Democ-
racy, and The Rise and Crisis of German Social Democ-
racy.

The Problem of Administration and Planning under Or-
ganized Capitalism

Organized capitalism grew directly from liberal capitalism,
spurred by the concentration and centralization of capitall
as well as by accelerated technological development,
which served to expand productivity? Imbedded in or-
ganized capitalism is the problem of the relationship be-
tween planning and economic administration (and also be-
tween management and economic administration). The
earliest development of organized capitalism was already
distinguished by the rise of limited-liability corporations
and of joint stock companies in the place of single entre-
preneurs. “Capital, which rests on a socialized mode of
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production and presupposes a social concentration of
means of production and labor-powers, is here directly
endowed with the form of social capital (a capital of di-
rectly associated individuals) as distinguished from private
capital, and its enterprises assume the fonn of social en-
terprises as distinguished from individual enterprises. So-
cial capital is the abolition of capital as private property
within the boundaries of capitalist production itself.”3
Thus the owner of capital becomes “a mere owner, a mere
money capitalist,” and the actual functioning capitalist be-
comes “a mere manager” (in contemporary terminology,
a member of management), who “receive[s] . . . a mere
wage for a certain kind of skilled labor, the price of which
is regulated in the labor market like that of any other
lab0r.”‘*

Furthermore, “the wages of superintendence, for both
the commercial and the industrial manager, appear com-
pletely separated from the profits of enterprise in the co-
operative factories of the laborers as well as in capitalistic
stock companies.”5 Since “a numerous class of industrial
and commercial superintendents was formed . . . even the
last pretext for the confusion in matters of profit of enter-
prise and wages of management was removed; in theory,
mere surplus value, a value for which no equivalent
was paid, realized unpaid labor.”° Similarly, “above the
actual director [is placed] a board of managers or direc-
tors, for whom superintendence and management serve in
reality only as a pretext for plundering stockholders and
amassing wealth."7 This system is prima facie “a mere
phase of transition to a new fonn of production.“ Also,
“it establishes a monopoly in certain spheres and thereby
challenges the interference of the state. It reproduces a
new aristocracy of finance, a new sort of parasite in the
shape of promoters, speculators, and merely nominal di-
rectors; a whole system of swindling and cheating by
means of corporation juggling, stockjobbing, and stock
speculation. It is private production without the control of
private property.“ I

This altered system, however, immediately expands the
sphere of planning, first by enlarging, and then by the
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automatic combining of enterprises. “The opposition be-
tween the organization of production in the single factory
and the anarchy of production in the whole of society”1°
is eliminated in the combines, e.g., the trusts; the prob-
lem is, as it were, pushed back. “In the trusts, freedom of
competition changes into its very opposite—into monopoly;
and the production without any definite plan of capital-
istic society capitulates to the production upon a definite
plan of the invading socialist society. Certainly this is so
far still to the benefit and advantage of the capitalists.”11
Thus “the capitalist relationship is not abolished.”12 The
scope of planning is expanding but profit remains the goal
of planning. The abstractly theoretical hostility to plan-
ning, however, has lost all sense and motivation. Where,
from the social standpoint of management, it is still as-
serted, its only function is that of an ideology arising from
the objectivity of social consciousness; it assumed the
character of cynical manipulation which shows itself in
the regular activity of management. This managerial ac-
tivity shows itself first in the sphere of organizing in-
ternal production and distribution of the specific economic
combination; secondly, in the differentiation (formally still
mediated through the market) from other economic
structures which always shows anew that its field is still
only “the market” in the old sense cum grano salis, while
only a moment before it was based on pure competition.
There are numerous agreements of suppression of small
and middle productive, distributive, and credit enterprises
which, while retaining formal and juridical independence,
lose the possibility of economic self-detennination and free
development. Alongside of this are power agreements with
other great combines which, only in the intermediate
stages of the power struggle, use simple competition as
transitional to the appropriation of the motive forces of
the earlier markets. Third and finally, management is al-
ways differentiated from the state, the communes, and
the necessary organs of political determination to prevent
the use of public power and to employ it in its own in-
terest.13 But all three spheres of public activity have evi-
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dently very little in common with “free enterprise" in the
sense of the liberal capitalistic world.

Since the planning of organized capitalism is determined
by that organized sector of the economy which is taken
as the starting point, its inner contradictions are sharpened.
Therefore, in spite of the internationalization of produc-
tion, national boundaries (or combinations, such as the
Common Market) are usually arranged to be able to in-
fluence the public struggle. Furthermore, just as many
countries find that their many-sided reciprocal economic
spheres overlap, so too their respective planning goals are
sharply contradictory, and their reciprocal agreements are
most unstable (e.g., their agreements to limit production
artificially, or to divide markets or spheres of capital in-
vestments among themselves). At the same time these
agreements can break up because of the law of uneven
development, as Ernest Mandel shows in his detailed ex-
amination of many examples of political planning (and
their consequences) of a great number of European and
American combines and cartels between the World wars
and since World War II.“ Therefore, from a long-range
international perspective, international planning in no way
lessens the inner contradictions of the capitalist mode of
production (and thus the danger of crises).

That the struggle for power is determined by economic
crises in the form of political crises was first described
theoretically by Rudolf Hilferding in 1910.15 Currently,
George W. F. Hallgarten,1° by a careful study of ex-
tensive empirical data, proves that the tendency of gov-
ernments to pursue an imperialistic foreign policy (and
to issue warlike statements) has not changed, particularly
when a top-level mobilization order can guarantee their
business and risk-free profit" which would otherwise be
threatened by the danger of recession or crisis. As a result
of the unproductivity of public expenditures brought about
by organized capitalism, strong inflationary tendencies
arise which, in turn, accelerate the tendency to instability.
Thus, the modern state, which rests on the foundation of
an advanced capitalist society, is increasingly forced to
choose between economic crises and permanent direct
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subsidy of the value of money. (It thereby repeatedly ex-
propriates the reserve capital of its lower and middle
strata." The basis for the budget proposed but not fully
revealed by the late President Kennedy was necessitated
(despite massive rearmament) by the high rate of un-
employment (currently 5.9 per cent).19

Under such circumstances, organized capitalism’s man-
agement inevitably sanctions, in its own interest, a transi-
tion from merely occasional state intervention to simultane-
ous state administration, by the distribution of public
funds, of an expanding sector of the social p1‘O(lllCt.20 In
armaments capitalism, the main beneficiary of this public
expenditure is the group of great combines of organized
capitalism. However, it is precisely this use of public funds
to secure the relatively long-lasting stability of the special
sector which makes it possible for other groups, depend-
ing on their strength, to bring pressure for concessions of
a welfare-state type. Thus, workers become involved in
political controversy over pay (or other working conditions,
e.g., working time), and relatively favorable compromises
are secured on questions of social legislation.”

This administrative tendency to compromise prevails
only with management's influential privileges in govem-
ment and its control of the economic balance of power,
and obviously comes to an end during severe recessions.
The tendency then becomes retrogressive and can sud-
denly turn from the mere administration of preparedness
to a drive for open war planning.” In that event, liberal
capitalism's ideological taboo against planning is sloughed
off; planning holds no terror for management of organized
capitalism because, in its experience, modem war (even
when it is not atomic)23 can be prepared for and con-
ducted only by means of total planning in conjunction with
an economy based on scarcity and consumer rationing.

Under the given circumstances, as was proved by the
behavior of German combines during World War IL24
management is prepared to push forward the expansion
of centralized production by combining primitive plunder
with every additional violation of humanity that suits its
purpose. It is typical of the mentality of the great powers
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influenced by management that, when it became politi-
cnlly opportune to turn from right to “grace,” the situation
at the end of World War II prevented neither amnesty
nor the retum of their property to those industrial leaders
who were accessories to such acts of horror. The readi-
ness to support immediate war planning means (since the
example of the Third Reich) the potential readiness for
complicity in a plan whose concrete content is systematized
l)flI‘l)3l'iSITl.25

The tendency to “total” war preparedness gives rise to
greater difficulties primarily because the anticipation of
immediate profits results in the development of overca-
pacity” which cannot be fully utilized. It thus becomes
a threat to profits and leads to recession and the conse-
quent breakdown of equilibrium. This strengthens the pre-
supposition that the technical revolution of the twentieth
century, predominately in research and development,
could have been (and was) brought about only by the
total economic might of the advanced capitalist countries
and not by the efficiency of an individual trust. Thus, dur-
ing World War I, it was owing to the German govem-
ment's war economy that the chemical industry expanded
enonnously and thereby developed far-reaching produc-
tion of inorganic fertilizers and synthetic textiles. Thus,
during World War II, it was due to the war planning of
the United States that the prerequisites were developed
for the utilization of atomic energy and radar technology
(as prerequisites to the further development of automa-
tion).

This system can concede a relatively high standard of
living (not voluntarily but only as a compromise in the
class struggle). As a result, even an author like Iiirgen
Habermas, who eminently recognizes the cultural and
sociophilosophical grounds of the system’s irrationality,”
nevertheless seems to postulate first, that the present state
of affairs is permanent, stable and unthreatened;29 and,
second, that it has abolished the source of sociopsycho-
logical division. It is no accident that such an informed
and acute observer of the current scene as Iiirgen
Habermas could be won over by the continuing economic
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progress of the German Federal Republic with its full
employment and its almost completely contained socialist
class consciousness.

Has it been forgotten that the 1929 crisis struck down
just such a sense of stability and plunged the workers’
standard of living to zero? Wasn't it inherent in that sys-
tem to beget the Third Reich? Is the permanent struc-
tural unemployment in the United States a negligible
quantity? Finally, isn't the impulse to alienation in this
society, which Habermas sees and whose origins he aptly
explains, also detennined in his view, by the economic
st'ructure?29 Doesn’t it characteristically tend to transform
economic into political catastrophes? Doesn’t its latent
power become glaringly obvious in its ever more naked
and undisguised elevation of extreme barbarism to power?
Isn’t the key to the problem of the relationship between
the condition of the classes and the workers’ class con-
sciousness contained in Karl Marx's opposition to Lassalle's
“Iron Law of Wages”?:

. . . consequently, the system of wage labour is a
system of slavery, and indeed of a slavery which be-
comes more severe in proportion as the social produc-
tive forces of labour develop, whether the worker
receives better . . . or worse payment. . . . It is as
if, among slaves who have at last got behind the secret
of slavery and broken out in rebellion, a slave still in
thrall to obsolete notions were to inscribe on the
program of the rebellion: slavery must be abolished
because the feeding of slaves in the system of slavery
cannot exceed a certain low maximum!“

And is it true that proletarian class consciousness has
disappeared in the other highly industrialized countries
where, on the social basis of organized capitalism, the
workers have at long last obtained a high standard of liv-
ing—is it true in France, Finland, Belgium, England, and
North Italy?

The thinking of the ruling class has a different rela-
tionship indeed to organized capitalism than it formerly
had to liberal capitalism, not only with regard to state in-
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tervention but also to managerialism and the formulation
of planning. Intervention is no longer regarded as the
devil’s work. In the most advanced capitalist countries and
their alliances (such as Union Miniere and the European
Common Market), managerialism and planning are recog-
nized as the obvious over-all system, because of the threat
of recessions and crises.

In the first place, however, it is conceded that the po-
tential decision-makers of managerialism, with its eventual
planning, are only in management, and its allied groups
in political leadership, administration, and the state ap-
paratus. This is particularly evident in the formation of
the European superstructu.res.31 It is also evident in the
amendments to the supplementary emergency constitution
of the Cerrnan Federal Republic,” which, in the event
of internal unrest and the threat or outbreak of war, em-
powers the government to suspend all democratic rights
and to impose total planning (particularly for scarcity and
consumer rationing, but also for the militarization of
labor).

Secondly, administrative measures of governments
continue to be determined by the profit needs of the major
economic enterprises and planning aims at the same goal,
with all the irrationalities that fiow from this. Organized
capitalism’s form of planning is necessarily irrational be-
cause it cannot formulate a rational guiding conception.

It is indeed fitting that even the political structure can
be planned in this social system. But since such structural
expenditures are viewed as costs that diminish profits, the
organization of planning at times even lags behind the im-
mediate needs of the production apparatus, instead of tak-
ing the lead in determining the standards for a rise in
productivity, so that the participants in the socialized proc-
ess of production may have meaningful, fulfilled lives.

It is thus necessary for the new productive forces
which have been developed by atomic energy and auto-
mation to press for a stronger planning tendency at the
same time that they threaten to make manual labor in-
creasingly superfluous. As in the United States today,
advanced capitalism inherently produces a structural rise
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in unemployment and thereby disrupts its own equilib-
rium.” Far from succeeding, however, the attempt to
overcome this by traditional means (and thereby to elimi-
nate the rising dangers to the existing system) serves only
to sidetrack the content of planning“ solely to considera-
tions of power and an irrational concentration on the profit
motive of large individual enterprises and combinations.
Such class privileges are no longer compatible with pro-
ductive forces, whose constantly rising output of commodi-
ties leads to a constantly decreasing amount of socially
necessary labor time.

The tendency toward producing the greatest increase
in the means for satisfying each participant's needs along
with the greatest increase in the free time available to
him for self~development has as its objective not only a
developing possibility but a necessary realization (other-
wise even the use and administration of the equipment
threatens to become impossible). The contradiction be-
tween the form of total social planning and the limitations
imposed on it by organized capitalism for its own needs
must be overcome. Organized capitalism has limited the
planners to its own leading strata and has limited the plan
to protecting the profit possibilities of its vast economic
structures. The immediate necessity of our time is for
mankind to eliminate these irrationalities, which give rise
to the constant danger of self-annihilation.

The Problem of Planning in a Classless Society

The following well-known passage by Karl Marx comes
to mind:

No social order ever disappears before all the pro-
ductive forces, for which there is room in it, have
been developed; and new higher relations of produc-
tion never appear before the material conditions of
their existence have matured in the womb of the old
society. Therefore, mankind always takes up only
such problems as it can solve; since, looking at the
matter more closely, we will always find that the
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problem itself arises only when the material condi-
tions necessary for its solution already exist or are at
least in the process of formation.35

It is clear that the meaning of the socialized labor proc-
ess can only be its own freedom, which is made possible
when its movement is determined by its associated co-
operative members:

In fact, the realm of freedom does not commence un-
til the point is passed where labor under the com-
pulsion of necessity and of extemal utility is required.
In the very nature of th.ings it lies beyond the sphere
of material production in the strict meaning of the
term. ]ust as the Savage must wrestle with nature,
in order to satisfy his wants, in order to maintain his
life and reproduce it, so civilized man has to do it,
and he must do it in all forms of society and under
all possible modes of production. With his develop-
ment the realm of natural necessity expands, because
his wants increase; but at the same time the forces of
production increase, by which these wants are satis-
fied. The freedom in this field cannot consist of any-
thing else but of the fact that socialized man, the
associated producers regulate their interchange with
nature rationally, bring it under their common con-
trol, instead of being ruled by it as by some blind
power; that they accomplish their task with the least
expenditure of energy and under conditions most
adequate to their human nature and most worthy of
it. But it always remains a realm of necessity. Be-
yond it begins that development of human power,
which is its own end, the true realm of freedom,
which, however, can flourish only upon that realm
of necessity as its basis. The shorten.ing of the work-
ing day is its fundamental pre1nise.3°

Thus, the content of planning in a classless society is
no longer determined by the abstractly rational aim of
profits for single economic enterprises or trusts but, on the
one hand, by the explicit and always concrete rationality
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whose goal is the humanization of the labor process as a
means of subordinating it to the conscious aims of the as-
sociated working people, and, on the other hand, the
greatest possible freeing of individuals from the labor
process in order to secure the greatest possible measure
of self-development for every member of society. Both
moments of this unity are interdependent. Through the
reduction of socially necessary labor ti.me—by immediately
shortening the working day, by expanding the scope and
duration of education for young people, by increasing va-
cation time for all able-bodied producers, and by earlier
retirement age—the individual’s abilities and his impulse
to apply them are so greatly expanded that constantly
expanding abilities are brought into use in the scientific
preparation and administration of the labor process of as-
sociated man. Consequently, productivity is so greatly de-
veloped and expanded that the universal satisfaction of
needs and the further reduction in socially necessary labor
time become possible.

Because of this dialectical determination a socially regu-
lated educational system results whose task no longer is to
develop “the detail worker . . . crippled by life-long repe-
tition of one and the same trivial operation” but the “fully
developed individual, fit for a variety of labours, ready to
face any change of production, and to whom the different
social functions he performs, are but so many modes of
giving free scope to his own natural and acquired
powers.”37 With such a broader increase in productivity,
a social order arises in which the following principle be-
comes a reality: “From each according to his capacity, to
each according to his needs.”"*9

The problem of value, both in the old sense of the lib-
eral capitalist market economy and in the modified sense
of organized capitalism, is abolished. This can occur by
means of all-around planning of the social labor process
because the economy is no longer determined independ-
ently of, and contrary to, the will of the producers by
the alienated law of the market, but rather by means of
the rational and conscious decisions of associated man-
l<ind.39 However, “after the abolition of the capitalist mode
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of production, but with social production still in vogue, the
determination of value continues to prevail in such a way
that the regulation of the labor time and the distribution
of the social labor among the various groups of produc-
tion, also the keeping of accounts in connection with this,
become more essential than ever.”4° Precisely these con-
siderations lead to the consequence that even in a classless
society only a portion of the full output of co-operative
labor can be made available for individual use, namely,
that which remains after a series of deductions:

“First, cover for replacement of the means of produc-
tion used up. Secondly, additional portion for expansion of
production. Thirdly, reserve or insurance funds to provide
against accidents, dislocations caused by natural calami-
ties, etc." From the consumer stock which then remains
there has to be deducted again, before it is divided among
the producers for their individual use: “First, the general
costs of administration not belonging to production. This
part will, from the outset, be very considerably restricted
in comparison with present-day society and it diminishes
in proportion as the new society develops. Secondly, that
which is intended for the common satisfaction of needs,
such as schools, health services, etc. From the outset this
part grows considerably in comparison with present-day
society and it grows in proportion as the new society de-
velops. Thirdly, funds for those unable to work, etc.”‘*1

Thus, plarming in an evolving classless society can
never become static according to rigid patterns, but must
be deliberated by a continuing process of development
through the most rational possible relationship between
the increase of productivity and the enlargement of public
education, on the one side, and on the other side, by a
rapid reduction in labor time and an increase in social
production and consumption quotas no longer dominated
by the principle of equivalence. Mistakes will be made
again and again-inevitably, because it is human nature to
err repeatedly—and such a society will have to count on
numerous setbacks in its experimentation. Classless society
is a human society neither outside of historical perspec-
tive nor a paradise." But are such repeated gigantic
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errors in planning a greater source of loss than the sum
total of losses caused by liberal capitalist crises, or even
by the crises and objectively senseless investments of or-
ganized capitalism with its tendency to reconcile its con-
tradictions by the production of armaments?

Planning in and for the Transition to a Classless Society

No heavily industrialized country has yet succeeded,
on the basis of its own continuous internal development,
in making the transition to a classless society and its rudi-
ments of planning. The first great attempts in this direc-
tion took place in countries where the process of industri-
alization on the basis of capitalist production relations was
only in the beginning.

The fact that the fundamentals for planning a classless
society were taken over by areas with largely precapitalist
production forms and social relations, and where there
was only an extremely meager share of capitalistic in-
dustrial production was certainly not expected by Karl
Marx and Frederick Engels, or by their intellectual heirs
before World War I. But this transfer neither contradicts
nor refutes their thought, because the manner in which in-
dustrial capitalism has transformed and unified the world
—which was previously predicted by Marx and Engels“-
has also guaranteed the transference of thought develop-
ment and problem-posing from the developed industrial
nations to those in the first stages of industrialization. The
latter could thus take an interest in the solution of the
problems that hitherto they had been unable to attempt
to solve.

This made it possible, in all cases where these countries
were freed from foreign military intervention, for them to
initiate attempts resulting from their own social or na-
tional conflicts, and on the basis of their own resources.
This would not have been possible without reference to
Marxist theory. Because this theory arose out of the prior
development of liberal capitalism it must be adapted to,
and modified by, the specific problems of the new nations.

Because the theory of a transition to classless society
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was elaborated on the basis of developed industrial pro-
duction which had already introduced public education
and the disciplining of the majority of the population for
the modern labor process, such conditions must first be
created so that the next stage of development, the over-
coming of class society, may be ushered in.

Thus, in Russia for example, it was systematic planning
for essential development, instead of residual planning,
which accelerated economic grow'th.44 In half a century,
the population of the USSR has been transformed from
preponderant illiteracy in 1917 to an average level of edu-
cation and degree of scientific training that does not lag
behind that of the old industrial nations whom Russia is
increasingly overtaking. When Westem reaction dissolved
its hopes of receiving industrial aid, the USSR decided
upon fully systematized planning for the building up of
a highly industrialized society by means of its own re-
sources, whereby it hoped to protect its population from
the enormous burdens which early socialist accumulation
must entail (as early capitalist accumulation did previ-
ously).‘*5 Such planning fully executed the First Five-Year
Plan of 1928,46 and resulted, as did early capitalist de-
velopment in the old industrial countries, in the scourge
of hunger, mass misery, and forced child labor.

By means of open administrative terror the plan was
achieved at an astonishingly rapid tempo.“ Russia
thereby narrowed its governmental system from the dic-
tatorship of the Soviets to the dictatorship of the party,
then to the dictatorship of a newly arisen bureaucracy,
and finally to the brutal and bloody despotism of one man
at the top.“ By barbarous means and frightful errors
in planning, Stalin forced industrial advance“ and
made the USSR into a world power. Nevertheless, the
self-estrangement of the bureaucratic dictatorship at the
same time brought forth the conditions that first produced
its moderation and, by repeated repercussions, its suspen-
sion, as is the case since the Twentieth Party Congress.
Despite the estrangement between the ruling bureaucracy
and the people, no new class society could develop;5° the



372 ON PRACTICE

way remained open for planning a classless industrial so-
ciety and for expanding the spiritual reach of freedom
and social democracy.

The Chinese social organization began from deeper
strata than the Russian, and forged similar stages of de-
velopment. But it is still in its first stage. In order to
explain this, its leaders still uphold the theory of Stalinism
at a time when the industrially developed USSR lays it
aside.

The Yugoslav social organization, which started On its
course under the aegis of Stalinist theory, has developed
planning methods leading to a classless society which do
not contradict planning methods in a classless society
as is the case in the USSR or in China.“ Yugoslavia
could do this because the higher degree of education and
greater labor discipline of its population—which rested
upon greater industrial development before the victory of
the people’s revolution—enabled it to assign a greater por-
tion of its working population to the decentralized plan-
ning and administration of its productive apparatus“ than
was possible in the USSR.

Planning in the direction of a classless society has not
yet succeeded in any fully developed society of organized
capitalism. At the end of the world economic crisis of
1919-36, the victory of the fascist counterrevolution in
the European countries prevented the development of
such planning and by its war-economy method of plan-
ning rescued organized capitalism. Nor were the eifects of
the crisis overcome in the United States by means of the
New Deal, but only by the economic consequences of the
outbreak of World War II. Since 1945, the cold war and
the preparedness posture of the two world powers have
disrupted the beginnings of planning in a socialistic direc-
tion in England, France, and Italy. The West European
countries have been compelled to comply with United
States demands and return to the prior capitalistic struc-
ture of their industrial society.

Therefore, even the theory of planning for the transi-
tion of developed industrial nations to the classless society



Wolfgang Abendroth 373

—under the full protection and further development of
democratic constitutional structures—is still insufiiciently
developed. But such writers as A. Angelopoulos,” Charles
Bettelhei.m,54 and recently Ernest Mandel“ have pro-
duced great contributions to it. Certainly since 1956, the
Communist Parties have convinced these Westem Eu-
ropean countries that over-all planning within the frame-
work of a parliamentary democratic constitution can and
should result when it becomes possible for the constitu-
tional governments to safeguard themselves against over-
throw by authoritarian or fascistic dictatorship.

The need for such planning has been made urgent by
the development of atomic energy and automation. Be-
cause they require aid for rapid industrial construction,
the former colonial countries are still neocolonial depend-
ent nations. Internationalized planning toward a no longer
antagonistic, and therefore classless, society has become
the prerequisite for preserving civilization and for avoid-
ing threatening political catastrophes.
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I

The history of social welfare in Western countries as an
organized system of “giving” shows that over the past
century it has played a variety of roles in the processes
of change. One of the most important but least acknowl-
edged in the historical literature has been its educational
role. In Britain and other countries exposed to the early
stages of industrialization, it was a major force in sustain-
ing the social conscience. To give aid without regard to
economic criteria and to differences in race, color, religion,
and class brought it into direct conflict with the values of
the market place. To act as an agent of redistributive
social justice meant opposing discrimination; the concept
of economic man had to be confronted with noneconomic
criteria; the natural dignity and uniqueness of every-man
had continually to be publicly restated, fought for, and
demonstrated.

While time and circumstances have changed for the
mass of the people in the West, the fundamental need
for social welfare as an instrument of social justice and
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community education remains. This is one of the under-
lying themes of this essay; a second and less explicit one
is that only a society which is firmly dedicated to the
principle of greater equality and the diflusion of human-
istic values will have suflicient moral conviction to make
available the resources necessary to help close the gap
between the “have” and the “have-not" nations of the
world. The ideas which move men and which they hold
about their own societies must influence them in their at-
titudes toward the need for change in other societies.

It is of course possible to preach reform for others but
not for one's own social group. The history of colonialism
and race relations in the East and the West is littered
with sad examples of hypocrisy. But, considered in col-
lective terms, such attitudes today require a high degree
of calculated cynicism. In effect, they can mean that the
rich nations advocate social reform for the poor nations in
order to prevent the spread of communism or some other
hostile ideology or to further the defense and economic
interests of the rich. According to Professor Seymour Mar-
tin Lipset (writing of underdeveloped countries): “only
parties which promise to improve the situation of the
masses through widespread reform . . . can hope to com-
pete with the Communists.”1 A philosophy of the status
quo at home can cynically purvey the notion of social
welfare as a reforming agent among the poorer nations of
the world simply to protect an already established “good”
society in the West. Fortunately, the development of so-
cial welfare values and policies among the poorer nations
does not wholly depend on the influence or attitudes of
the rich nations.

Nevertheless, however determined and able the “have-
not” nations are to shape their own internal policies, there
will still remain a major dilemma of “giving” on an inter-
national scale. The income gap between the rich and poor
nations is continually widening and, more serious still,
there is evidence that this widening is now proceeding at
an accelerating rate. Professor Gunnar Myrdal has recently
drawn the conclusion that “without a radical change in
policies in both groups of countries, the world is headed
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for an economic and political cataclysm.”2 How societies
give collectively, and their motives for giving are ques-
tions as fundamental to the health of social welfare sys-
tems at home and abroad as the question of what they
give.

II

We come then to the question of the present and future
role of social welfare in the West-particularly in Britain
and the United States. If there is any substance in the
foregoing view, then this question is of more than na-
tional interest; how we conduct our own domestic affairs
will influence the quality of our relationships with our
poorer neighbors.

“Modern social welfare,” it has been said in the United
States, “has really to be thought of as help given to the
stranger, not to the person who by reason of personal
bond commands it without asking.”3 It has, therefore, to
be formally organized, to be administered by strangers,
and to be paid for collectively by strangers.

Social welfare or the social services, operating through
agencies, institutions, and programs outside the private
market, are becoming more difficult to define in any so-
ciety with precision. As societies become more complex
and specialized, so do systems of social welfare. Func-
tionally, they reflect, and respond to, the larger social
structure and its division of labor. This process makes it
much harder today to identify the causal agents of change
—the microbes of social disorganization and the viruses of
impoverishment—and to make them responsible for the
costs of “disservices.” Who should bear the social costs
of the thalidomide babies, of urban blight, of smoke pol-
lution, of the obsolescence of skills, of automation, of the
impact of synthetic coflee, which will dispense with the
need for coffee beans, on the peasants of Brazil? The pri-
vate benefits are to some extent measurable and attributa-
ble, but the private losses are not. Neoclassical economics
and the private market cannot make these allocations; they
are not organized to estimate social disruption and are
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unable to provide adequately for the public needs cre-
ated by social and economic change.

Our growing inability to identify and connect cause and
efiect in the world of social and technological change is
thus one reason for the historical emergence of social
welfare institutions in the West. Altruism by strangers for
strangers was and is an attempt to fill a moral void cre-
ated by applied science. The services and programs de-
veloped in the West to give aid to the stranger victims of
industrialism and change have inevitably and necessarily
become more specialized and complex. In this paper we
shall only be able to speak of them in general terms.

III

The social services, as they are named in Britain, are
largely the product of the twentieth cent'ury—-a delayed
response to the industrialism of the nineteenth century.
The term is generally and loosely interpreted today to
cover such public (or publicly supported) services as
medical care, education, housing, income maintenance in
old age and during periods of unemployment, sickness,
disability and so forth, child allowances, and a variety of
specific services for particular groups of people with spe-
cial needs, e.g., neglected children, unmarried mothers,
the blind, mental defectives, young delinquents, dis-
charged prisoners, and other categories. All these services
came apologetically into existence to provide for certain
basic needs which the individual, the family, and the pri-
vate market in capitalist societies were unable or unwill-
ing to meet. In the United States and other Western coun-
tries, the terms “social welfare” or “social policy programs"
are used as alternative generic labels to embrace a similar
variety of collectively organized services which may differ
widely in scope and structure, methods of administration
and finance, and in the fundamental objectives underlying
them.

The concept of “The Welfare State,” which entered the
arena of political thought in the 1940s, is generally ac-
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cepted as a wider definition of the role of the State in the
field of social and economic policy, embracing more than
the provision of social services. Most writers on the sub-
ject, whether on the right or left politically, take it to
mean a more positive and purposeful commihnent by gov-
ernment to concern itself with the general Welfare of the
whole community and with the social costs of change. In
his book Beyond the Welfare State, Gunnar Myrdal con-
cluded that “In the last half-century, the State, in all the
rich countries in the Westem world, has become a demo-
cratic ‘Welfare State’, with fairly explicit commitments to
the broad goals of economic development, full employ-
ment, equality of opportunity for the young, social se-
curity, and protected minimum standards as regards not
only income, but nutrition, housing, health and education,
for people of all regions and social groups.”4

In this view, it can be argued that “Welfare Statism,”
either as an established fact or as a political objective, is a
common phenomenon of large-scale, industrialized so-
cieties. The renaissance of private enterprise during the
past two decades in North America and Europe, the Key-
nesian revolution and the adoption of techniques of eco-
nomic management, rising standards of living and the
achievements of political parties and trade unions on be-
half of the underprivileged—have led all these culturally
different societies along the same road to “Welfare Stat-
ism”—a road unforeseen by Marx. Whether they know it
or not, and whether they like it or not, Democrats and
Republicans, Conservatives, Socialists, and Liberals in
North America and Europe have become “welfare-
statists.” The Germans and the Swedes may have more
“advanced” pension systems, the British a more compre-
hensive health service, the French more extensive family
allowances, and the Americans may spend more on pub-
lic education but, when all these national differences are
acknowledged, the generalized welfare commitment is
nevertheless viewed as the dominant political fact of mod-
ern Western societies. Governments of the liberal right
and the liberal left may come and go; the commitment to
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welfare, economic growth, and full employment will re-
main with minor rather than major changes in scope and
objectives.

IV

In historical and comparative terms, these are sweeping
conclusions and leave many questions of values and facts
unexamined. To what extent are they based on the real
facts of income and wealth distribution, property, power,
and class? Has the “Welfare State” abolished poverty, so-
cial deprivation, and exploitation? Has man a greater sense
of social control and participation in the work and life of
his community? What will be the human consequences
of further social and technological changes? Will the fu-
ture resemble the immediate past, or are these views a
simple projection of a transient phase in the development
of large-scale and predominantly competitive societies?

In recent years a growing number of political commen-
tators, economists, and sociologists on both sides of the At-
lantic, in proclaiming the end of political ideology in the
West, have either ignored such questions or have tended
to imply that they are no longer of primary importance
for our societies. Their reasons for doing so are explicit or
implicit in their general thesis. Professor Lipset in his book
Political Man (1960) spoke for many when he said (in
summarizing the discussions of a world congress of intellec-
tuals in 1955) that “the ideological issues dividing left and
right [have] been reduced to a little more or a little less
government ownership and economic planning"; and there
was general agreement that it really makes little difference
“which political party controls the domestic policies of in-
dividual nations.” With minor diflerences, parties of both
the right and the left will attempt to alleviate those social
injustices that still remain, and will continue to seek im-
provements in social welfare, education, medical care, and
other sectors of the economy for the general well-being.
All will share, rich and Poor, in the benefits of growth. By
a natural process of market levitation all classes and groups
will stand expectantly on the political right as the esca-
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lator of growth moves them up. Automatism thus substi-
tutes for the social protest.

To quote Lipset again (though writers in a similar vein
in England, France, and Germany could equally be
cited): “. . . the fundamental political problems of the
industrial revolution have been solved: the workers have
achieved industrial and political citizenship, the conserva-
lives have accepted the welfare state, and the democratic
left has recognised that an increase in overall state power
carries with it more dangers to freedom than solutions for
economic problems. This very triumph of the democratic
social revolution in the West ends domestic politics for
those intellectuals who must have ideologies or utopias to
motivate them to political action.”5

As a generalization, it is conceivable that this statement
may serve as a summing-up for the 1950s in the history
books of the next century. But from the perspective of
1960 it is, to say the least, a dubious proposition. How-
ever, we would not wish this essay to take the form of a
critique of any one particular writer. To do so would carry
with it the obligation to discuss in detail an individual
interpretation of recent trends and the many qualifications
attached to them. We shall, therefore, treat these state-
ments as an expression not of the views of Professor Lipset
but of a collective Weltansclumung, and one that seems
to be growing in influence in the West, to judge by the
number of its adherents.

Though we make no attempt to examine the thesis at
length, we shall speculate about some of its basic asstunp-
tions so far as they relate to the future role of a humanist
social policy in Britain and the U.S.A.

First, it is unhistorical. Implicit in the thesis is the as-
sumption that the “industrial revolution" was a once-and-
for-all affair. Thus, it ignores the evidence conceming the
trend toward monopolistic concentrations of economic
power, the role of the corporation as private government
with taxing powers, the problems of social disorganiza-
tion and cultural deprivation, and the growing impact of
automation and new techniques of production and dis-
tribution in economically advanced societies. If the first



384 on PRACTICE

phase of the so-called revolution was to force all men to
work, the phase we are now entering may be to force
many men not to work. Without a major shift in values,
only an impoverishment in social living can result from this
new wave of industrialism.

Second, it states that the workers have achieved “in-
dustrial citizenship.” The only comment we feel able to
make on this is to say that it is a misuse of language to
imply that membership of a trade union is synonymous
with “industrial citizenship.” Conceptions of what consti-
tutes “citizenship” for the worker must be related to what
we now know about man’s potential and his basic social
and psychological needs; they cannot be compared with
conditions of industrial slavery in the nineteenth century.

Third, the thesis implies that the problem of the dis-
tribution of income and wealth has either been solved or
is now of insignificant proportions in Western society. In
any event, such disparities as do exist are justified on
grounds of individual differences and the need for eco-
nomic incentives, and are considered to present no threat
to democratic values.

In the 1950s, 1 per cent of the British population owned
42 per cent of all personal net capital and 5 per cent
owned 67.5 per cent.“ Even these proportions are under-
estimates, for the figures exclude pension funds and trusts
(which have grown enormously in recent years), and they
do not take account of the increasing tendency for large
owners of property to distribute their wealth among their
families, to spread it over time, to send it abroad, and to
transform it in other ways.

This degree of concentration in the holding of wealth
is nearly twice as great as it was in the United States in
1954, and far higher than in the halcyon days of ruthless
American capitalism in the early 192os. Since 1949,
wealth inequality has been growing in the United States,
the rate of increase being more than twice as fast as the
rate of decline between 1922 and 1949. Measured in
terms of the increase in the percentage of wealth held by
the top 1 per cent, the growth of inequality during 1949-
56 (the latest available data) was more striking than at
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may time during at least the past forty years. Not un-
t'.\ip6Ct€dly, the distribution of income also appears to be
becoming more unequal in recent years, affecting in partic-
ular the one fifth to one quarter of the United States popu-
lation living below the currently defined “poverty line."7
'l‘hese are not all Negroes; 80 per cent of the Ameiican
poor are white, and only one fifth receive welfare aid.
liconomic growth in the richest society in the world has
not been accompanied by any automatic, bu.ilt-in equa-
lizer. Crime for the young unemployed acts as a substitute
within the prevailing system of values—the modern form
of acquisitive social mobility for the lower classes.

There is no evidence to suggest that Britain has not
been following in the same path since the end of the
19405. It is even possible that inequality in the ownership
of wealth (particularly in terms of family holdings) has
increased more rapidly in Britain than in the United States
since 1949. The British system of taxation is almost unique
in the Westem world in its generous treatment of wealth-
holders in respect of settlements, trusts, gifts, and other
arrangements for redistributing and rearranging income
and wealth. This is reflected in the remarkable fact that,
in the mid-1950s, it was in the young adult age group
that the tendency for wealth to be concentrated in a few
hands was most marked.

Such evidence as this is ignored by those who proclaim
the end of political ideology. Similar trends are probably
in operation in De Gaulle's France and Erhard’s Ger-
many.9 Over a qua.rter of a century of political upheaval,
global war, “welfare statism,” managed economies, and
economic growth have made little impression on the hold-
ings of great fortunes in at least two of the largest indus-
trial nations: the United States and Britain. The institution
of concentrated wealth appears to be as tenacious of life
as Tawney’s intelligent tadpoles. Wealth still bestows po-
litical and economic power, more power than income,
though it is probably exercised differently and with more
respect for public opinion than in the nineteenth century.

Changes in the distribution of incomes appear to be
following a similar pattern in Britain as in the United
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States. Toward the end of the 1940s a wartime movement
toward more equality (before and after tax) in both Brit-
ain and the United States was reversed. The poorest tenth
of the British population were relatively worse off com-
pared with the higher standards of the rest of the nation
in 1963 than they were in 1948.9

How can these great disparities in the private owner-
ship of wealth and in the exercise of economic power be
viewed as consistent with the thesis that we have reached
the end of the political dialogue? No political utopia since
Plato has ever envisaged such degrees of economic ine-
quality as permanent and desirable states for man. So-
cialists protest at such disparities not because they want
to foster envy; they do so because, as Tawney argued,
these disparities are fundamentally immoral. History sug-
gests that human nature is not strong enough to maintain
itself in true community where great disparities of income
and wealth preside.

Fourth and finally, there is in this thesis an assumption
that the establishment of social welfare necessarily and in-
evitably contributes to the spread of humanism and the
resolution of social injustice. The reverse can be true. Wel-
fare, as an institutional means, can serve different mas-
ters. A multitude of sins may be committed in its appeal-
ing name. Welfare can be used simply as an instrument of
economic growth which, by benefiting a minority, indi-
rectly promotes greater inequality. Education is an ex-
ample. We may educate the young to compete more effi-
ciently as economic men in the private market one with
another, or we may educate them because we desire to
make them more capable of freedom and more capable of
fulfilling their personal differences irrespective of income,
class, religion, and race.

Welfare may be used to serve military and racial ends
—as in Hitler's Germany. More medical care was provided
by state and voluntary agencies not because of a belief in
everyman’s uniqueness, but because of a hatred of men.

Welfare may be used to narrow allegiances and not to
diffuse tl'1em—as in employers’ fringe benefit systems. In-
dividual gain and political quietism, fostered by the new
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feudalism of the corporation, may substitute for the sense
of common humanity nourished by systems of nondis-
criminatory mutual aid.

What matters then, what indeed is fundamental to the
health of welfare, the objective toward which its face is
set? To universalize humanistic ethics and the social rights
of citizenship, or to divide, discriminate, and compete?

V

In reality, of course, the issues are never as clear-cut
as this. The historical evolution of social security meas-
ures in Britain since the end of the nineteenth century
shows how complex and various were the forces at work.
Fear of social revolution, the need for a law-abiding labor
force, the struggle for power between political parties and
pressure groups, a demand to remove some of the social;
costs of change—for example, industrial accidents—from
the back of the worker, and the social conscience of the
rich-all played a part.

But the major impulse came from below—from the
workingman's ethic of solidarity and mutual aid. It found
expression and grew spontaneously from worlcing-class
traditions and institutions to counter the adversities of in-
dustrialism. By means of a great network of friendly so-
cieties, medical clubs, chapel societies, brotherhoods, co-
operatives, trade unions, and savings clubs, schemes of
mutual insurance were developed as a method of prepay-
ment for services the members could claim when they
were in need—in sickness, disablement, unemployment,
old age, widowhood, and death. The “good” risks and the
“bad” risks, the young and the old, shared one another's
lot. They constituted microscopic welfare states, each
struggling to demonstrate that man could still exercise
some control over the forces of technology. By the end of
the century some 24,000 different friendly societies were
in existence, with a total membership representing about
half the adult male population of the country. Aptly and
significantly named, during a century of unbridled com-
petition, they were the humanistic institution for the arti-
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san and his family, far outdistancing in active membership
all trade unions, political parties, and religious bodies.

We can now see this great movement as the amateur's
compassionate answer to the challenge of the economic
and psychological insecurities of industrialism and individ-
ualism. It expressed also the ordinary man’s revulsion from
a class-conscious, discriminating charity and a ruthless,
discriminating poor law. The poor law was hated because
it spelled humiliation; it was an assault on the individual’s
sense of self-respect in an age when “respectability”—the
quality of meriting the respect of others—governed the
mores of society.

The values and objectives which underlay in the past
the search for security in an increasingly insecure world
are still relevant to an understanding of the role of social
welfare in Britain today. The ways in which they shaped
its origins and early development still permeate the princi-
ples on which the systems of medical care and social se-
curity operate today—comprehensive in scope, universal
in membership. That they have not yet solved the prob-
lems of poverty and neglect, and still provide little place
for citizen participation, is another story, and one that
remains as a formidable challenge for socialism. But we
cannot retrace our footsteps to the intimate “friendly so-
cieties” of yesterday; we must find imaginative ways and
new institutional means of combining humanity in admin-
istration with redistributive social justice in the future de-
velopment of welfare policies.

VI

These are two of the central unresolved issues for hu-
manists: the problem of bigness and the problem of in-
equality. They affect every aspect of social policy: educa-
tion from the primary school to the university and into
adult life; social security in unemployment, sickness, and
old age; the care of the physically and mentally ill; hous-
ing and urban planning; leisure and recreation.

The demand for these services will grow in the future
as living standards rise among some sections of the popu-
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lation and fall, relatively or absolutely, among others. The
consequences of automation and its technological cousins
on the one hand, and more dependent needs in childhood
and old age on the other, will call for a much greater
investment in people and social service than in consump-
tion goods. Science and technology are today beginning to
accomplish as thorough a revolution in social and economic
theory as they are in the theory of war and intemational
relations. The conventional doctrine that machines make
work is losing its validity; machines are now replacing
workers. It is already clear from American experience that
these victims of technological displacement are no longer
“resting between engagements” (which is the theory of
unemployment insurance): they are permanently out of
work; permanently liberated from work. By the end of
1962 nearly one third of all young Negroes between the
ages of 16 and 21 who were out of school were also out
of work. Relatively speaking, they were also more handi-
capped educationally than unemployed young Negroes
twenty years earlier. Between 1939 and 1958 the dis-
advantage of not having a college diploma grew in the
U.S.A.1°

In an age of abundance of things, the production of
consumption goods will become a subsidiary question for
the West. The primary question will be just distribution;
in particular, the distribution of services according to
needs in place of the principle of productivity and per-
formance in a market economy which today powerfully
influences access to education and other social services.

In the past we have distributed resources on the basis
of success and failure in economic competition; in the fu-
ture we must decide whether it is morally right to do so in
an economy of abundance. To distribute services on the
basis of needs will help us to discover equality in our
neighbors. “Awareness of equality,” wrote Daniel Ienkins,
“always arises in personal relationships and nearly always
confronts us as a challenge, for it means placing a greater
value upon our neighbor than we had previously been
disposed to do. We are all ready to love ourselves. The
discovery of equality might be defined as the discovery
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that we have indeed to love our neighbors as om-selves.”11
And so we have to ask, “What are we to do with our

wealth?” This is a more relevant social question to ask to-
day than those that seek to find more effective ways of
punishing criminals, enforcing the law against deviants,
preventing abuse of public assistance, forcing men to
search for work, compelling them to save for old age when
they cannot feed their children adequately, shifting them
out of subsidized housing, inventing cheap technological
substitutes for education, and charging them more for ac-
cess to medical care.

Yet these aims reflect the values which are often ap-
plied today in the administration of social services. Ac-
cord.ing to one writer, Professor Mencher, “The present
United States welfare [public assistance] program is in
keeping with the philosophy of 183o”—the philosophy of
less eligible citizens enshrined in the English Poor Law
Act of 1834.12 Social workers, teachers, doctors, and so-
cial administrators find their functions imprisoned by the
“virtues” of hard work and profit; virtues that are rooted
in the economics of scarcity. Their role is to police these
virtues as, in a more ruthless context, medical certification
of fitness for work became one of the central directives
under the Stalinist regime. They have no relevance to the
economics of abundance.

And, as Gerard Piel has emphasized, any “hard work
that a machine can do is better done today by a machine;
‘hard’ these days means mostly boring and repetitive work,
whether in the factory or the oflice. But the instinct for
worlcmanship, the need to feel needed, the will to achieve,
are deeply felt in every human heart. They are not uni-
versally fulfilled by the kind of employment most people
find. Full employment in the kind of employment that is
commonly available, whether blue-collar or white-collar,
has been plainly outmoded by technology. The liberation
of people from tasks unworthy of human capacity should
free that capacity for a host of activities now neglected in
our civilisation: teaching and learning, fundamental scien-
tific investigation, the performing arts and the graphic arts,
letters, the crafts, politics, and social service. Character-
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istically these activities involve the interaction of people
with people rather than with things. They are admittedly
not productive activities; nor are they profitable in the
strict sense.”13

Science and technology in alliance with other structural
and demographic changes under way in our societies will
call for a major shift in values; for new incentives and new
forms of reward unrelated to the productivity principle;
for new criteria applied to the distribution of resources
which are not tied to individual “success” as a measure;
for new forms of socially approved “dependencies.” They
will make the conventional criteria of capitalism largely
irrelevant.

Many years ago Keynes foresaw that the time would
come when these changes would be needed: “. . . W6
shall be able to rid ourselves of many of the pseudo-moral
principles which have hag-ridden us for 200 years, by
which we have exalted some of the most distasteful of
human qualities into the position of the highest virtues
. . . All kinds of social customs and economic practices
affecting the distribution of wealth and of economic re-
wards and penalties, which we now maintain at all costs,
we shall then be freed to discard.”

We shall need different rules domestically to live by;
more examples of altruism to look up to. Indeed, our so-
cieties in Britain and the United States are already in need
of them. In no other way in the long run will it be possible
for us to prevent the deprived and the unable from be-
coming more deprived and unable; more cast down in a
pool of apathy, frustration, crime, rootlessness, and tawdry
poverty.

In all this, what we call the social services will have a
central role to play. If this role is defined at all it will have
to be defined by socialists in the language of equality.
Here it is that ethics will have to be reunited to politics.
The answers will not come and, indeed, logically cannot
come from those who now proclaim “the end of political
ideology”; those who would elevate the principle of pe-
cuniary gain and extend it to social service by equating
education and medical care with refrigerators and mink
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coats; and those who advocate that more and more people
should “contract out” of universal social services and cre-
ate for themselves new areas of privilege and discrimina-
tion. They, today, are the utilitarian doctrinaires; pris-
oners of the economics of scarcity; oblivious to the social
consequences of the march of science and technology; and
blind to the need for a sense of moral purpose in their
own societies as the motive power in the art of giving to
our international neighbors.
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I don’t like work—no man does—but I like what
is in the work—the chance to find yourself. Your
own rea]ity—for yourself, not for others—what no
other man can ever know.

JOSEPH Counan, The Heart of Darkness

The early socialists formulated two related lines of criti-
cism of capitalist society. One was a criticism of class
inequalities, of the vast and apparently increasing dispari-
ties of wealth and enjoyment between property owners
and wage earners. The other was a criticism of the ex-
cesses of individualism, of laissez-faire and the competitive
struggle, and a counterassertion of the value of co-
operation and mutual aid. In both there was implied a
new conception of the importance of labor both for society
and for the individual. Saint-Simon, in a famous parable,
contrasted the idle and useless feudal section of French
society with the productive part composed of scientists,
industrialists, craftsmen, and others. His theory of the new
social order, the industrial regime, rested upon the idea
that useful work was a primary obligation of the individ-
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ual, and that the hierarchy of reward and esteem should
correspond with the relative value of men’s contributions
to society through productive labor. Saint-Simon's follow-
ers developed this theme in their concern with the organi-
zation of modern industry, and in their insistence upon
useful work as the prime social function upon which social
life should be based. The same notion was reflected more
faintly in the Works of the early economists, in the distinc-
tion which they attempted to draw between productive
and unproductive labor.

The other aspect of work, as a psychological need of
the individual, an element in his education, a means of
self-expression, and a bond with other men, was empha-
sized by Robert Owen, and especially by Fourier. Fourier
argued that men are by nature creative and active, and
that the work which has to be done in society could be
made attractive and pleasant in itself, first by matching
occupations more closely with individual tastes and pro-
pensities, and secondly by providing variety in work
through changes of occupation in the course of the work-
ing day.

All these notions are to be found, expressed in a differ-
ent language, in Marx's critical analysis of capitalist so-
ciety. The division of society into classes produces at one
extreme wealth, leisure, a relative freedom to determine
one’s own life; and at the other, poverty, excessive and
brutalizing work, constraint and lack of freedom. In the
process of work itself, the industrial worker is alienated
(to use the terminology of Marx's early writings): “he
does not fulfill himself in his work, but denies himself,
has a feeling of misery rather than well-being, does not
develop freely his mental and physical energies but is
physically exhausted and mentally debased. . . . His
work is not voluntary but imposed, forced labor. It is not
the satisfaction of a need, but only a means for satisfying
other needs." (Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts).
The liberation of the individual from such conditions,
which Marx saw as the objective of the growing working
class movement, would require changes in the social sys-
tem as a whole and also within each productive enterprise.
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The independence and the power over others which the
upper class in society enjoyed would be ended by the
abolition of private property in the means of production
and the consequent disappearance of social classes. But
this was only one condition, though fundamental in Marx's
theoretical scheme, for the creation of a classless society.
It would also be necessary to overcome the division of
labor, which enclosed men in narrow spheres of life and
condemned large numbers of them to spend their days in
dull, mindless, physically exhausting, sometimes harmful
activities. The young Marx, like Fourier, saw a solution
to the problem in regular changes of occupation; in a no-
torious passage of The German Ideology he observed that
in communist society nobody would have “one exclusive
sphere of activity,” and the individual would be able to
“hunt in the moming, fish in the aftemoon, rear cattle in
the evening, criticize after dinner,” according to his incli-
nation. Later on, Marx undoubtedly took a more critical
view of these possibilities, and in a passage of Capital
he distinguished between the sphere of production which
would always remain a “realm of necessity,” and the
sphere of leisure time, "the true realm of freedom” in
which “the development of human potentiality for its own
sake” could take place; but he never abandoned the idea
that necessary work could itself become, in some degree,
a liberating and educative activity. Again in Capital he
observes that “the limited detail worker of today” will be
replaced in the future society by “the fully developed in-
dividual,” who carries out a number of different social
functions, and who has a different relation to his work
because he has received a broad general and scientific
education. The frequently quoted passage in which Marx
criticized F0urier’s view of work as an essentially pleasant
activity is generally misinterpreted. Marx objected to the
idea that work could be regarded simply as an agreeable,
spontaneous activity, as a ldnd of game; he insisted upon
the element of painful effort in work, upon the constraints
which it imposed, but at the same time he held firmly
that it could be rewarding for the individual, in the way
that a creative artist’s work is rewarding, as a manifesta-
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tion of human slcill and determination, and of the human
power to shape and control the natural world. Marx's view
is similar to that of Conrad in the passage quoted above,
except that Man: also takes account of the social aspects
of work; in a classless and humane society, the individual
would not only find himself in his work, but would also
discover and express his co-operative relationship, his
friendship, with other men.

In the later development of the labor movement and of
socialist thought, the problems of the worker in his imme-
diate work situation in an industrial society came to be
largely overshadowed by the problems of class relations
in society as a whole, of property ownership and political
power. They were never entirely neglected, but those
movements which paid any serious attention to them-
such as the Shop Steward's Movement just before the First
World War, Guild Socialism, and the various communi-
tarian exper-iments—had relatively little influence upon the
general ideas and doctrines of the labor movement. It is
only in recent years that these problems have moved back
into the center of discussion among socialists; in part be-
cause they are seen to be highly significant in the context
of the social changes which have occurred in the industrial
societies, and in part because a number of practical experi-
ments—the workers’ councils in Yugoslavia, the lcibbutzim
in Israel, the community development projects in such
countries as India, the communes in China—have fur-
nished actual materials for studying new forms of organi-
zation of industrial and agricultural work, which are re-
lated directly to the ideas of the early socialists and of
Marx.

The most important social changes which need to be
considered here in their bearing upon socialist ideas are
the extension of public ownership of industry, the changes
in the nature of industrial work, and the increase in leisure
time. It is plain, at the present day, that the public owner-
ship of industry is not by itself suflicient to establish a
socialist society, and that it may in fact produce condi-
tions which are directly inimical to the creation or func-
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tioning of such a society. A centrally directed collectivist
economy may become the breeding ground of a new elite
—comprising the political leaders and the managers of the
economy—at least as privileged, remote from the people,
and authoritarian as the bourgeoisie in capitalist society.
The likelihood of such a development is increased if there
is a strong emphasis upon the purely economic aspects of
socialism—the growth of technology, rapid industrialization
and modernization, higher productivity—and especially if,
in addition, a single political party assumes control of the
society and prevents any organized or effective expression
of dissent. In these conditions, and even in those cases
where publicly owned industry forms only a part of the
economy, so long as industry is regulated from the top
through appointed boards of managers, the situation of
the worker in industry may be little different, in respect
of his self-determination and creative activity, from what
it has been in capitalist industry.

These problems are rendered more acute by the nature
of modern industry itself. Many of the basic productive
activities of society must be carried on by large and com-
plex organizations, the administration of which becomes
increasingly impersonal and bureaucratic; while within
each enterprise efiicient mass production depends upon
intensive specialization and the minute subdivision of
tasks. The division between the few who plan the pro-
ductive process and the mass of Workers—both clerical and
manual—who merely execute the detailed operations, and
the standardized, limited, repetitive character of these op-
erations, together reduce ahnost to zero the active and
creative function of the worker. Obviously these conditions
may exist whether industry is privately or publicly owned,
since they are created largely by the quest for high levels
of production based upon modern technology; but it is
only recently that socialists and others have begun to pay
serious attention to the problem which they present. This
reconsideration of industrial work has been one of the im-
portant influences leading to a revival of the idea of work-
ers’ control, or workers’ self-management, and to a lively
interest in the Yugoslav experiments in this field. It is clear
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from the Yugoslav experience that self-management en-
counters many practical difficulties, among them the initial
disinclination of a proportion of the workers to participate
actively in management, the emergence of conflicts be-
tween the workers’ council and the director of the enter-
prise, and the limitations upon the representative charac-
ter of the workers’ council in very large organizations; but
there is little doubt, also, that this is one of the best means
in practice for overcoming the fragmentation of work and
the tedium associated with industrial mass production. The
worker who takes some part in deciding the economic and
social policies of his factory obtains a view of the process
of production as a whole, enters into new relationships
with his fellow workers, has the opportunity to exercise
intelligence and initiative, and may be stimulated to pur-
sue his education further in scientific or cultural subjects.
Some sociologists have argued that industrial work can be
made more interesting and intelligent by the expansion of
scientific and technical education, and by regular transfers
of workers from one job to another (a vindication of
Fourierl), without any fundamental change in the man-
agement of the enterprise; but it can hardly be disputed
that a regime of workers’ councils in publicly owned en-
terprises would be more likely to effect such improve-
ments, and would add to them the benefits of direct
participation in policy-making.

The most recent technological changes in the advanced
countries, and especially the spread of automation, are
likely to have far-reaching effects upon the work situation
not only of industrial workers but also of white-collar
workers. In the automated factories which are now being
established in some of the major branches of mass pro-
duction far fewer workers are needed, and these workers
must have a much more thorough education in science
and technology, must exercise greater intelligence and ini-
tiative in their work, and must have a more comprehensive
grasp of the productive process as a whole, than was the
case with workers on the old-style assembly lines. Thus
automation holds out two prospects for the futm'e of work
in the industrial societies: first, a new type of work, in
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which the individual will regain the opportunity to exer-
cise intelligence and judgment in his occupation; and
second, a reduction in the hours of labor and an increase
in the amount of leisure time.

The progress of automation, besides changing the con-
ditions of work in mass-production factories, and in large
clerical organizations such as banks and insurance com-
panies, will also give a new impetus to the transfer of
labor from the manufacturing to the service sector of the
economy, and thus from the more repetitive and monot-
onous to the more interesting and responsible kinds of
work. Nevertheless, there will remain, in any foreseeable
future, a great ntunber of occupations which provide little
satisfaction to those engaged in them. It is the recognition
of this fact which has led many observers to emphasize
the importance of leisure as providing essential compen-
sations for the constraints and dissatisfactions of working
life. The effects of the growth of leisure time have not yet,
however, been systematically studied, and the prospects
for the future are still open to diverse interpretations.
There is no doubt that many leisure activities do provide
satisfactions which are not to be found in work. Within
limits, such activities are freely chosen and freely engaged
in; the individual is able to assert his own preferences, to
display his skill, to enjoy change and variety, and to make
a personal choice of his associates and friends. Moreover,
the development of skill in some leisure activity may com-
pensate for low status in the occupational sphere, either
through the social esteem which it gains, or at the least
through the contribution which it makes to the individual’s
self-esteem and sense of worth.

It is also clear, however, that much modern leisure is
not of an active kind, and that it fails to contribute in any
worth-while sense to the development of human faculties.
Television and gambling, two of the most common leisure
pursuits in modern societies, will illustrate this point. Tele-
vision programs may encourage some people to take up a
sport or hobby, actively, or to pursue systematically knowl-
edge of an art or science, but for a far greater number
they are a substitute for personal activity, a means to live



4-OO ON PRACTICE

vicariously. Gambling, which provides for many people
the excitement lacking in their working lives, is also in a
more profound sense an attempt to escape from the tedium
of Work by means of the wealth which good fortune may
suddenly bring, but without any clear conception of an
alternative form of life. In earlier societies, in which the
leisure time of the mass of the population was extremely
limited, the passive use of leisure and indulgence in fantasy
were not perhaps of very great social importance, but in
an age of mass leisure they come to constitute a major
social problem. If the greatly increased leisure available
to all members of society is not to lead to boredom and
aimlessness (of which there are already numerous signs),
but is to become a means for the fuller development of
individual faculties, there must be a far more extensive
public provision of opportunities for active leisure than has
yet been made, or even contemplated, in any industrial
society.

Even if that condition were met, however, a number of
problems would remain. Work and leisure cannot be iso-
lated from each other, especially in their influence upon
the social attitudes of the individual. The man who spends
his working hours in a subordinate position, engaged con-
stantly in tedious and meaningless tasks, amid ugly sur-
roundings, is unlikely to be able to ex-press himself fully
as an active and creative person in his leisure time. More-
over, to the extent that he succeeds in doing so, he will
be all the more frustrated and embittered in his work. The
development of active leisure, if it is to form a harmonious
part of a person’s whole life, must be accompanied by
changes in the organization of work which give the indi-
vidual greater responsibility, a larger part in the shaping
of his environment, and greater variety and interest in his
occupation.

A second problematic aspect of leisure is to be found
in its predominantly private and individual character. In
the past, work, which occupied most of the individual’s
waking hours, engendered some of the strongest social
bonds which united human communities; and the early
socialists themselves conceived their ideal society as being
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based upon co-operative labor. Leisure activities, on the
other hand, in the form which they have taken in modern
societies, do not necessarily give rise to, or sustain, any
enduring social relationships. In some cases they do so,
through the formation of voluntary associations, but the
greater part of leisure activities tend, on the contrary, to
withdraw the individual, or the family, into a purely pri-
vate life, in which the sense of community with other men
and of responsibility for public affairs is altogether lost.

Socialist humanism is in part a response to the new and
pressing problems which have arisen from the tremendous
advance of science and technology in the developed in-
dustrial countries, and from the experience of difliculties
and dangers in the socialist forms of society. It is no longer
a question, in the industrial countries, of simply transform-
ing the property system, of abolishing the private owner-
ship of large-scale industry and eliminating the social
class differences based upon great inequalities of wealth
and income. There is also a need to change, in just as
radical a fashion, the uses of technology, the organization
of work, the division of labor, and the system of authority
in business enterprises; to devise new uses of leisure time,
which might include the development of arts and crafts
as secondary occupations capable of supplementing the
mass production of essential goods by the creation of in-
dividual objects of beauty; and to encourage far larger
numbers of people to take an active part in the manage-
ment of public affairs, not only in industry, but in voluntary
associations of all kinds, and in local and regional com-
munities. In seeking to achieve these ends socialist hu-
manism should be guided by a moral ideal—which was
that of the early socialists—namely, the conception of a
community of creative, equal, and self-governing individ-
uals, on a world scale; and at the same time by a scien-
tific and experimental attitude toward social problems and
toward social policies for the reform or replacement of
social institutions. In a socialist society there is not a final
resolution of all tensions and conflicts, and indeed new
forms of conflict may arise. When men begin to shape their
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individual lives and their social existence deliberately, and
in greater freedom from material constraints, there is no
guarantee that they will not sometimes act foolishly, or
that some of them will not act wickedly; and it is likely al-
ways to be the case that particular individuals and social
groups will seek to press their own interests beyond reason-
able Our hopes must lie in the greater rationality,
self-control, and sense of responsibility, which equal op-
portunities to participate in the government of society
should bring about; in the ability of an industrially ad-
vanced society to satisfy amply the basic material needs
of its members; and in the possibility of devising adequate
institutions for the control and management of social con-
flict without stifling dissent and innovation. I can see no
overwhelming reason not to entertain such hopes.



Sir Stephen King-Hall

PERSONAL LIBERTY IN
AN AFFLUENT SOCIETY

COMMANDER Sm STEPHEN KING-HALL served in the
Royal Navy from 1906 to 1929 and during World War
I took part in the Grand Fleet and Submarine defense.
VVhen he retired he joined the staff of the Royal Institute
of Intemational Aflairs and began writing and speaking
on the radio and television on current political, eco-
nomic, and social problems. In 1939, he founded the
King-Hall News-Letter, and from 1939 to 1945 was an
Independent Member of Parliament.

Since 1946, he has been an active advocate of uni-
lateral nuclear disarmament for Britain and has written
Power Politics in the Nuclear Age, Defense in the Nu-
clear Age, and Our Own Times 1914-1960. He has
also written books for young people on modem problems
and, in a lighter vein, several successful comedies. He
operates a farm and directs a large British insurance
company.

As an independent observer I see no substantial dif-
ference of political principle reflected in the practices,
actual and proposed, of the British political parties as they
enter the electoral battle in 1964.

The British are all planners nowadays, and both social-
ists and conservatives are busily competing as to which
party can most expeditiously bury capitalism—or what my
father would have understood by that word.

The Soviets can relax and lean on their spades, and
watch the British bulldozers doing the burial job with the
full approval of 90 per cent of the British electorate. Does
the disappearance of the principle of free enterprise ver-
sus socialism and state control mean that there are no
principles left?
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Not at all, but neither party yet realizes or has the wit
to perceive the fact that the great principle now in
jeopardy is the freedom of the individual.

How is the personal freedom of the individual, which
means the preservation of his personality, to be protected
against the activities of the vast bureaucracy which is es-
sential to the technical management of the kind of modern
society we demand?

It may be—unless there is a reaction to modem
mechanized and planned life—-that the economic freedom
of the individual has disappeared forever.

But if Man, the individual, is to be preserved, it is im-
perative that we do not allow the machine we have
created to operate our af-fluent society, to organize as well
Our leisure activities. It is essential that when we emerge
from the control of the machine, whether at the end of
the worlcing day or when we "retire" (at an increasingly
young age), we should be allowed, and indeed encour-
aged, to pursue a private life and to be as noncomformist
as we wish.

It may prove to be technically impossible to combine
what we call high standards of living with the personal
freedom to choose how we want to enjoy the fruits of
our state-directed and controlled labors for wealth pro-
duction. If this is true, we shall have mistaken means for
ends. What shall it profit a man if he gains the whole
world and loses his soul?
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SUMMARY

By separating the concept of an optimal allocation
of scarce means from market processes and also from
a broader concept of macroeconomic rationality, the
use of mathematical methods in economic science has
freed the humanistic ideals of the Enlightenment from
their long association with the market and has re-
turned them to the political sphere.

Aside from an emphasis on the primacy of inner values,
the humanization of a society must allow the life-situation
within which individuals are placed by prevailing institu-
tions to permit choices that differ significantly from each
other with regard to one's way of life. In an industrial so-
ciety, the freedom of the individual is limited by the
functional requirements of the economy itself. Both he and
his fellow citizens derive their vital means from a nation-
wide structure of technologically determined relationships
whose manipulation lies beyond the range of individual
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decisions. Above all, in the absence of special arrange-
ments, the individual possesses no information conceming
the extent to which it is actually possible to adjust the
economy to difierent ways of life. In such circumstances
it is natural for him to assume that he must simply accept
whatever the further development of industrial economies
will bring, both to his personal fate and to the historical
fate of his nation; accordingly, he assumes that, in the
industrial era, an active concem with humanistic nonns
is utopian.

The relevance of economic science to the humanization
of industrial societies is defined by this very problem. Its
function must be not only to ensure an effective production
and distribution of material means, but also to assist the
political sphere in selecting the particular ends that the
economy is to serve and in identifying the limitations that
may safely be imposed upon its influence.

Although its prolonged association with the study of
self-regulating market systems has long caused economic
science to support policy norms that are directly opposed
to such a function, its recent re-examination of basic
processes in the light of mathematical analysis, together
with the availability of electronic computers and of a
variety of new calculation techniques, had led some of the
most prominent intemational economists to take an alto-
gether new position in this regard, and to view the sub-
ordination of industrial economies to an increasing hu-
manization of social life as the primary function of a new
conception of central planning.

1. The humanistic ideals of the Enlightenment and the
problem of scarce means in neoclassical economics

Paradoxically, it was precisely a concem with the hu-
manistic values of the Enlightenment that served to re-
strain the founders of economic science from exploring the
different types of societies that economies might serve.
The rationalist reinterpretation of the medieval concept of
the Law of Nature stated that since the use of reason was
suflicient to gain a knowledge of the Law of Nature, that
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is, of the criteria needed for making judgments with re-
gard to the problems of life, only a society based on the
individual judgments of persons, and hence one in which
the contractual principle of mutual consent tended to
govem the formulation of social obligations, could be re-
garded as a “natural” one. It is the additional belief that
man’s pursuit of personal gain also represented a “natural”
type of behavior, in the sense that made it possible for
Adam Smith to regard the market as an institutional em-
bodiment of the Law of Nature itself.

Subsequently, both industrial production and intema-
tional trade, instituted through self-regulating systems of
markets, stimulated the concem of economic science with
markets and hence with the pursuit of personal gain, even
though the earlier optimism concerning the social merits
of the personal-gain ethic quickly vanished. The attention
of economics was directed to the remarkable capacity of
a self-regulating structure of monetary flows, created solely
by transactions of the market type, to regulate automati-
cally the production as well as the distribution of goods in
society. At first, there was little awareness of the historical
uniqueness of such an arrangement for organizing an econ-
omy, and of the fact that an abandomnent of the fictitious
commodities called “labor,” “land,” and “money” to the
laws of the market had become a permanent and far-
reaching source of social disorganization and tensions, as
well as of technological change?

Since the end of the nineteenth century, however, the
association of market economics with the formal analysis
of efliciency has created a belief that the institutional
structure of a self-regulating market system possesses a
specifically economic as well as a social claim to univer-
sality, derived from its embodiment of the principle of scar-
city in nature? But it is the further belief that industrial
production itself requires the presence of prices that cor-
rectly reflect the relative scarcity of individual means in a
society that has since identified neoclassical economics
with a strong opposition to the very thought of eliminating
competitive social behavior or of making industrial pro-
duction responsive to broader social aims.
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VVhat has been the basis in logic for such a position?
And what are the elements of this basis that have now
been affected by the application of mathematical methods
to the analysis of economic processes?

Briefly, it had been noted that if one attempts to identify
the optimal form of allocating resources, a knowledge of
the relative scarcities of resources in various uses is re-
quired. Such lmowledge makes it possible partly to real-
locate each resource from uses in which it is initially
relatively abundant (in the sense that the significance of a
withdrawal of a few units is not very great) to uses in
which it is initially relatively “scarce” (in the sense that the
significance or “productivity” of adding a few units is
greater). Obviously, if one repeats this process until no
further improvement is possible (until in formal terms, the
“productivity” of adding a few more units of the resource
has been equalized in all uses)—that pattem of allocation
which is “optimal,” or preferable to all others, will have
been identified.

Precisely such a process appears to result from the
very functioning of a self-regulating market system.
Under such a system the capacity of an enterprise to
divert a greater share of resources to its own use gen-
erally derives from its greater capacity to satisfy the
wishes of consumers. If one agrees to regard the latter,
accordingly, as the ultimate objective of the economic
process as a whole, and if the prices that enterprises
must pay for additional resources do correctly reflect
their significance in other uses (as should be the case
when all resources are sold to the highest bidders), then
both the firm that maximizes its own profits and the
owner of a resource who withholds it from the economy
until the highest possible price is paid appear to be
performing a vital economy-wide function as well.

It then follows logically that an unhampered mani-
festation of a “natural” striving for maximum gain on
the part of consumers, enterprises, and persons supply-
ing the basic inputs into the system must be regarded
as a functional necessity if one wishes to bring about a
state of “general equilibrium” with regard to the alloca-
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tion of resources which thus represents the best possible
integration of the economy as a whole. In an industrial
economy, however, the freedom not to choose its best
possible integration is clearly limited by the threat of a
disorganization of production itself. In the absence of
more precise lmowledge concerning such a possibility,
therefore, it has not been difficult to view an opposi-
tion to the use of markets for organizing economies not
only as a rejection of the humanistic nonns of the En-
lightemnent, but as a threat to industrial production as
well.

The discovery that the orienting of decisions on
scarcity is a functional as well as possibly a “natural”
phenomenon was followed by the adoption of a new
definition of the very subject of economic science. The
view that it concems those processes in a society that
bring about the production and distribution of material
means was replaced by the view that it concems the
economizing of all scarce means in society, and the
name “Political Economy” was changed to “Economics.”
However, the new interest in the capacity of simple acts
of reallocation to be “productive,” in the sense of creat-
ing an additional measure of utility, resulted in a neglect
of production in the technological sense. Similarly, the
association of allocation with the norms of a particular
definition of optimality resulted in a neglect of the
social aspects of the relevant decisions. Aside from
creating a considerable amount of confusion within eco-
nomic science itself, this has made it particularly difficult
to identify the relation of economic science to other
social disciplines.

2. The nondeterministic policy framework of mathemat-
ical economics

A first challenge to the central position of the concept
of a “competitive” or “general” equilibrium was con-
tained in Ioseph Schumpeter’s Theory of Economic
Development (1911), which stressed the role of techno-
logical and other innovations, rather than of better alloca-
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tion pattems, in increasing the abundance of an economy’s
output.

Subsequently, its position was weakened in the course
of a prolonged debate concerning the relevance of “com-
petitive” prices to a centrally planned economy; and
also through empirical studies of preindustrial econ-
omies, in which both the absence of a self-regulating
market system and the active role of a wide variety of
nonmarket institutions in organizing the economy are
apparent.4-5 A continued lack of clarity concerning the
actual relation of production decisions to monetary
indices of various types, both in preindustrial economies
and in centrally planned industrial economies, together
with the obvious soundness of the logical analysis of
efliciency contained in the concept of “general equilib-
rium” have cast further doubt on the claim to universality
of Schumpeter’s theory.

More recently, the debate concerning the relevance of
“equilibrium” prices to central planning has been shifted
to new grounds by the rapid development of applied
mathematics. Briefly, the use of mathematics in the analy-
sis of economic processes has made clear not only the ex-
tent to which industrial economies are actually flexible, but
also the existence of a distinction between the concept of
an optimal allocation of scarce means and a wider concept
of macroeconomic rationality. This has become possible,
however, only in connection with a shift from the study
of market processes to the study of technologically deter-
mined relationships.

(a) The analysis of technologically determined
relationships

In a general way it is self-evident that if a comprehen-
sive knowledge were available of all the technological
processes employed in a particular economy, together with
adequate mathematical methods for representing the
technologically determined interdependence among indi-
vidual industries, and also electronic computers capable of
exploring systematically the different ways in which exist-
ing industries might be combined, then a new basis would
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exist for adjusting industrial economies to selected social
objectives. It would then be possible to provide compre-
hensive information to the political sphere not only on
what kind of production patterns are technically feasible
at a given time, but also on the exact nature of the al-
temative possibilities that are sacrificed whenever a partic-
ular set of objectives is selected for implementation. The
subsequent selection of one particular production pattern
rather than another could then be made to reflect a wide
variety of social as well as of purely economic considera-
tions, within which the role of personal consumption need
no longer play a detennining part. In such a context the
question whether its implementation would or would not
require a subsequent transformation of physical targets
into a set of calculated “scarcity prices” for the corre-
sponding inputs appears as a subordinate point.

In spite of important limitations, however, all three of
these elements have in fact become available in recent
years, and their existence has already led the govemment
of one major industrial nation—France—to declare its inten-
tion to employ them systematically for adjusting the econ-
omy to social objectives.

A comprehensive representation of all technological
processes in an industrial economy has been achieved in-
directly, by dividing the economy into a varying number
of “productive sectors” or “industries,” and then considering
what transfers from other industries are required by the
production of a unit of output in a given industry.

More specifically, the values of such “technical c0efli-
cients” have been calculated for many of the industrially
developed economies by first recording the actual deliv-
eries of individual industries to others within an economy-
wide “input-output tab1e,” and then comparing the re-
corded level of production in each with the levels of each
type of input that it receives.

A knowledge of all such “technical coeflicients" then
makes it possible to infer the required levels of production
of individual industries under a wide variety of ClIC1lITl-
stances, without referring to institutional arrangements
or to actual selection criteria. It makes it possible, for in-
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stance, to calculate the extent by which the production
of petroleum and of rubber must be increased in order to
support a 25-per-cent increase in the production of auto-
mobiles; and in a similar way, the required levels of pro-
duction of all industries corresponding to a given combina-
tion of final goods. But since the corresponding calculations
center on first setting aside that share of the production
of each industry required for the support of postulated
levels of activity in the receiving industries, and then con-
sidering the residual available for consumption or for ex-
ports, these calculations themselves identify the precise
conditions under which a disruption of industrial produc-
tion will not take place.

While this alone has freed the analysis of resource al-
location from its traditional dependence on market proc-
esses, the availability of “technical coeflicients” for an en-
tire economy has also brought about a fundamental
reappraisal of the actual relevance of optimal prices to the
aims of the economic process. It has made it possible to
apply a purely mathematical procedure for allocating
scarce resources in an optimal way.

(b) The distinction between the concept of macro-
economic rattonality and that of an optimal allocation
of scarce means

In its simplest form the mathematical formulation of the
analysis of optimal resource allocation has become known
as “linear programing,” due to the “linear” character of
the mathematical equations employed to represent means-
ends relationships. It may be applied to any type of means-
ends structure in which the ends can be achieved with
more than one set of means, and in which the possibility
of substituting one set of means for another is therefore
present.

Essentially, the calculations described as “programing’
refer to an elimination by trial and error of all “feasible”
sets of means except one—which thus emerges as best from
the point of view of some formally specified criterion.

Among the unexpected features of such an “optimal”
solution is the fact that it can be described in either of
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two fully equivalent forms: either in the form of an optimal
structure of ends or activities, specified in physical tenns;
or of a conesponcling set of optimal “shadow prices” at-
taching to individual means, which reflect their relative
importance for maxirnizing the dominant objective.

While the discovery of this method and its wide appli-
cation to a variety of industrial and military problems in
the last ten years have served to confirm to neoclassical
economists the soundness of the logical principles on which
they had relied, its additional implications have under-
mined the very postulates on which the claim to univer-
sality of neoclassical economics had been founded.

In particular, it has now become fully evident that
there is nothing specifically economic about the analysis
of “scarcity prices.” “It has been made apparent,” as Pro-
fessor ]. R. Hicks has observed, “not only that a price
system is inherent in the problem of maximizing against
restraintsfi . . . The logic of choice,” he adds, “now that
it has been fully mathematized, appears as nothing else
but pure technics—the distilled essence of a general
technology.”7

In addition, since it has now become possible to
identify optimal scarcity prices through the use of elec-
tronic computers, a need for competitive institutions can no
longer be inferred from the relevance of such prices to
the general problem of allocating scarce means.

The most important implication of linear programing for
neoclassical economics, however, concems the long-held
conviction that an optimal allocation of scarce means is
by its very nature the most rational one. The formal
aspects of mathematical programing have made it fully
clear that an optimal allocation of means can be identified
only after there is full agreement concerning the basic ends
that the economy is to serve, the particular set of policy
objectives that are to be regarded as dominant, and the
nature of the additional nontechnological constraints that
should be included in the basic system of equations. It
follows, accordingly, that within the possibilities deter-
mined by technology, there exist, in fact, as many optimal
ways of allocating resources as there are political opinions
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concerning the best choice of these more basic elements;
that, should they be needed, calculated “shadow prices”
for inputs can be made to reflect any one of these choices;
and that a more fundamental definition of macroeconomic
rationality must therefore be sought in political processes
and in the broader social ends that political processes can
serve.

3. The separation of the humanistic ideals of the En-
lightenment from the market and their return to the politi-
cal sphere

In spite of remaining problems concerning the collection
and presentation of data, concerning the relative place of
mathematical processes, in which the various feasible ad-
justments of the less desirable possibilities, and also con-
cerning the nature of the institutional arrangements
through which the implementation of a selected set of ob-
jectives will best be carried out, the technical possibility
of an adjustment of industrial production systems to non-
economic criteria has thus been established through a clari-
fication of the very grounds on which it had earlier been
denied. At the same time, the emphasis “not only on pe-
cuniary measures of output, national income, etc., but even
more on social g0als”9 that this suggests has been as-
sociated with a new image of political processes, in which
the various feasible adjustments of the production system
calculated by the experts are made to reflect a variety of
political objectives, as well as the requirements of non-
economic organizations; in which the selection of a partic-
ular alternative is preceded by a public debate; and in
which the political power of central authorities has been
checked through decentralization.9- 1°

The new optimism that this makes possible with regard
to the ideals of humanism has been expressed by a leading
mathematical economist, Ragnar Frisch, who notes that
the advent of electronic computers and of econometric
methods has removed what was previously a technical ob-
stacle to “safeguarding the freedom and ethical and
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moral dignity of the individual in the true spirit of the age
of Enlightenment.”11

Similarly the oflicial adoption of the principle of bal-
ancing a variety of social objectives against economic ob-
jectives in determining the aims of central planning in
France has led a prominent French economist to state that
the broad, society-oriented type of growth that this im-
plies defines a function for the economic process that is
“neither the increasing of consumption, nor the increasing
of leisure, but the creation for all, and in the first place
for those who are in the least favored circumstances, the
material conditions in which their freedom will blossom
out.”12

That a capacity to adjust economic processes to diHer-
ent courses of social and historical development does not in
itself guarantee precisely such an outcome is made evident
by the fact that at present the new methods of central
planning have found their widest application in the plan-
ning of military systems." In addition, the nature of the
real limitations on the flexibility of complex production
systems has yet to be explored. The new optimism appears
to be more than justified, nevertheless, not only because
it is no longer possible to employ the authority of economic
science in advocating a continued subordination of society
to a spontaneously developing economic sphere, but also
because the liberation of the ideals of humanism from
their association with contractual relationships and with
markets makes it possible to conceive a type of social de-
velopment based on a deeper and more realistic under-
standing of these ideals than was available in the
eighteenth century.“

1I wish to express my gratitude to Professor Karl Polanyi for
valuable advice during the preparation of this article.

2Cf. Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation, in which it is
emphasized that the abandonment of industrial economies to
this kind of self-regulation brought about a “disembedding of
the economy from society." Also Karl Polanyi, “Our Obsolete
Market Mentality.”

3Cf. Karl Polanyi, “The Economy as Instituted Process.”
4 The debate concerning central planning established that it
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is possible, in principle, to identify the “scarcity prices” of in-
dustrial resources without the help of either competitive markets
or mathematical calculations (O. Lange, On the Economic The-
ory of Marxism); that in a centrally planned economy the mean-
ing of economic rationality ceases to depend on the preferences
of consumers, and must be inferred from broader features of the
type of society that is sought (K. Polanyi, “Sozialistische
Rechnungslegung"; ]. A. Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism,
and Democracy); and that political decisions to give priority to
noneconomic objectives can be made sounder by calculations
of their economic costs (Polanyi, op. cit.).

5Cf. K. Polanyi, C. Arensberg, H. W. Pearson, eds., Trade
and Market in the Early Empires.

3]. R. Hicks, "Linear Theory." This general point has also
been discussed in K. Polanyi et al., eds., Trade and Market in
the Early Empires; and O. Lange, Political Economy.

“(Ibid.
9 R. Frisch, “A Preface to the Oslo Channel Model," p. 258.
"Frisch, op. cit., p. 256.
1° It has also been noted that an application of the new meth-

ods of planning to the foreign trade of individual nations, and
beyond this, to a co-ordination of the trade of many nations on
the basis of preferences that they themselves express, could re-
duce the present vulnerability of national economies to develop-
ments occurring in distant parts of the world. Cf. R. Frisch,
“A Multilateral Trade Clearing Agency."

11 Frisch, “A Preface to the Oslo Channel Model," p. 258.
12 F. Perroux, Le IV‘? Plan Franeais (1962-65), p. 17.
13 C. ]. Hitch, “The New Approach to Management in the

U. S. Defense Department," pp. 1-8. Also, C. ]. Hitch and
R. M. McKean, The Economies of Defense in the Nuclear Age.

14 The two major events in this regard have been the con-
frontation of these ideals with the reality of means-ends rela-
tionships in society (since Hegel and Marx); and more recently
their association with the cultural symbol structure of a society
(Cf. E. Cassirer, Essay on Man) with unconscious processes
(Cf. E. Fromm, Psychoanalysis and Religion, and Man for Him-
self) and with the existential problems of man.
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Danilo Dolci

REFLECTIONS ON PLANNING
AND GROUPS, DECENTBALIZATION
AND PLANNING

DANILO Donor, born in Trieste in 1924, left his study of
architecture at the Universities of Rome and Milan to
join Don Zeno Saltini in the Nomadelfia community. He
founded and directed the Centro Studi e Iniziative per
la Piena Occupazione in Partinico, a center for study and
action for the development of Western Sicily, and was
awarded the Lenin Peace Prize in 1959. Some of his
writings deal with his work in Sicily, Bandits at Partinico,
Inquest at Palermo, Sicilian Tales, Conversations, and
Waste.

If we reflect, it is evident that there must be a unified
planning that is both fulfilling and corrective, dedicated
to realizing simultaneously the maximum personality and
the maximum fluidity of the group and of the individual.
Since a problem must be considered in all its aspects, the
problem of life—life for everyone—demands the interest
and involvement of each one of us. Hence an educational
work dedicated to the goal of having each person recognize
his own true interests, the interests of all the groups to
which he belongs, and, by extension, the interests of all is
of fimdamental importance. In other words, the most fruit-
ful and the most complete opportunity for being educated
and educating lies in social planning.

I believe that we are already, more or less consciously,
on this path; we can easily see the signs if we look around
us. If I look out of my window, I see the clouds above
Partinico; their movements are being observed by mete-
orological stations which are co-ordinated, like so many
other scientific stations, throughout the world. There are
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some books on my table; it is somewhat like having around
me the keen, merry smile of Bertrand Russell, the blue-
eyed, slightly fixed glance of Aldous Huxley, and Gandhi,
Lenin, and Einstein. In the sky above my house the jet
stream of an airplane is dissolving. Not long ago I spent
a weekend of work in New Delhi, and a little before that I
flew to New York in less time than it takes me to go by
car across Western Sicily. Already today one nation cannot
draw up a plan without taking into account what is hap-
pening in the rest of the world. I who am not yet forty
have heard mass declamations about the heroism of the
fatherland fighting the enemy across the border, while to-
day thousands of young people whom I encoimter have
ideas suflused with a belief in human unity (it is true that
this is also because the vision of youth is limited in its
perception of the difficulties). If I wander about the
countryside in certain nations, the dogs, instead of barking
at me with hostility as their Sicilian counterparts still do,
readily come to be patted; and the birds, even though
still wary, do not flee hurriedly at my advance; they al-
ready possess another “nature.” In a few decades, every
inhabitant of one continent will be able to visit the other
continents. In a few centuries, mankind will be able to
communicate via a common language. Eyvind is thirty-
four years old, Marco twenty-five—we are collaborators.
In working with people they accept setback and defeat
smilingly, as if they were in their fifties. I thought that my
son Amico, when he was roaring around the tables and
chairs with a potlid in his hands, was driving a car; no,
he was driving a rocket through the stars.

What are some of the general conditions that would
permit us to hypothesize a united mankind? I will list a
few necessary conditions:

1) The instruments of production and of sound eco-
nomic management should be concentrated according
to those who show themselves capable of the responsibil-
ity, taking into consideration that the prevention of ex-
ploitation is not only a structural problem, but also a prob-
lem of participation and control in ever new and more
adequate forms. We must dedicate ourselves directly as
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well as indirectly to the raising of the technical, cultural,
and moral level of all mankind, for the employment of the
most eflicient techniques of production tends to increase
the potential of man, not to extinguish it. The rigidifying
processes working against the new world will be attenu-
ated as the level of mankind rises (the role of production,
and whether the passage will be gradual or in leaps and
bounds, depending on the resistance offered by self-
interest and privilege, were emphasized especially in the
nineteenth century);

2) The groups, the structures, and the intermediary
organisms between individual and center must be formed,
inviting everyone to participate in the formation, the re-
alization, and the control of decisions. The more the neces-
sary intermediary organisms are lacking, the more possi-
bility there will be of regimentation or of chaos, of
inhumane pressures or of privation and disintegration. The
discussion of method during the last four centuries has
concentrated on the physical world; it is urgent that we
turn now, with prudence and patience but also with haste,
to the theory and method, so to speak, of a better rela-
tionship between men. (Particular attention must be de-
voted to the problem of intermediaries. The greatest
temptation, at least in our primitive world, is to tend to-
ward the summit, to assimilate oneself to the center: we
must avoid the danger of the center becoming the su-
perlative, of administration becoming discipline and the
individual becoming a source of renunciation. Each repre-
sentative, each holder of responsibility must continue to
grow in a fruitful relationship with his group, that he may
continue to express authentically the decisions of the base
that he represents, and not fragment and fossilize the in-
termediation. )

Each person must be a dedicated center in himself, but
correlated to the centers for data collection and to the
centers of co-ordination; we must be ever more precise as
to what must be the contribution of the individual, from
the base and what must be the contribution from the in-
termediates and from the center. (I have used the term
“base” for years, solely to make myself understood, adding
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immediately that I would consider absurdly utopian a
planning solely from the base or one solely from the sum-
mit: what is necessary is a planning which fosters the
maximum participation from the base and the most inti-
mate rapport between the base and the center.)

3) The continuous process of give and take, that is,
the dynamics of the development process between indi-
vidual and center via the necessary intermediate groups,
must be better formulated, and function better:

individual
group/groups

V all

or, in territorial terms:

the individual
his locality
his zone
his region

, i1'.;'&J.§.i<iI "
The spiral process through which we arrive at fundamen-
tal decisions must be ever more alive:

the collection and verification of data from which to
depart-

elahoration according to the possibilities and the ne-
cessities—-

formulation of plans-
realization and verification of the plans-

With a spiraling dynamic of velocity sensitive and faithful
in its transmission:

principles
hypotheses
methods of procedure
action.

It is not so much a question of finding the perfect forms,
or of projecting a utopia—the forms change, after all, ac-
cording to different conditions—as of knowing how to ar-



422 ON PRACTICE

rive at the necessary living fonns, knowing how to put
into operation clearly and exactly the various positions,
and guaranteeing their intercommunication.

To realize the hypotheses, we must press forward from
every point of view, on all possible fronts, contemporane-
ously and continually, conscious of the enonnous effort nec-
essary, by trying to perceive and form in the present
world the directions of the new world, by constructing,
struggling, never passing up an occasion to make a step
or a leap forward, and by having clear certain fundamen-
tal premises.

Conventions, it is understood, must be founded accord-
ing to the original sense of the word, and then respected.
Civil life cannot exist without conventions, but they must
be treated as conventions.

The old world speaks in these terms: “One must obey
the ruling law and its representatives; he prospers who
complies with his duties and enjoys his rights.” To make
appeal only to their rights and duties when treating peo-
ple is not to communicate with the intelligence and the
joyful creativity that exists in people, but to treat them
like the inmates of a barracks. Perhaps it would not be
pointless to include here a comparison between typical
expressions of the “old” world and their counterparts in
the “new” world (I am obviously not referring to old and
new in a strictly chronological sense):

commandaaco-ordinate
power i_i._;. responsibility
exploitation i_-_>valorization
obeyL.agree
merit i--_-___> capacity
sinat-_;. insufficiency
punishment _-..i_) cure
duty-ii.»necessity
 t 1 effective possibility
privilege -
revenge —
slave —
death penalty —
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In the world of good sense, in which authority is en-

trusted to knowledge and love, certain words change their
sense (authority, discipline, dignity, honor, faith, creed,
law are some examples). Naturally if the transformation
is more in the linguistics than in the substance, the result
is hypocritical formalism (“human relations oflice,” for ex-
ample).

All the aflinnations of good sense conoeming man that
could be added here are part of the sense of nonviolence;
and they find not only their integration but also their pos-
sibility of resolution and of life in that creative capacity
that men have sometimes called love.

To return to earth, lest I become lost in the clouds:
1) In order to transfonn, there are two extremes:

a) to destroy for the sake of destroying, or to destroy
in order to reconstruct (an inadequate, primitive posi-
tion);

b) to discover the most true, most just nature of a
situation in order to modify it most rapidly in the best
manner possible.
2) It is necessary to know ever more clearly What vio-

lence or what nonviolence we desire, to lcnow how to
weigh complexities in the balance; and we must distin-
guish between the soft, passive, ingenuous nonviolence
and the revolutionary, strong, intelligent, and even holy
nonviolence.

3) He who is underdeveloped must realize that the
causes of his backwardness and of the impediments to his
life are to be found first of all in his own lack of clearness,
in his lack of organization, in his lack of coherence, and
in his lack of creative force, rather than in the wickedness
of others; he must obligate himself to not permitting
others, as well as himself, to be inorganic, monstrous.

4) To the measure in which one does not succeed in
moving a population from within according to its exigen-
cies, there is the risk that the unhealthy violence will
perpetuate itself or impose itself in a thousand ways: in
the various types of exploitive tyrannies, in diverse fascist
doctrines, and so forth. It is clear at the same time that
the most advanced, most aware forces must intervene in
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an attempt to eliminate the resistance “from the outside.”
5) It is true that what has in itself universal values will

sooner or later affirm itself. But areas that have had very
different experiences and histories (Westem Sicily and
Northern Italy; Africa and Europe; at one time Russia
and America) naturally have cultures and moralities that
are diverse, and cannot communicate easily with each
other. Every act of a determined culture or morality,
when it does not have sufficient presuppositions in com-
mon with another, will not be accepted, and will only suc-
ceed in being eflicacious with regard to the other culture.
From this arises the necessity of strengthening the living
relationships between diverse cultures.

The presence of a hero is in a certain sense a symptom
of insufliciency, of a group that, lacking the normal in-
struments of organization, the normal technical and cul-
tural tools, must, in order to survive and to advance,
subject some of its members, even if indirectly, to a super-
human tension. But as it has been shown that we mature
better in a group or in groups (take, for example, the
human maturation in certain Northern European peoples
through various collective forms, in comparison to the
fresh but often infantile behavior of people who proceed
in isolation, as is frequently the case in Southern Europe),
so also has the risk of leaning too heavily on the group
been demonstrated, as the group increases in size and
diminishes individual stature and creativity. To me it there-
fore appears necessary to safeguard both the maturation,
the guarantee of quantity and quality that is attainable
through communal action, and the equally necessary in-
dividual tension, which is as exact, disciplined, and sensi-
tive to planning as it is fresh, vivacious, spontaneous, and
true to itself. In short, the new hero, the new saint, or
rather the new heroes, the new saints, are those who know
that things are true and real in the measure to which they
become so and to which we make them become so.
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THE LEGAL PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIALISM

CALVANO DELLA VOLPE, born in Bologna in 1395, 1s
professor of the History of Philosophy at Messina Um
versity. His main publications include Rousseau e Marx,
Umanesimo positive e emancipazione marxista, La li-
bertd comumlsta, Logica come scienza positive, Critica
del gusto, and studies of David Hume.

Karl Mani, in one of his most important works, writes:

Only the French Revolution completed the transfor-
mation of political classes into social classes; or,
rather, it transformed the differences of social class
in civil society into purely social differences—diEer-
ences in the sphere of private life which had no sig-
nificance in political life. In this way was brought
about the separation of political life from civil society
[a separation which had not existed in feudal society]
. . . And, in that same society, such differences no
longer constituted permanent barriers; they became,
instead, crossable boundaries, and the principle by
virtue of which they were crossed was that of free
will. Its main criteria are money and culture}

With regard to those criteria, Marx outlined the following
related concept of a “political,” or bourgeois, revolution
(which, he says, was already a “Utopian dream” in the
semifeudal Germany of the 1840s):

VVhat is required for a partial, or merely political,
revolution? Simply this, that one part of civil society
emancipate itself and attain hegemony; and that a
certain class undertake, starting from its own situa-
tion, the general emancipation of society. This cer-
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tain class emancipates the whole of society—but only
on condition that the whole of this society find itself
in the some situation as that class; that is, that it
possess wealth and culture, or that it be able to pro-
cure them?

In other words, according to Marx, that “certain class”
does not, in fact, emancipate the whole of society. Later
on, we see Marx's conclusion on the “role of the libera-
tor": it belongs essentially to the proletariat as a class,
which, “by organizing all the conditions of human exist-
ence on the basis of social Ziberty”—and not merely of
“political” liberty—transforrns partial, or bourgeois, eman-
cipation into a “general and human” emancipation of
man?

Now, is it wholly true, and is it the whole truth, that
the “political” or bourgeois revolution (that which estab-
lished the equality of all citizens before the law) liberates
only those who belong to the bourgeois class? That it does
not liberate, from the standpoint of constitutional guaran-
tees, the whole society as a State? In other words, is it
the entire truth to say that solely the “social” revolution
—i.e., that which realizes the “social” liberty or the free
expansion of society at all levels—attains a “general and
human” emancipation of man?

This is the great question from which scientific socialism
cannot hide, as traditional Marxism has hidden. Marx him-
self always remained faithful, in substance, to that youth-
ful, drastic, and unilateral critique of the bourgeois revo-
lution. But, although he had such an acute awareness of
the historical necessity for a bourgeois jtuidic suprastruc-
ture as to show the extension of it i11 the socialist State
itself,4 Man: was never overly concerned with emphasiz-
ing as well the necessity for extending, in that same so-
cialist State, the juridic and constitutional guarantees of
every person-citizen. Certainly, he was too fully absorbed
by the problem of “social” revolution to be able to em-
brace the substantial and rmdeniable inheritance from the
“political” revolution (i.e., the measure of duration of cer-
tain bourgeois values) for the future, as he had embraced



Galvano della Volpe 427

the whole concept of it with respect to the medieval past.
The true secret of the Commune of ’71, Marx says in
Civil War in Fmnce, “is that it will be, essentially, a gov-
ernment of the working class, the result of a struggle be-
tween producer and exploiter; it will be the political form,
eventually to be discovered, under which it will be pos-
sible to realize the economic emancipation of the worker.”
In this Lenin followed Marx with his theory of the “dic-
tatorship of the proletariat.”5 For Lenin, it should be
noted, “democracy means equality,” but equality only of
a social nature, because, as he explains it,” “One can un-
derstand what a great deal of importance is attached to
the struggle of the proletariat for equality, and to the
word equality itself, if it is understood precisely in the
sense of the suppression of class.”

In dealing with this problem of the relationship of
Marxism to the substantial juridic heritage received from
the bourgeois revolution—that problem which has come
of age, historically, in the last forty years, but to which
a solution (and not merely a historical one) is found in
the Soviet socialist philosophy of law—it is expedient to
consider first the extremely complex question of what is
meant by “modern democracy,” given that the difficulty
in question, when reduced to essentials, is identical with
that of the relationship of social democracy (and revolu-
tion) to political democracy (and revolution). Let us be-
gin, therefore, by examining, in that context, two aspects
of the modern concepts of liberty and democracy. Rather
than “aspects,” in fact, modern liberty and democracy
have two faces, and two souls: there is civil, or political,
liberty, founded by parliamentary or political democracy
and theorized by Locke, Montesquieu, Kant, Humboldt,
Constant; and there is egalitarian, or social, liberty,
founded by socialist democracy and theorized primarily by
Rousseau and, later, more or less explicitly, by Marx,
Engels, and Lenin.

Civil libert'y—the so-called “bourgeois” liberty—is, in its
historical and technical sense, the liberty, or the complex
of liberties, of the members of a “civil society” of classes
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composed of individual producers. It is the whole of the
liberties or of the rights of individual economic initiative,
of security of private ownership of means of production,
of habeas corpus, of worship, of conscience, of the press,
etc. (The question implicit in our point of departure is
precisely whether or not any of these rights transcend the
bourgeois state and affect the universal man who con-
stitutes any political body.) The principal juridico-political
expressions of civil liberty are basically the separation of
the various powers of the State, and the organization of
legislative power as representative of the national sover-
eignty, viz., the parliamentarism of the liberal bourgeois
State.

Social or egalitarian liberty, on the other hand, expresses
an application which is universal and unconditional be-
cause it is apolitical. It signifies the right of any human
being to a social recognition of his personal abilities and
potential; it is, in short, the genuinely and absolutely dem-
ocratic application to labor of the criterion of merit (and
therefore of justice); in other words, it is the recognition
of the social potential of the human individual in genera,
as a person. Social liberty, therefore, is more than mere
liberty, for it is also social justice; it is, in fact, a kind of
libertas major, inasmuch as it is the liberty of the masses.
“I thought that to be endowed with talent would be the
greatest protection against misery.” Such was the typical
protest, still valid today, of Iean-Iacques Rousseau; it was
adopted by Engels, who added that the greatest possible
expression of such protection would be “a [social] system
which assures to every man the possibility of developing
all of his physical and moral capacities.”

This contrast between the two souls of democracy, of
the two modern interpretations of democracy, signifies, in
political terms, the contrast between liberalism, which is a
political system of liberty without equality or social justice,
and socialism, which is a political system of liberty with
social justice (i.e., justice for all) and which is, therefore,
egalitarian liberty in its development.

We cannot deny, however, the obvious historical ex-
tension of that liberalism of Locke and of Kant into the
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first phase of the communization of society as actually at-
tained by the socialistic Russian State, and particularly into
the present legal philosophy of that State. To this aspect
is related, at least indirectly, the question raised by
Norberto Bobbio7 conceming the workability of the “tech-
nical juridic norms” (of bourgeois guarantees) in a pro-
letarian State. Bobbio seeks simply to demonstrate the
legitimacy of “the necessity for inviting the advocates of
the dictatorship of the proletariat to consider the forms
of liberal-democratic regimes with respect to their more
refined and more progressive juridic techniques.” For Bob-
bio, in effect, “the important thing is that one begin to
think of law not only as a bourgeois phenomenon, but as
a complex of technical norms which may be made use of
as much by the proletariat as by the bourgeoisie, so as to
attain certain ends which are common to both parties in-
asmuch as they are both social beings.” Now, how valid
is this “necessity” described by Bobbio?

We lcnow that the post-Stalin Constitution of the Soviet
Union (reprinted in 1960, but ahnost identical to that of
1936) reiterates Articles 123—28, concerning the equal
rights of individual citizens regardless of their nationality
or race—1iberty of conscience, of speech, of the press, of
assembly, of organizing labor unions, and the right of
habeas corpus or of the “inviolability of the person,” by
virtue of which “no one may be arrested unless by judg-
ment of a court of law or with the authorization of a
magistrate.” The specific and basic reasons for these lib-
erties, however, cannot be the same as those which ob-
tain in a liberal or democratic bourgeois State, if for no
other reason than that those liberties and subjective rights,
those technical constitutional norms, are incorporated into
the social and political philosophy of the first socialist State
—and that State has foundations which are original and
proper to itself. In order to establish the validity of the
necessity formulated by Bobbio, therefore, it is not su.ffi-
cient merely to adduce those facts which comprise the
Soviet constitution in question; it is necessary, rather, to
examine the how and why of the abolition, in that consti-
tution, of the “rationing of (civil) liberty, in favor of
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(egalitarian) liberty,”B and to investigate, similarly, the
how and why of the relative restitution of bourgeois juridic
norms, i.e., of the norms of the Rechts Staat.

The how of that abolition and that restitution is found
in the selective re-establishment of resuscitated rights or
civil liberties. Such re-establishment or restitution is selec-
tive, or discriminating, because it excludes the right of
private ownership of the means of producti0n—a “right”
which history has proved to be antieconomic, antisocial,
and inhuman; one, moreover, which becomes transformed
eventually into a privilege. Accordingly, we have Articles
9 and 1o of the Soviet constitution, where “alongside the
socialist economic system” are considered "the small pri-
vate holdings of peasants and artisans who are not or-
ganized” (into communes or co-operatives, in which
“every family of the commune, in addition to the basic
proceeds of the collective economy of the commune, has
for its own enjoyment and use the small parcel of land
belonging to the house, and has as personal property such
produce of the land, the house, the cattle, etc., as is based
on personal labor, but excluding any exploitation of the
work of another”). Such citizens have “the right of per-
sonal property of citizens over the proceeds of their
labor and their savings, over their house . . . their con-
sumer goods and items of personal convenience, as well
as the right of inheriting the personal property of citizens.”
To this may be added the consideration that, in the re-
stored freedom of worship, religion has lost its traditional
character of “the opium of the people” and been freed
from regulation by public law; it has become strictly a
private matter. It should be apparent, then, to what extent
the norms of the “legitimate State” are at once preserved
and transformed, transvaluated and renewed, in the pro-
gressive politico-socioeconomic philosophy of a socialist
State as a “State of all the people” (Khrushchev). And
it should be noted that these facts, in their precise his-
torical substance, rectify what remains abstract and dog-
matic in the liberal optimism of Bobbio’s generous “ne-
cessity.” _

As to the why of this socialist restitution of the norms
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of the “legitimate State,” suflice it to say that so long as
a State exists—even an enlightened State such as the so-
cialist State—the fundamental principle of the “legitimate
State,” viz., the principle of a limit to the power of the
State over the persons of the citizens, remains supreme;
indeed, it may be disregarded only at an incalculable price
of unrest and of human suffering. (For an example of
these consequences, one has only to think of an important
corollary of this principle, the right of habeas corpus, and
of the violations of that right during the Stalinist era.)
As Bobbio says, therefore, it is unquestionably true that
“it is very easy to disengage oneself from liberalism if one
identifies it with the theory and practice of liberty as the
power of the bourgeoisie; but it is much more ditlicult to
do so when one considers liberalism as the theory and prac-
tice of limiting the power of the State . . . because liberty,
as the power to do something, aliects only those who are
the fortunate possessors of it, while liberty as a non-
impediment to action affects all men”9 (italics added).
The basis for such limitation is stated in the Kantian ethi-
cal principle, that “man is always an end, and never a
means.” And, paradoxically enough, that principle has
its full and universal application only in the Soviet socialist
legal system, by reason of the socialist renovation of sub-
jective rights or civil liberties inspired by that principle;
and this application consists in the extirpation of the right,
among others, of private ownership of the means of pro-
duotion, with all the abuses implied by such ownership.
Thus the profound and original liberal spirit of recent so-
cialist history is destined to surprise the most critical lib-
eral philosopher.

In order to reach a conclusion, therefore, regarding the
bourgeois juridic heritage at work in the socialist State,
one must remember: (1) that in socialist constitutional
guarantees there is a renovation of civil liberties as well
as of the popular-council style of parliamentarianism (the
soviets), and of the economico-bourgeois right expressed
in the dictum, “for one part of work, an equal part of
goods” (and, regarding this last right, it should be noted
that the socialist renovation is evident in the acknowledged
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social character of labor and of its product); (2) that
the catalytic agent which renovates the substance of the
liberal State and transforms it into the reality of the so-
cialist State is an equality based on materialism; (3) that,
finally, the State is destined, according to the classic
Marxist-Leninist theory, to be "extinguished" in that “so-
ciety of free and equal men” which is the true and proper
communist society—i.e., a classless society in which “public
functions will lose their political character and become
simply administrative functions for assisting the members
of society.”1°

In the communist society of today can be recognized
the Program of Action presented at the Twenty-Second
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, in
which were outlined “the methods of development for a
transition to a communist society in the next twenty
years.” For example: “The working class is the only class
in history which does not propose to perpetuate its own
power . . . The transition to communist means the maxi-
mum growth of personal liberty and of the rights of Soviet
citizens . . . The increase of material well-being, of the
cultural level, and of the consciousness of the workers
holds out the promise of arriving finally at the complete
substitution of corrective education for the misery of penal
justice . . . The evolution of the socialist organization of
the State will lead, gradually, to its transformation into a
communistic self-governing republic in which the soviets,
the unions, the co-operatives, and other associations of
workers will be united. This process will involve a further
development of (social) democracy . . . The organs of
planning and of execution, of economic management and
of cultural growth, which today are contained in the ap-
paratus of the State, will lose their political character and
become organs of social self-government. The communist
society will be a highly organized community of working-
men . . . The course of history leads inevitably to the
extinction of the State. And because the State finally is to
be extinguished, it is necessary that there be realized both
the internal conditions for it (the building up of a de-
veloped communist society) and the external conditions
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(a definitive solution in the international area of the con-
tradictions between capitalism and communism—in favor
of communism).”

The legal concems of socialism seem to resolve them-
selves into a complex of those economic and social prob-
lems, essentially political in nature, which have accumu-
lated since the advent of the “legitimate State.” Under
Marxist influence, they are further resolved into a histori-
cal synthesis of Rousseau and Kant—viz., liberty as a func-
tion of equality, and the converse—wherein Rousseau's
“general sovereign will" is no longer reduced to a popular,
national bourgeois sovereignty, but rather is realized as a
sovereignty of the working class. Further, it is able to ac-
cept and reconcile, in its democratic worlcing-class cen-
tralism, those bourgeois civil liberties which are not op-
posed to the liberty of the masses. On the other hand,
Kant's juridic arrangement, renovated by that working-
class centralism (and only by virtue of that renovation),
acquires the universal validity to which, in its original
bourgeois rigidity, it aspired in vain. In this respect, it
should be noted that (1) continuance in the path of his-
toric growth (i.e., the class struggle culminating in the
socialist State), or continuance in the path of Kantian
non-a-priori liberalism, is clear confirmation of the classical
foundations of Kant’s thought no less than of Locke's (the
opinion of the late Mr. Solari notwithstanding); further-
more, the historic vitality of Kant’s thought may be ex-
plained by the fact that, in its rational formulation, it is
superior to that of Locke; (2) it is not conceivable, in this
Kantian liberalism so paradoxically universalized in social-
ist law, that man will be able to rest content “eternally”
(as thought Solari, with respect to the original Kantian
liberalism), because it is obvious that such liberalism will
not endure longer than the socialist State—and the latter
is destined to final extinction in the social self-government
of the classless communist society.

How, then, is it possible to accuse the Soviet socialist
State—a State of all the people—of “totalitarianism”? This
accusation, however persistent, may be explained only by
a blind self-interest, founded on class. In any case, the
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truth is slowly becoming known, as may be seen from re-
cent legal literature. Michel Mouskhély and Zygmunt
]edryka,11 among others, have recently given a fairly ex-
act idea of Soviet socialist legal philosophy. Here, for in-
stance, is the Rousseauean element: “In establishing the
control of the electors over the elected, and its sanction
(the recall [dismissal of elected representatives]), the
Constitution of 1936 [Article 142, which is also Article
142 of the 1960 Constitution] seems to be inspired by
the ideas of Rousseau . . . Since the precedent of 1936,
participation by the people in legislation requires that,
before major reforms be adopted by competent agen-
cies, they be the object of a public inquiry . . . The work-
ers’ conferences, regularly scheduled by the Central
Committee of the Party and by the government, furnish
another example of that participation by the people in the
direction of public affairs. When there is a concrete ques-
tion to be discussed, a certain legal project to consider, a
decision to be enforced, those concerned are appealed to
. . . Thus, we can speak, to that extent, of an indirect
participation by the masses in the legislative work of the
State . . . For the professional unions, this collaboration
almost takes the form of a sharing of public power. In
matters regarding work and wages, the State associates
them to the exercise of its legislative and executive
powers. Thus, acts in this area emanate jointly from the
Central Committee of the Party, from the Council of Min-
isters, and from the Central Council of Unions . . . For
the unions, then, participation in legislation and in admin-
istration is clirect”12 (italics supplied). And here is the
Kantian element: “Those presently in power do every-
thing possible to guarantee and safeguard the essential
rights of man and of the citizen before the organs of
judicial instruction. (1) The court, the sole administrator
of justice . . . Henceforth, no one can be judged and
condemned except by the ordinary organs of justice. In
losing its omnipotence in the State, the Security Police,
too, lose their character of political police . . . conse-
quently, many actions which were handled, until now, by
the “police” courts, or which were treated with extreme
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rigor as counterrevolutionary crimes or as violations of so-
cialist work discipline, henceforth are regarded with more
leniency by the ordinary tribunals. (2) The participation
of popular assessors in the conduct of afiairs of all courts—
the principle of the collegiality of courts . . . The popular
assessors take an active part not only in the proceedings
themselves but also in all phases of the procedure and of
judicial instruction. The voice of each one of them carries
as much weight as that of the judge. . . . (3) The eligi-
bility of judges and of popular assessors—they are subject
to recall by their electors or by a decision of the court.
From this principle flows, logically, the duty for soviet
magistrates of presenting reports to their electors and, for
the electors, that of requiring regular reports. . . .
(4) The independence of judges and their subjection only
to the laws. The constitutional principle of the independ-
ence of the courts has, as an indispensable corollary, the
independence of judges . . ."13

To summarize the substantial juridic contrast between
the Soviet present and the Soviet past (years of the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat), it is worth while quoting the
following conclusive judgment of Rudolf Schlesinger on
Pasukanis and his school of penal law so famous in the
twenties and thirties: “It was logically implied in the gen-
eral theory of law of Pasukanis that, so long as there ex-
isted antagonistic classes and a penal law was still nec-
essary, it was inevitable that that law be dominated by
the principle of ‘equivalence,’ or, to use a current term,
the principle of an eye for an eye. Otherwise, penal law,
in an attempt to apply justice in the case of a culpable
individual, would have lost its foreseeability, and thus its
general preventive eHicacy”14 (italics supplied).

Having arrived at the end of this investigation, we
should pause to consider the dialectic of those two modem
expressions of liberty, the civil and the egalitarian. It is
a dialectic of which the Soviet legal system offers the most
advanced historical instance, even though that system has
not yet realized the full scope of egalitarian liberty; for
that system is worlcing toward a universal social equality
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for all persons and, as such, is conditioning the historical
significance of civil liberty so that the latter eventually will
be absorbed into a complex of essential civil liberties-
that is, reduced to its human essentials by abolishing the
liberty-privilege of private ownership of means of produc-
tion.15 This means that egalitarian liberty, in its full re-
alization, will transcend mere civil liberty and, with it, the
State in general (including the socialist State) with its
classes. That is actually being accomplished in the com-
munist society which is classless and metapolitical, and
which has economic bases adequate to its task. Such is
the paradoxical destiny, or perhaps simply the historical
destiny, of that liberty conceived originally on the basis of
Bousseau’s humanitarian, and therefore interclass, mor-
alisml

On the other hand, it should be remembered that these
two forms of liberty, as disparate as they may seem from
the standpoint of usable formulae,“ are in harmony solely
in the legal system of the socialist State, and most properly
in the renovation of, or reduction to, the human essentials
of civil liberty within the expansion of egalitarian liberty
of the centralism of the workers’ democracy; and so this
antinomy which has affected the whole of the history of
liberty and of modern democracy is resolved. In the so-
cialist (Soviet) legal system, therefore, there coexist
liberty-as-a-function-of-egalitarianism (Rousseau’s major
liberty) and egalitarianism-as-a-function-of-liberty (Kant’s
minor liberty), in such a way that the Soviet proletariat
is becoming the liberator of the human race by securing,
in co-operation with its government, the eliectiveness of
civil liberties by conferring on them an adequate egalitar-
ian exponent. Every civil liberty, then, or at least every
one worthy of the name, is comparable to a quantity which
has an exponent not inferior to itself; and that is the egal-
itarian exponent which confers on any civil right or liberty
the grade of value which prevents its decay into privilege.
Thus, the major liberty guarantees the minor.

If the right of the citizen to vote (a typical civil or
constitutional liberty) had not had as its purpose the afBr-
mation of its egalitarian scope, inasmuch as it is the effect
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of social recognition accorded to the personal merits of
every member of the “third estate” (and therefore is the
means of entry into, and elevation in, the social life of a
new class), what value in civil progress would it have sig-
nified? On the other hand, did it not come about that the
original bourgeois discrimination between “active” and
“passive” citizens—or, in Kant’s words, between “citizens”
and “associates”—caused, by its antiegalitarian character,
the decline of that “right” to vote to the status of a privi-
lege? What must be introduced, sooner or later, by the
bo1u'geois, is that typical egalitarian institution called uni-
versal sufirage, with all the devices of modern electoral
techniques."

In sirnila.r fashion, the right of private ownership of
means of production has degenerated into privilege in that
it excludes adequate social recognition of the personal
merits of members of the fourth estate (of the wage-
earning masses), and therefore excludes also the develop-
ment of the individual person. Hence, the inferior, insuf-
ficient egalitarian exponent of that right today degrades
bourgeois proprietorship to that point of privilege at
which a revolutionary action for egalitarian liberty always
intervenes. It intervenes today in the fonn of socialist de-
mocracy; it intervened yesterday as parliamentary democ-
racy against the properlied nobility and ecclesiastics,
etc. The historic process of equating an egalitarian expo-
nent to its corresponding civil liberty culminates in the
legal system which is proper to a true socialist State: a
system in which civil liberties with an inferior egalitarian
exponent are eradicated (such as economic free enterprise
and relative private ownership of means of production),
and those with adequate egalitarian exponents are pre-
served (among which, other than the habeas corpus, is
property for personal use as contemplated by present-day
Soviet codes). In this way the tension ceases between po-
litical democracy and social democracy, between civil
liberty and egalitarian liberty; a tension which has no
place in a communist society which presupposes the wast-
ing away of the (socialist) State and, with it, the disap-
pearance of classes, and which therefore implies the tri-
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umph of egalitarian liberty. Such a situation is in accord
with the definition of a “society of free and equal mem-
bers,” viz., a society whose motto is “from each according
to his capacity, to each according to his needs.”19 This
class character persists in the “people's state” which is
the present-day USSR, with its socialist legal system, and
is evident in the direct participation in legislation and ad-
ministration by the workers’ syndicates. This signifies that
the institution of the syndicate belongs to the sphere of
public power before it belongs to the sphere of citizens’
liberties or civil liberties.

In the foregoing, we have replied implicitly to the ques-
tions raised by those classic texts of Marxism cited at the
beginning. Now, let us say explicitly that it is not properly
true, that it is not all the truth, that the political or bour-
geois revolution emancipated only the bourgeoisie, even
though it laid the foundations—built upon, paradoxically,
by the socialist legal system of the present Soviet State
-for the politico-juridic emancipation of the whole of so-
ciety qua society, i.e., of society built on the relationship
of the governing to the governed. Thus, so long as there
is a State, even a proletarian State, that admonition of
Montesquieu—provoked by the absolute monarchy of his
time, but applicable to all political, even workers’, power
—remains true: “it is of the utmost importance not to revile
or degrade human nature.”1° Thus, the human emancipa-
tion of man-—S0 far as it is possible prior to the advent of
the communist society—-requires and implies both political
liberty and social liberty; or, better, the first in harmony
with the second.

Translated by Iack F. Bernard

1Karl Marx, Kritik des Hegelschen Staatsrechts, Die Friih-
schriften, ed. by S. Landshut (Stuttgart: 1953).

82 Introduction, Critique of the Hegelian Philosophy of Law,
1 44.

3See On the Jewish Question (1844).
4That is, under the aspect of “equal” measure in the dis-

tribution of goods produced by common labor—a residual right
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of bourgeois economy, as Marx stated in Critique of the Program
of Gotha, his last important theoretical work.

5See State and Revolution, III, 5, where is found-—in the
slightly dated context of the “destruction of the parasitic State"
— e text of Marx cited above.

9 Ibid., V, 4.
7 Politica e cultura, Turin, 1955.
3 The institution of such “rationing” to the advantage of e al-

itarian liberty is, according to a dictum of Lenin, the dictatoriip
of the proletariat in the strict sense. It does not, then—unless one
wishes to “absolutize" historical events—exclude the alternative
of a aceful take-over of power by the proletariat by virtue of
populzlr consent; it does not, therefore, necessarily characterize
the socialist revolution, the main purpose of which is to socialize
the means of production.

9 Bobbio, op. cit.
1° Engels, quoted by Lenin in State and Revolution.
11 €,e gouvernement de l’URSS (Paris: Presses Universitaires,

1961 .
12 Mouskhély and Iedryka, op. cit., p. 176 ff; cf. also p. 175.
13 Ibid., p. 234 ff. Cf. also T. Napolitano, Il nuova codtce

penale sovietico (Milan, 1963).
14 La Teoria del diritto nell'Unione Sooietica (Turin: Ei-

naudi, 1952), p. 266.
15 In this respect, there are some particularly relevant texts

which resulted from a confrontation, typically Rousseauean, be-
tween eighteenth-century absolutist France and parliamentary
England: (1) “In England," writes Saint-Preux to ]ulie in
Nouvelle Héloise, II, 19, “it is quite different . . . Since the
peqple have a share in the govemment, one's public standing
is e greatest means of credit." (2) “For which reason, he
[Saint-Preux] prefers England to France as a lace to exercise
his talents." (].-]. Rousseau, Oeuvres Compleges, Paris, 1961,
Vol. II, pp. 263, 783.)

It shou d be noted that: (a) Rousseau's interest in a demo-
cratic-bourgeois government in the English style hinges on the
social recognition of personal merit (of the middle-class “par-
venus": “Will Iulie [noble ]ulie, the lady of quality] decide to
become the wife of a parvenu?). In England . . . , even though
custom has less force than in France, still, there are more hon-
orable ways of doing Since the people have a share in
the government, one s pub 'c standing is the greatest means of
credit." (b) Only in the middle-class egalitarianism which gives
birth to the parvenus do political democracy and social democ-
racy have a meeting point, in that the first is conditioned by
the second. And in this Rousseau had a share of the glorious
responsibility for the French Revolution. But this does not
exhaust the historical influence of Rousseau—of his social-
democratic élan—di.rected against the limited bourgeois equality
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which was overcome by the universal egalitarianism of merit
(and of work) which is the essence of social democracy. (“I
honor merit in the very lowest ranks.” [Letter to Bordes,
174o.]) And this explains Rousseau's criticism of the general
subjection of the poor to the rich—a criticism used for his own
ends by Marx in Das Kapital (I, 3, c. 30). (c) Thus may be
understood the corresponding differences between the two po-
litical methods—bourgeois-democratic and social-democratic: the
first consists in parliamentarism and constitutionalism as a func-
tion of a popular national sovereignty; the second is a democ-
racy acting as a function of a popular radical sovereignty. The
two methods are in harmony solely, as we have seen, in that
original sociopolitical synthesis represented by the Soviet social-
ist egal system, which itself is but a prelude to that communist
socieay which will see the final triumph of egalitarian liberty
(as escribed by Marx in Critique of the Program of Gotha
(1875), and by Lenin in State and Revolution (1917). See
above the triumphal ret11m of Rousseau’s criterion of the social
recognition of the merits or talents or abilities of every man as
expressed in the Marxist formula, “from each according to his
capacity, to each according to his needs"; and see my Rousseau
e Marx (Rome, 1962), pp. 43-58 and 75-88, for a dialectical
analysis of the following fundamental and conclusive passage
(among others) from Discourse on the Origins and Foundations
of Inequality Among Men: “The ranks of citizens should be
regulated . . . accor ing to the real services [i.e., proportionate
to their talents and strength] rendered by them to the State."

1° For example, that of social liberty for the human potential
of every individual, or that of liberty as a guarantee of the
nonimpediment of the person by the State.

17 Cf. the Italian Fraud Law of March 31, 1953.
13 Marx, Critique of the Program of Gotha.
19 Esprit des Lois, XV, 1.



THE TRIPLE REVOLUTION

A Letter

The following letter was sent on March 22, 1964, by
The Ad Hoc Committee on the Triple Revolution to Presi-
dent Lyndon B. Johnson. The White House reply from
Mr. Lee White, Assistant Special Counsel to the President,
was received shortly. The letter to the President, together
with the Report, was also sent to the Majority and Minor-
ity leaders of the Senate and the House of Representatives
and to the Secretary of Labor. Texts follow:

March 22, 1964

Dear Mr. President:

We enclose a memorandum, The Triple Revolu-
tion, for your consideration. This memorandum was
prepared out of a feeling of foreboding about the
nation's future. The men and women whose names
are signed to it think that neither Americans nor their
leaders are aware of the magnitude and acceleration
of the changes going on around them. These changes,
economic, military, and social, comprise The Triple
Revolution. We believe that these changes will com-
pel, in the very near future and whether we like it
or not, public measures that move radically beyond
any steps now proposed or contemplated.

We commend the spirit prompting the War on
Poverty recently announced, and the new commis-
sions on economic dislocation and automation. With
deference, this memorandum sets forth the histori-
cal and technological reasons why such tactics seem
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bound to fall short. Radically new circumstances de-
mand radically new strategies.

If policies such as those suggested in The Triple
Revolution are not adopted we believe that the nation
will be thrown into unprecedented economic and so-
cial disorder. Our statement is aimed at showing why
drastic changes in our economic organization are oc-
curring, their relation to the growing movement for
full rights for Negroes, and the minimal public and
private measures that appear to us to be required.

Sincerely,

Donald G. Agger
Dr. Donald B. Armstrong
Iames Boggs
W. H. Ferry
Todd Gitlin
Roger Hagan
Michael Harrington
Tom Hayden
Ralph L. Helstein
Dr. Frances W. Herring
Brig. Gen. Hugh B. Hester
Gerald W. Iohnson
Irving F. Laucks

Cunnar Myrdal
Gerard Piel
Michael D. Reagan
Ben B. Seligman
Robert Theobald
William Worthy
Alice Mary Hilton
David T. Bazelon
Maxwell Geismar
Philip Green
H. Stuart Hughes
Linus Pauling
]ohn William Ward

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 6, 1964
Dear Mr. Ferry:

The President has asked me to thank you for your
letter of March 1g, in which you enclose the memo-
randum, The Triple Revolution, drawn up by your
Committee.

In recent months the President has taken a number
of steps addressed to the problems discussed in your
memorandum—poverty, unemployment, and techno-
logical change. He has committed this Administration
to an unrelenting war on poverty and, as you are of
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course aware, has submitted to the Congress major
new legislation requesting the necessary weapons for
the prosecution of this war. On December 21 he es-
tablished the Committee on Economic Impact of De-
fense and Disarmament. The Committee will provide
central review and coordination of activities in the
Executive branch designed to improve our under-
standing of the economic impact of changes in de-
fense expenditures. The President has also asked the
Congress to establish a Presidential commission to
study the impact of technological change on the econ-
omy and to recommend measures for assuring the full
benefits of technology while minimizing any adverse
effects.

Rapid advances in technology and sharp changes in
the direction and location of economic activity pose
both challenges and problems for the Nation. Your
Committee has clearly been willing to take a com-
pletely fresh lool< at these matters. You may be sure
that the Committee’s analysis and recommendations
will be given thoughtful consideration by all of those
in the Executive branch who are concerned with
these problems.

Sincerely,
s/ Lee C. White
Assistant Special Counsel
to the President

Mr. W. H. Ferry
The Ad Hoc Committee on the

Triple Revolution

The Triple Revolution

This statement is written in the recognition that man
l<.lI1(l is at a historic conjuncture which demands a funda
mental re-examination of existing values and institutions
At this time three separate and mutually reinforcing revo
lutions are taking place:
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The Cybemation Revolution: A new era of production

has begun. Its principles of organization are as difierent
from those of the industrial era as those of the industrial
era were diiferent from the agricultural. The cybemation
revolution has been brought about by the combination of
the computer and the automated self-regulating machine.
This results in a system of almost unlimited productive
capacity which requires progressively less human labor.
Cybernation is already reorganizing the economic and so-
cial system to meet its own needs.

The Weaponry Revolution: New forms of weaponry
have been developed which cannot win wars but which
can obliterate civilization. We are recognizing only now
that the great weapons have eliminated war as a method
for resolving international conflicts. The ever-present
threat of total destruction is tempered by the lmowledge
of the final futility of war. The need of a “warless world”
is generally recognized, though achieving it will be a long
and frustrating process.

The Human Rights Revolution: A universal demand for
full human rights is now clearly evident. It continues to
be demonstrated in the civil rights movement within the
United States. But this is only the local manifestation of
a world-vvide movement toward the establishment of so-
cial and political regimes in which every individual will
feel valued and none will feel rejected on account of his
race.
0 We are particularly concerned in this statement with the
first of these revolutionary phenomena. This is not because
we underestimate the significance of the other two. On the
contrary, we aflirrn that it is the simultaneous occurrence
and interaction of all three developments which make
evident the necessity for radical alterations in attitude and
policy. The adoption of just policies for coping with cy-
bernation and for extending rights to all Americans is in-
dispensable to the creation of an atmosphere in the U.S.
in which the supreme issue, peace, can be reasonably de-
bated and resolved.

The Negro claims, as a matter of simple justice, his. full
share in America's economic and social life. He sees ade-
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quate employment opportunities as a chief means of at-
taining this goal: the March on Washington demanded
freedom and jobs. The Negro's claim to a job is not being
met. Negroes are the hardest-hit of the many groups being
exiled from the economy by cybemation. Negro unemploy-
ment rates cannot be expected to drop substantially.
Promises of jobs are a cruel and dangerous hoax on hun-
dreds of thousands of Negroes and whites alike who are
especially vulnerable to cybernation because of age or
inadequate education.

The demand of the civil rights movement cannot be ful-
filled within the present context of society. The Negro is
trying to enter a social community and a tradition of
work-and-income which are in the process of vanishing
even for the hitherto privileged white worker. ]obs are
disappearing under the impact of highly eflicient, pro-
gressively less costly machines.

0 The U.S. operates on the thesis, set out in the Employ-
ment Act of 1964, that every person will be able to obtain
a job if he wishes to do so and that this job will provide
him with resources adequate to live and maintain a family
decently. Thus job-holding is the general mechanism
through which economic resources are distributed. Those
without work have access only to a minimal income,
hardly sufficient to provide the necessities of life, and en-
abling those receiving it to function as only “minimum
consumers.” As a result, the goods and services which are
needed by these crippled consumers, and which they
would buy if they could, are not produced. This in turn
deprives other workers of jobs, thus reducing their in-
comes and consumption.

Present excessive levels of unemployment would be
multiplied several times if military and space expenditures
did not continue to absorb 10 per cent of the gross na-
tional product (i.e., the total goods and services pro-
duced). Some six to eight million people are employed as
a direct result of purchases for space and military activi-
ties. At least an equal number hold their jobs as an indirect
result of military or space expenditures. In recent years,
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the military and space budgets have absorbed a rising
proportion of national production and formed a strong sup-
port for the economy.

However, these expenditures are coming in for more
and more criticism, at least partially in recognition of the
fact that nuclear weapons have eliminated war as an ac-
ceptable method for resolving international conflicts. Early
in 1964 President Johnson ordered a curtailment of certain
military expenditures. Defense Secretary McNamara is
closing shipyards, airfields, and Army bases, and Congress
is pressing the National Space Administration to econo-
mize. The future of these strong props to the economy is
not as clear today as it was even a year ago.

How the Cybernation Revolution Shapes Up

Cybernation is manifesting the characteristics of a revo-
lution in production. These include the development of
radically different techniques and the subsequent appear-
ance of novel principles of the organization of production;
a basic reordering of man’s relationship to his environ-
ment; and a dramatic increase in total available and
potential energy.

The major difference between the agricultural, indus-
trial, and cybemation revolutions is the speed at which
they developed. The agricultural revolution began several
thousand years ago in the Middle East. Centuries passed
in the shift from a subsistence base of hunting and food-
gathering to settled agriculture.

In contrast, it has been less than two hundred years
since the emergence of the industrial revolution, and di-
rect a.nd accurate knowledge of the new productive tech-
niques has reached most of mankind. This swift dissemina-
tion of information is generally held to be the main factor
leading to widespread industrialization.

0 While the major aspects of the cybernation revolution
are for the moment restricted to the U.S., its effects are
observable ahnost at once throughout the industrial world
and large parts of the nonindustrial world. Observation is
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rapidly followed by analysis and criticism. The problems
posed by the cybernation revolution are part of a new era
in the history of all mankind but they are first being faced
by the people of the U.S. The way Americans cope with
cybernation will influence the course of this phenomenon
everywhere. This country is the stage on which the
machines-and-man drama will first be played for the world
to witness.

The fundamental problem posed by the cybemation
revolution in the U.S. is that it invalidates the general
mechanism so far employed to undergird people's rights as
consumers. Up to this time economic resources have been
distributed on the basis of contributions to production, with
machines and men competing for employment on some-
what equal terms. In the developing cybernated system,
potentially unlimited output can be achieved by systems of
machines which will require little co-operation from human
beings. As machines take over production from men, they
absorb an increasing proportion of resources while the
men who are displaced become dependent on minimal and
rmrelated government measures—-unemployment insurance,
social security, welfare payments.

These measures are less and less able to disguise a his-
toric paradox: that a substantial proportion of the popula-
tion is subsisting on minimal incomes, often below the pov-
erty line, at a time when sufficient productive potential is
available to supply the needs of everyone in the U.S.

Industrial System Fails to Provide for Abolition of Poverty

The existence of this paradox is denied or ignored by
conventional economic analysis. The general economic ap-
proach argues that potential demand, which if filled would
raise the number of jobs and provide incomes to those
holding them, is underestimated. Most contemporary eco-
nomic analysis states that all of the available labor force
and industrial capacity is required to meet the needs of
consumers and industry and to provide adequate public
services: schools, parks, roads, homes, decent cities, and
clean water and air. It is further argued that demand
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could be increased, by a variety of standard techniques,
to any desired extent by providing money and machines
to improve the conditions of the billions of impoverished
people elsewhere in the world, who need food and shelter,
clothes and machinery, and everything else the industrial
nations take for granted.

There is no question that cybernation does increase the
potential for the provision of funds to neglected public
sectors. Nor is there any question that cybernation would
make possible the abolition of poverty at home and
abroad. But the industrial system does not possess any
adequate mechanisms to permit these potentials to be-
come realities. The industrial system was designed to pro-
duce an ever-increasing quantity of goods as efficiently as
possible, and it was assumed that the distribution of the
power to purchase these goods would occur almost auto-
matically. The continuance of the income-through-jobs
link as the only major mechanism for distributing effective
demand-for granting the right to consume—now acts as
the main brake on the almost unlimited capacity of a cy-
bernated productive system.

0 Recent administrations have proposed measures aimed
at achieving a better distribution of resources, and at re-
ducing unemployment and underemployment. A few of
these proposals have been enacted. More often they have
failed to secure congressional support. In every case, many
members of Congress have criticized the proposed meas-
ures as departing from traditional principles for the allo-
cation of resources and the encouragement of production.
Abetted by budget-balancing economists and interest
groups they have argued for the maintenance of an eco-
nomic machine based on ideas of scarcity to deal with the
facts of abundance produced by cybernation. This time-
consuming criticism has slowed the workings of Congress
and has thrown out of focus for that body the interrelated
effects of the triple revolution.

An adequate distribution of the potential abundance
of goods and services will be achieved only when it is
understood that the major economic problem is not how
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to increase production but how to distribute the abun-
dance that is the great potential of cybemation. There is
an urgent need for a fundamental change in the mecha-
nisms employed to insure consumer rights.

Facts and Figures of the Cybemation Revolution

No responsible observer would attempt to describe the
exact pace or the full sweep of a phenomenon that is de-
veloping with the speed of cybernation. Some aspects of
this revolution, however, are already clear:
~ The rate of productivity increase has risen with the on-
set of cybemation.
¢ An industrial economic system postulated on scarcity
has been unable to distribute the abundant goods and
services produced by a cybernated system or potential in
it.
' Surplus capacity and unemployment have thus co-
existed at excessive levels over the last six years.
- The underlying cause of excessive unemployment is the
fact that the capability of machines is rising more rapidly
than the capacity of many human beings to keep pace.
~ A pennanent impoverished and jobless class is estab-
lished in the midst of potential abundance.

0 Evidence for these statements follows:
1. The increased efficiency of machine systems is shown

in the more rapid increase in productivity per man-hour
since 1960, a year that marks the first visible upsurge of
the cybemation revolution. In 1961, 1962, and 1963, pro-
ductivity per man-hour rose at an average pace above 3.5
per cent—a rate well above both the historical average
and the postwar rate.

Companies are finding cybemation more and more at-
tractive. Even at the present early stage of cybernation,
costs have already been lowered to a point where the
price of a durable machine may be as little as one third
of the current annual wage-cost of the worker it replaces.
A more rapid rise in the rate of productivity increase per
man-hour can be expected from now on.
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2. In recent years it has proved to increase demand fast

enough to bring about the full use of either men or plant
capacities. The task of developing sufiicient additional de-
mand promises to become more diflicult each year. A
$30 billion annual increase in gross national product is
now required to prevent unemployment rates from rising.
An additional $40 to $60 billion increase would be re-
quired to bring unemployment rates down to an accepta-
ble level.

3. The ofiicial rate of unemployment has remained at
or above 5.5 per cent during the sixties. The unemploy-
ment rate for teen-agers has been rising steadily and now
stands around 15 per cent. The unemployment rate for
Negro teen-agers stands about 30 per cent. The unem-
ployment rate for teen-agers in minority ghettoes some-
times exceeds 50 per cent. Unemployment rates for Ne-
groes are regularly more than twice those for whites,
whatever their occupation, educational level, age or sex.
The unemployment position for other racial minorities is
similarly unfavorable. Unemployment rates in depressed
areas often exceed 50 per cent.

Unemployment Is Far Worse Than Figures Indicate

These ofiicial figures seriously underestimate the true
extent of unemployment. The statistics take no notice of
underemployment or featherbedding. Besides the 5.5 per
cent of the labor force who are oflicially designated as
unemployed, nearly 4 per cent of the labor force sought
full-time work in 1962 but could find only part-time jobs.
In addition, methods of calculating unemployment rates-
a person is counted as unemployed only if he has actively
sought a job recently—ignore the fact that many men and
women who would like to find jobs have not looked for
them because they know there are no employment oppor-
tunities.

Underestimates for this reason are pervasive among
groups whose unemployment rates are high—the young,
the old, and racial minorities. Many people in the de-
pressed agricultural, mining, and industrial areas, who by
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oflicial definition hold jobs but who are actually grossly
underemployed, would move if there were prospects of
finding work elsewhere. It is reasonable to estimate that
over eight million people are not working who would like
to have jobs today as compared with the four million
shown in the oflicial statistics.

Even more serious is the fact that the number of people
who have voluntarily removed themselves from the labor
force is not constant but increases continuously. These peo-
ple have decided to stop looking for employment and
seem to have accepted the fact that they will never hold
jobs again. This decision is largely irreversible, in eco-
nomic and also in social and psychological terms. The
older worker calls himself “retired”; he cannot accept work
without afiecting his social security status. The worker in
his prime years is forced onto relief: in most states the
requirements for becoming a relief recipient bring about
such fundamental alterations in an individual’s situation
that a reversal of the process is always diflicult and often
totally infeasible. Teen-agers, especially “drop-outs” and
Negroes, are coming to realize that there is no place for
them in the labor force but at the same time they are
given no realistic alternative. These people and their de-
pendents make up a large part of the “poverty” sector of
the American population.

Statistical evidence of these trends appears in the de-
cline in the proportion of people claiming to be in the
labor force—the so-called labor force participation rate.
The recent apparent stabilization of the unemployment
rate around 5.5 per cent is therefore misleading: it is a re-
flection of the discouragement and defeat of people who
cannot find employment and have withdrawn from the
market rather than a measure of the economy’s success
in creating jobs for those who want to work.

4. An efficiently functioning industrial system is as-
sumed to provide the great majority of new jobs through
the expansion of the private enterprise sector. But well
over half of the new jobs created during 1957-1962 were
in the public sector—predominantly in teaching. Iob crea-
tion in the private sector has now almost entirely ceased
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except in services; of the 4,300,000 jobs created in this
period, only about 200,000 were provided by private in-
dustry through its own efforts. Many authorities anticipate
that the application of cybernation to certain service in-
dustries, which is only just beginning, will be particularly
effective. If this is the case, no significant job creation will
take place in the private sector in coming years.

5. Cybernation raises the level of the skills of the ma-
chine. Secretary of Labor Wirtz has recently stated that
the machines being produced today have, on the average,
skills equivalent to a high school diploma. If a human
being is to compete with such machines, therefore, he
must at least possess a high school diploma. The Depart-
ment of Labor estimates, however, that on the basis of
present trends, as many as 30 per cent of all students will
be high school drop-outs in this decade.

6. A permanently depressed class is developing in the
U.S. Some thirty-eight million Americans, almost one fifth
of the nation, still live in poverty. The percentage of total
income received by the poorest 2o per cent of the popi1la-
tion was 4.9 per cent in 1944 and 4.7 per cent in 1963.

0 Secretary Wirtz recently summarized these trends. “The
confluence of surging population and driving technology is
splitting the American labor force into tens of millions of
‘haves’ and millions of ‘have-nots.’ In our economy of sixty-
nine million jobs, those with wanted skills enjoy oppor-
tunity and earning power. But the others face a new and
stark problem-exclusion on a pennanent basis, both as
producers and consumers, from economic life. This divi-
sion of people threatens to create a human slag heap. We
cannot tolerate the development of a separate nation of
the poor, the unskilled, the jobless, living within another
nation of the well-off, the trained and the employed.”

New Consensus Needed

The stubbornness and novelty of the situation that is
conveyed by these statistics is now generally accepted.
Ironically, it continues to be assumed that it is possible to
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devise measures which will reduce unemployment to a
minimum and thus preserve the over-all viability of the
present productive system. Some authorities have gone so
far as to suggest that the pace of technological change
should be slowed down “so as to allow the industrial pro-
ductive system time to adapt.”

We believe, on the contrary, that the industrial pro-
ductive system is no longer viable. We assert that the only
way to turn technological change to the benefit of the in-
dividual and the service of the general welfare is to accept
the process and to utilize it rationally and humanely. The
new science of political economy will be built on the en-
couragement and planned expansion of cybemation. The
issues raised by cybernation are particularly amenable to
intelligent policy-making: Cybernation itself provides the
resources and tools that are needed to ensure minimum
hardship during the transition process.

I But major changes must be made in our attitudes and
institutions in the foreseeable future. Today Americans are
being swept along by three simultaneous revolutions while
assuming they have them under control. In the absence
of real understanding of any of these phenomena, espe-
cially of technology, we may be allowing an efiicient and
dehumanized community to emerge by default. Gaining
control of our future requires the conscious formation of
the society we wish to have. Cybemalion at last forces us
to answer the historic questions: What is man's role when
he is not dependent upon his own activities for the ma-
terial basis of his life? What should be the basis for dis-
tributing individual access to national resources? Are there
other proper claims on goods and services besides a job?

0 Because of cybemation, society no longer needs to im-
pose repetitive and meaningless (because unnecessary)
toil upon the individual. Society can now set the citizen
free to make his own choice of occupation and vocation
from a wide range of activities not now fostered by our
value system and our accepted modes of “work.” But in
the absence of such a new consensus about cybernation,
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the nation cannot begin to take advantage of all that it
promises for human betterment.

Proposal for Action

As a first step to a new consensus it is essential to rec-
ognize that the traditional link between jobs and incomes
is being broken. The economy of abrmdance can sustain
all citizens in comfort and economic security whether or
not they engage in what is commonly reckoned as work.
Wealth produced by machines rather than by men is still
wealth. We urge, therefore, that society, through its ap-
propriate legal and governmental institutions, undertake
an unqualified commitment to provide every individual
and every family with an adequate income as a matter
of right. '

0 This undertaking we consider to be essential to the
emerging economic, social, and political order in this coun-
try. We regard it as the only policy by which the quarter
of the nation now dispossessed and soon to be dispossessed
by lack of employment can be brought within the abun-
dant society. The unqualified right to an income would
take the place of the patchwork of welfare measures-
from unemployment insurance to relief—designed to en-
sure that no citizen or resident of the U.S. actually starves.

We do not pretend to visualize all of the consequences
of this change in our values. It is clear, however, that the
distribution of abundance in a cybernated society must be
based on criteria strikingly different from those of an eco-
nomic system based on scarcity. In retrospect, the estab-
lishrnent of the right to an income will prove to have been
only the first step in the reconstruction of the value system
of our society brought on by the triple revolution.

O\“The present system encourages activities which can
lead to private profit and neglects those activities which
can enhance the wealth and the quality of life of our so-
ciety. Consequently, national policy has hitherto been
aimed far more at the welfare of the productive process
than at the welfare of people. The era of cybemation can
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reverse this emphasis. With public policy and research
concentrated on people rather than processes we believe
that many creative activities and interests commonly
thought of as noneconomic will absorb the time and the
commitment of many of those no longer needed to pro-
duce goods and services.

Society as a whole must encourage new modes of con-
structive, rewarding, and ennobling activity. Principal
among these are activities such as teaching and learning
that relate people to people rather than people to things.
Education has never been primarily conducted for profit
in our society; it represents the first and most obvious ac-
tivity inviting the expansion of the public sector to meet
the needs of this period of transition.

0 We are not able to predict the long-run patterns of hu-
man activity and commitment in a nation when fewer and
fewer people are involved in production of goods and
services, nor are we able to forecast the over-all pattems
of income distribution that will replace those of the past
full employment system. However, these are not specula-
tive and fanciful matters to be contemplated at leisure for
a society that may come into existence in three or four
generations. The outlines of the future press sharply into
the present. The problems of joblessness, inadequate in-
comes, and frustrated lives confront us now; the American
Negro, in his rebellion, asserts the demands—and the rights
—of all the disadvantaged. The Negro's is the most insist-
ent voice today, but behind him stand the millions of im-
poverished who are beginning to understand that cybema-
tion, properly understood and used, is the road out of want
and toward a decent life.

The Transitionl

We recognize that the drastic alternations in circum-
stances and in our way of life ushered in by cybemation

1 This view of the transitional period is not shared by all the
signers. Robert Theobald and ]ames Boggs hold that the two
major principles of the transitional period will be (1) that ma-
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and the economy of abundance will not be completed
overnight. Left to the ordinary forces of the market such
change, however, will involve physical and psychological
misery and perhaps political chaos. Such misery is already
clearly evident among the unemployed, among relief cli-
ents into the third generation and more and more among
the young and the old for whom society appears to hold
no promise of dignified or even stable lives. We must de-
velop programs for this transition designed to give hope
to the dispossessed and those cast out by the economic
system, and to provide a basis for the rallying of people
to bring about those changes in political and social institu-
tions which are essential to the age of technology.

The program here suggested is not intended to be in-
clusive but rather to indicate its necessary scope. We
propose:

1. A massive program to build up our educational sys-
tem, designed especially with the needs of the chronically
undereducated in mind. We estimate that tens of thou-
sands of employment opportunities in such areas as
teaching and research and development, particularly for
younger people, may be thus created. Federal programs
looking to the training of an additional 1oo,ooo teachers
annually are needed.

2. Massive public works. The need is to develop and
put into effect programs of public works to construct dams,
reservoirs, ports, water and air pollution facilities, com-
munity recreation facilities. We estimate that for each $1
biéhon per year spent on public works 15o,ooo to zoo,ooo
jo s would be created. $2 billion or more a year should be
spent in this way, preferably as matching funds aimed at
the relief of economically distressed or dislocated areas.

3. A massive program of low-cost housing, to be built

chines rather than men will take up new conventional work
openings and (2) that the activity of men will be directed to
new forms of “work” and “leisure.” Therefore, in their opinion,
the specific proposals outlined in this section are more suitable
for meeting the problems of the scarcity-economic system than
for advancing through the period of transition into the period of
abundance.
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both publicly and privately, and aimed at a rate of
7oo,ooo—1,ooo,ooo units a year.

4. Development and financing of rapid transit systems,
urban and interurban; and other programs to cope with
the spreading problems of the great metropolitan centers.

5. A public power system built on the abundance of
coal in distressed areas, designed for low-cost power to
heavy industrial and residential sections.

6. Rehabilitation of obsolete military bases for com-
munity or educational use.

7. A major revision of our tax structure aimed at re-
distributing income as well as apportioning the costs of
the transition period equitably. To this end an expansion
of the use of excess profits tax would be important. Sub-
sidies and tax credit plans are required to ease the human
suffering involved in the transition of many industries from
manpower to machine power.

8. The trade unions can play an important and signifi-
cant role in this period in a number of ways:

a. Use of collective bargaining to negotiate not only
for people at work but also for those thrown out of work
by technological change.

b. Bargaining for perquisites such as housing, recrea-
tional facilities, and similar programs as they have nego-
tiated health and welfare programs.

c. Obtaining a voice in the investment of the unions’
huge pension and welfare funds, and insisting on invest-
ment policies which have as their major criteria the social
use and function of the enterprise in which the investment
is made.

d. Organization of the unemployed so that these
voiceless people may once more be given a voice in their
own economic destinies, and strengthening of the cam-
paigns to organize white~collar and professional workers.

9. The use of the licensing power of government to
regulate the speed and direction of cybemation to mini-
mize hardship; and the use of minimum wage power as
well as taxing powers to provide the incentives for moving
as rapidly as possible toward the goals indicated by this
paper.
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O These suggestions are in no way intended to be com-
plete or definitively formulated. They contemplate ex-
penditures of several billions more each year than are now
being spent for socially rewarding enterprises, and a larger
role for the government in the economy than it has now
or has been given except in times of crisis. In our opinion,
this is a time of crisis, the crisis of a triple revolution. Pub-
lic philosophy for the transition must rest on the conviction
that our economic, social, and political institutions exist for
the use of man and that man does not exist to maintain a
particular economic system. This philosophy centers on an
understanding that governments are instituted among men
for the purpose of making possible life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness and that govemment should be a
creative and positive instrument toward these ends.

Change Must Be Managed

The historic discovery of the post-World War II years
is that the economic destiny of the nation can be man-
aged. Since the debate over the Employment Act of 1946
it has been increasingly understood that the federal gov-
ernment bears primary responsibility for the economic and
social well-being of the country. The essence of manage-
ment is planning. The democratic requirement is planning
by public bodies for the general welfare. Planning by pri-
vate bodies such as corporations for their own welfare does
not automatically result in additions to the general wel-
fare, as the impact of cybernation on jobs has already
made clear.

The hardships imposed by sudden changes in technol-
ogy have been acknowledged by Congress in proposals
for dealing with the long- and short-run “dislocations,” in
legislation for depressed and “impacted” areas, retraining
of workers replaced by machines, and the like. The meas-
ures so far proposed have not been “transitional” in con-
ception. Perhaps for this reason they have had little effect
on the situations they were designed to alleviate. But the
primary weakness of this legislation is not ineffectiveness
but incoherence. In no way can these disconnected meas-
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ures be seen as a plan for remedying deep ailments but
only, so to speak, as the superficial treatment of surface
wounds.

Planning agencies should constitute the network through
which pass the stated needs of the people at every
level of society, gradually building into a national inven-
tory of human requirements, arrived at by democratic de-
bate of elected representatives.

0 The primary tasks of the appropriate planning institu-
tions should be:
' To collect the data necessary to appraise the efiects,
social and economic, of cybernation at diflerent rates of
innovation.
' To recommend ways, by public and private initiative,
of encouraging and stimulating cybernation.
' To work toward optimal allocations of human and natu-
ral resources in meeting the requirements of society.
' To develop ways to smooth the transition from a society
in which the norm is full employment within an economic
system based on scarcity, to one in which the norm will
be either nonemployment, in the traditional sense of pro-
ductive work, or employment on the great variety of so-
cially valuable but “nonproductive” tasks made possible by
an economy of abundance; to bring about the conditions
in which men and women no longer needed to produce
goods and services may find their way to a variety of self-
fulfilling and socially useful occupations.
' To work out alternatives to defense and related spend-
ing that will commend themselves to citizens, entre-
preneurs, and Workers as a more reasonable use of com-
mon resources.
' To integrate domestic and international planning. The
technological revolution has related virtually every major
domestic problem to a world problem. The vast inequities
between the industrialized and the underdeveloped coun-
tries cannot long be sustained.

0 The aim throughout will be the conscious and rational
direction of economic life by planning institutions l.1IlClBl'
democratic control.
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In this changed framework the new planning institutions
will operate at every level of government—local, regional,
and federal—and will be organized to elicit democratic
participation in all their proceedings. These bodies will
be the means for giving direction and content to the grow-
ing demand for improvement in all departments of public
life. The planning institutions will show the way to turn
the growing protest against ugly cities, polluted air and
water, an inadequate educational system, disappearing
recreational and material resources, low levels of medical
care, and the haphazard economic development into an
integrated effort to raise the level of general welfare.

We are encouraged by the record of the planning in-
stitutions both of the Common Market and of several Eu-
ropean nations and believe that this country can benefit
from studying their weaknesses and strengths.

A principal result of planning will be to step up invest-
ment in the public sector. Greater investment in this area
is advocated because it is overdue, because the needs in
this sector comprise a substantial part of the content of the
general welfare, and because they can be readily afiorded
by an abundant society. Given the knowledge that we are
now in a period of transition it would be deceptive, in our
opinion, to present such activities as likely to produce full
employment. The efficiencies of cybernation should be as
much sought in the public as in the private sector, and a
chief focus of planning would be one means of bringing
this about. A central assumption of planning institutions
would be the central assumption of this statement, that the
nation is moving into a society in which production of
goods and services is not the only or perhaps the chief
means of distributing income.

The Democratization of Change

The revolution in weaponry gives some dim promise
that mankind may finally eliminate institutionalized force
as the method of settling international conflict and find
for it political and moral equivalents leading to a better
world. The Negro revolution signals the ultimate admis-
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sion of this group to the American community on equal
social, political and economic terms. The cybernation revo-
lution proffers an existence qualitatively richer in demo-
cratic as well as material values. A social order in which
men make the decisions that shape their lives becomes
more possible now than ever before; the unshackling of
men from the bonds of unfulfilling labor frees them to be-
come citizens, to make themselves, and to make their own
history.

But these enhanced promises by no means constitute a
guarantee. Illuminating and making more possible the
“democratic vistas” is one thing; reaching them is quite
another, for a vision of democratic life is made real not
by technological change but by men consciously moving
toward that ideal and creating institutions that will realize
and nourish the vision in living form.

Democracy, as we use the term, means a community of
men and women who_are able to understand, express, and
determine their lives as dignified human beings. Democ-
racy can only be rooted in a political and economic order
in which wealth is distributed by and for people, and used
for the widest social benefit. With the emergence of the
era of abtmdance we have the economic base for a true
democracy of participation, in which men no longer need
to feel themselves prisoners of social forces and decisions
beyond their control or comprehension.
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