


PRAXIS

A PHILOSOPHICAL JOURNAL

Editorial Board

Branko Bo¥nyak, Danko Gruié, MiLan KaNGrGa
Ivan Kuvacié, Gajo PeTrROVIE, Rupi SuPek, PREDRAG VRANICKI

Editors-in-Chief
Gajo PeTrOVI¢ and Rupr Supek

Editorial Secretary
Branko Desror

Advisory Board

Kostas Axeros (Paris), ALFrep J. Aver (Oxford), ZyeMunp Bau-
MANN  (Tel-Aviv), NorMaN BirneauM (Amherst), Ernst Broch
(Tibingen), THomas. BortomoRre (Brighton), UmserTo CeRRONI (Ro-
ma), MLapEN CaLparovié (Zagreb), Rosert S. Comen (Boston),
VELjko CvjETICANIN (Zagreb), Bozipar Deenpak (Ljubljana), Mi-
HAILO Duri¢ (Beograd), MarviN Fareer (Buffalo), MunaMED FiLi-
povié (Sarajevo), {,LADIMIR FiLipovi¢ (Zagreb), Eucen FInk (Frei-
burg), Ivan Focur (Sarajevo), Ericu Fromm (Mexico City), Lucien
GoLbMANN (Paris), ANDRE Gorz (Paris), JURGEN HaBermas (Frank-
furt), Erich HeinTeL (Wien), Aenes Heiier (Budapest), BEesiv
IsrAHIMPASIC (Sarajevo), Mitko ILivski (Skopje), Leszex Kora-
kowski (Warszawa), VELJko Koraé¢ (Beograd), Karer Kosik (Praha),
Anprija Kre$ié (Beograd), Henri LereBvre (Paris), Georc Lu-
KAcs (Budapest), SERGE MaLLET (Paris), HERBERT Marcuse (San
Diego), MinaiLo Markovi¢ (Beograd), Vojin MiLié (Beograd),
Enzo Paci (Milano), Howarp L. Parsons (Bridgeport), ZaGorka
Pesi¢-GoLuBovié (Beograd), Davip Riesman (Cambridge, Mass.),
VeLjko Rus (Ljubljana), Sverozar Stojanovié (Beo%fad). Jurius
StriNka (Bratislava), ABpuLan Sar¢Evié (Sarajevo), Lyuso Tapié
(Beograd), Ivan Varca (Budapest), Kurt H. WoLrr (Newton, Mas.),
ALpo Zanarpo (Bologna), MiLapIN ZivoTié (Beograd).

Publisher
HRVATSKO FILOZOFSKO DRUSTVO ZAGREB
International Edition printed at the Printing-house of the Yugoslav Academy
of Sciences and Arts (Tiskara J 1. ke akademije i i j i)

i i umj
Zagreb, Gunduliéeva 24. Distributed by Industrijski radnik, novinsko-izdavatko
poduzeée, Zagreb, Ilica 28.




PRAXIS toivion iurennarionncs

ZAGREB, 3¢ et 4* TRIMESTRE 5° année, N° 34

PRESENTATION DE »FILOSOFIJA«

Note d'introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
Milan Kangrga / Révolution politique et révolution sociale . 353
Andrija Krelié / The Proletariat and Socialism in the Works
of Marx and in the World Today . . . 371
Svetozar Stojanovi¢ / The Dialectics of Alienation and the
Utopia of Dealienation . . . . . 387
Ljubomir Tadi¢ / L'intelligentsia dans le socialisme . . . . 899
Miladin Zivoti¢ / The End of the Ideals or of Ideology . . . 409

Veljko Koraé/ The Phenomenon of »Theoretical Antihumanism« 430
Vuko Paviéevié¢ / Uber den Sinn des Lebens und die Bedeutung

des Menschen . . . 435
Mihailo Markovi¢ / E ism or the H ization of Eco-
nomics . . FE I 11}
Predrag Vranicki / Philosophie in unserer Zeit . . . . 476
Zagorka Peié-Golubovié / The Trends and Dilemmas of Yu-
goslav Sociology . . . 485

Vojan Rus / Morality in the Life of the Yugoslav People . 497

Nikola Milo$evi¢ / The Problem of Motivation in »Crnme and
Punishment« . . 515

PORTRAITS ET SITUATIONS

Gerd Wolandt / Zeitgemifie Anthropologie . . . . . . . 532
Gerd-Klaus Kaltenbrunner / Ludwig Klages . . . . . 542
Ossip K. Flechtheim / Futurologie: Moglichkeiten und Grenzen 548



PENSEE ET REALITE
K. H. Volkmann-Schluck / Reflexion und Denken . . . . . 572

Jan Kamaryt / Kritische Ontologie und die Wirklichkeit der
modernen Wissenschaft .

Joseph H. Berke / Founding of the Free Umversnty of New York 586

DISCUSSION
Paul Kurtz / Humanism and the Freedom of the Individual . . 593
Mihailo Markovié¢ / Basic Characteristics of Marxist Humanism 606

COMPTES RENDUS ET NOTES

Nikola Skledar / Andrija Kregié: Polltlcal Socnety and Poli-
tical Mythology . . 616

Slobodanka Damjanovié / Danko Grlié: Warum? ... . . 618

VIE PHILOSOPHIQUE

Toma Stamenkovi¢ / Meeting of Czechoslovak and Yugoslav
Philosophers e



PRESENTATION DE »FILOSOFIJA«

NOTE D'INTRODUCTION

Les traités que nous publions dans cette partie représentent un choix
de la revue »Filosofija« (»Philosophie«) qui parait d Belgrade en tant
qu'édition de I'Associati goslave de philosophie. Cette revue a
été lancée en 1957 sous le titre » Jugoslavenski ¢asopis za filozofiju i
sociologiju« (vLa Revue yougoslave de philosophie et de sociologie«)
en tant qu'édition de I' Association yougoslave de philosophie et de so-
ciologie d’alors. Aprés la division de cette organisation en deux asso-
ciations indépendantes (philosophique e iologique) cette revue a
continué de sortir depuis 1959 sous le nom de »Filosofija«, comme or-
gane des philosophes. De 1957 a 1962 la rédaction de la revue a été
confiée @ Ueljko Koraé, de 1962 a 1963 @ Uuko Pavilcvié, et depuis
1963 @ Miladin Zivoti¢ (de 1963 @ 1966 tout seul, de 1967 d 1968
avec Svetozar Stojanovié, et depuis 1969 avec Ljubomir Tadié).

Au cours de douze ans de sa parution continue, la revue a joué un
réle important dans la vie philosophique de la Yougoslavie. Les philo-
sophes de tous les coins de la Yougoslavie y ont collaboré avec des
travaux de tous les domaines philosophiques. La revue a, entre autres,
publié réguliérement les apports des symposiums que U Association
yougoslave de philosophie organisait. Depuis la création de »Praxis«
(en 1964), toutes les deux revues ont collaboré avec succés, et dans les
évenements des derniéres années elles ont toutes les deux soutenu soli-
dairement l'idée du marxisme créateur et du socialisme humaniste.

Le choix de »Philosophie« que nous y publions, a été réalisé tout a
fait indépendamment par la rédaction présente de »Philosophie«, com-
posée, d cté des rédacteurs en chef: Ljubomir Tadié et Miladin Zivo-
ti¢, par: Jovan Arandelovié, Jelena Berberovié, Muhamed Filipovic,
Andrej Kirn, Zdravko Kulinar, Mihailo Markovié, Zagorka Mz'c'x:c:,
Dragoljub Micunovié, Nikola Miloievié, Zagorka Pesié-Golubovit,
Zvonko Posavec, Jordan Radevski, Uojan Rus, Svetozar Stojanovié et
Uanja Sutlié.

La présentation de »Filosofija« dans ce numéro de »Praxis« doil
étre comprise en tant que commencement d’une pratique périodique
dans la présentation d’autres revues philosophiques et sociologiques,
en premier lieu de celles qui sont d'aprés leur oriention fondamentale
proches de »Praxis«. Nous espérons que les lecteurs salueront cette

¢ dans la rédaction de la revue.







REVOLUTION POLITIQUE ET REVOLUTION SOCIALE
RAPPORT DE LA SOCIETE ET DE L'ETAT CHEZ HEGEL ET CHEZ MARX

Milan Kangrga

Zagreb

»La limite de I'émancipation politique appa-
rait aussitdt en ceci que l'état peut se libérer
d'une entrave sans que I'homme en soit réelle-
ment libre, que I'état peut étre un état libre,
sans que 'homme soit un homme libre ... car
I'émancipation politique n’est pas la manitre
achevée, non dictoire de 1'¢ ipati
humaine«.

Karl Marx

Dans I'analyse du rapport de la société et de 1'état tel que le pose
Hegel, Marx part de I'examen critique de I'idée hégélienne exposée
dans I'Avant-propos de la Philosophie du droit: »Ce qui est rationnel
est réel, et ce qui est réel est rationnel«.

Nous n’examinerons pas ici jusqu'au fond ce probléme capital qui
refléte globalement le rapport essentiel de la philosophie a la réalité,
donc au monde de 'homme dans sa totalité, c'est-a-dire le probléme-
clé du monde moderne et de notre contemporaineté; mais nous rappel-
lerons que pour Hegel, I'état, c’est justement ce qui est en soi et pour
soi rationnel, et c’est A cette définition que s'attache essentiellement la
critique de Marx. Certes, Marx partage le point de vue de Hegel en ce
qui concerne sa premiére partie (ce qui est rationnel est réel), mais il
voit dans la seconde partie une contradiction évidente, puisque ce qui
est réel est par essence précisément non-rationnel. Comme Hegel,
Marx obéit A la nécessité de réconcilier idée et réel, et toute son ceuvre
est tournée vers cette perspective historique, comme vers la question
de la possibilité, du sens et de la signification de cette réconciliation.
Cependant, la différence essenticlle entre Marx et Hegel est en ceci
que le premier ne cherche pas cette réconciliation dans l'idée, mais
précisément dans le réel, autrement dit, non pas dans la sphére de I.a
philosophie par opposition au monde, mais dans le monde réel lui-
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méme, dans sa rationnalité ou dans sa philosophité (= sensité). En un
mot, Marx exige la réalisation du rationnel, c’est-a-dire la réalisation
de la philosophie.

Partons-nous maintenant sur le plan de la notion, du probléme et
de la définition de I'état: Marx ferait alors observer critiquement i
Hegel que I'idée philosophique d’état peut étre congue comme le mo-
déle ideal, comme le modele le plus rationnel et le plus libre d'étati-
cité, sans que la réalité de I'état existant ne touche en rien a ce qui est
essentiellement valable pour la liberté de 'homme. Considérant I'état
sous cet autre aspect qu’il a toujours par essence dans le monde mo-
derne, aspect résultant surtout de la Révolution frangaise qui créa I’état
politique au sense moderne, Marx donne une nouvelle dimension a la
discussion, et atteint des résultats trés différents de ceux de Hegel.

Soulignons dés maintenant que la position critique de Marx, qui lui
permet cette définition, se trouve en dehors ou en dega, de I'autre c6té
de cet angle politique sous lequel on regarde I'état, par quoi ne sont
atteints et acquis que le principe et le critére de la qualification essen-
tielle de cette sphére politico-étatique. Ce principe-critére est contenu
dans la notion d’émancipation de I'homme, ou de liberté de 'homme,
donc part de 'essence de I'homme en tant qu'auto-activité libre. C’est
seulement sous cet angle qu'apparait aussi I'état et '’émancipation po-
litique en tant que forme limitée de 'émancipation qui se réalise, ap-
parait et reste seulement dans I’hypothése et dans le cadre de la so-
ciété bourgeoise, et, loin d’étre seulement caractéristiaue de I'état. est
la forme la plus élevée possible de I'émancipation A I'intérieur de 1'é-
tat. C'est en ce sens que Marx formule la pensée que nous avons citée
au début. et aui nous accompagne dans sa réalité historique de fait jus-
qu'a auiourd’hui, ot elle est, 3 mon avis, encore plus actuelle qu’en
1843. date o elle a été. écrite, pour toute prise de conscience du monde
et des événements socialistes contemporains, et par suite pour I'édifi-
cation méme du socialisme.

Nous disions donc aue cette pensée concerne autant la révolution
socialiste que ses résultats immédiats, c’est-a-dire I’état bien déterminé
qu'elle apporte avec elle, ainsi que les hvpothéses essentielles sur les-
quelles elle évolue. Dans quel sens faut-il I'entendre? Il convient avant
tout de souligner qu'il ne s’agit pas ici de révolution ou d’émancipation
socialiste en tant que telles, c’est-a-dire quant a I'idée, la signification
historique, la définition essentielle, mais de la forme historique con-
temporaine de fait, de son apparition a un certain degré de développe-
ment et de progrés social. Cependant, la position de Marx concerne
directement la révolution, ou I’émancipation socialiste, I'état socialiste
et I'état de fait socialiste, premi¢rement quand la révolution socialiste
s’épuise véritablement, s'arréte 4 la révolution politique ou au coup
d’état politique et s’en tient 13; deuxidmement quand on considére
qu'elle est terminée avec ce coup d’état en dépit de ses agents et exé-
cuteurs réels: et troisitmement, quand elle reste et opére seulement 2
I'intérieur du résultat obtenu, comme si elle y voyait les suppositions
parachevées du socialisme lui-méme. Ce qu'elle met en ceuvre A ce
moment, c’est soit une mystification consciente, soit I'automystifica-
tion d'un état social qui ne respecte pas cette connaissance historique
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profonde de Marx qui creuse jusqu'aux fondements non seulement de
la société bourgeoise et de sa structure essentielle, mais aussi du mon-
de moderne dans sa totalité, au sein duquel prend naissance le mou-
vement socialiste, c’est-a-dire c i

Et cette critique radicale de Hegel et de sa philosophie de I'état et
du droit qui — comme le dit Marx — est 4 sa fagon »une analyse criti-
que de I'état moderne et du réel lié & lui«, ouvre des perspectives sur la
facticité du mouvement historique aprés Hegel, regard qui est en méme
temps la limite pensée et éprouvée de la possibilité de cet aut ve
ment a I'intérieur des suppositions essentielles de I'existence bourgeoise
f;v/.‘!squ'z‘x ses derniéres conséquences. C'est ce qui fait la grandeur de

arx. Il s’agit du fait que la révolution socialiste, comme le montre
I'expérience historique, peut étre éprouvée et traitée, sous les condi-
tions et dans les conjonctures citées, comme socialiste, tout en ne res-
tant pas autre chose que I'accomplissement des derniéres possibilités et
legons essentielles de la société et du monde bourgeois lui-méme dans
sa totalité. Bien entendu, il peut en résulter une débacle historique dra-
matique, sous la forme d’une perte de perspective totale, d’un piétine-
ment, débacle a laquelle contribueront pour une grande part les forces
de droite conservatrices, réactionnaires et contre-révolutionnaires dans
le mouvement socialiste (dans toutes les couches de la société), lesquel-
les forces ont identifié ce mouvement d'un cété au coup d'état politi-
que, et de I'autre & 1’état réel qui en est sorti. Au sein méme du mouve-
ment socialiste, ces forces venues au pouvoir lutteront farouchement
pour le maintien du statu quo.!

La pensée critique radicale de Marx anticipe cet état. C'est la raison
pour laquelle il souligne qu’'»avec la destruction politique de la propri-
¢té privée, non seulement on ne dépasse pas la propriété privée, mais
encore on la suppose«.?

Marx ajoute aussitét une explication en examinant le point de vue
d’ot cela est supposé, c’est-A-dire le point de vue de I'état. Car c’est ce
point de vue qui est en fait par essence indifférent  tous les moments
de I'état en tant qu'état, et par conséquent davantage encore A 'homme
en tant qu'homme et en tant qu'individu.

L’état, pour assurer sa véritable édification et son développement
essentiel (en tant qu’état bourgeois) ayant aboli I'inégalité par la nais-
sance, la profession, I'éducation, la couche sociale etc., et proclamé
tous ces moments des inégalités non-politiques, par ce fait méme a don-
né & comprendre que pour lui en tant que tel, tout cela dans I'’ensemble
n’est pas essentiel. » Aussi 1'état — comme dit Marx — permet 4 la pro-
priété privée, & I'éducation, 4 la profession, d’agir 4 leur fagon, c’est-
a-dire en tant que propriété privée, éducation et profession, et de met-
tre en valeur leur propre essence particuliére. Loin d’abolir ces inéga-

t C'est un danger sur lequel Georg LukAcs a insisté longuement il y a quarante-
cina ans, dans son ceuvre bien connue, Histoire et conscience de classe. C'est pro-
bablement la raison pour laquelle (entre autres) il a été aus:i{dt pr.oclamé par les
forces de droite, bureaucratiques et par essence contre-révolutionnaires du mouve-
ment ouvrier de la Troisi¢me | ionale (d'obédi )|
étranger au mouvement, homme politique douteux. Il n'est pas seul dans son cas.
Clest une ion qui se r 11 depuis, tantdt ici, tantbt 13.

* Sur la question juive, Ocuvres de jeunesse, Kultura, Zagreb 1953, p. 49
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lités réelles, il existe au contraire seulement s'il les suppose, et ce n'est
qu'en s'opposant 4 ces éléments qui sont siens qu’il se sent état politi-
que et met en valeur sa généralité.«3

Considérant la situation yougoslave actuelle, caractérisée par le
multinationalisme, on pourrait compléter Marx en se contentant d’a-
jouter aux éléments déja cités I'élément national, lequel est tel que
plus on le souligne, plus I’état existe sous sa supposition, plus il se sent
état politique, plus il souligne sa généralité et sa nécessité, ainsi que sa
raison d'étre inéluctable. N'insistons pas trop sur le fait qu'il pourrait
y avoir 1a un sol propice au développement d’une bureaucratie politi-
que ou autre (médi s et »protecteurs«) et ne nous étonnons pas de
voir que c'est justement d’elle qu'émanent les incitations invisibles
mais bienveillantes & l'intolérance, aux divisions, aux malentendus,
aux problémes, luttes, insécurités, psychoses, malaises, menaces, etc.,
destinés & embrouiller le véritable état de choses et & détourner le re-
gard de la classe ouvriére et du peuple qui pourraient voir en elle le
grand obstacle au développement du mouvement socialiste progres-
siste, c'est-a-dire dans ce cas-13, un obstacle a la poursuite de la révo-
lution socialiste sur un plan qui lui est essentiel, le plan social et hu-
main. En effet, c’est justement sur le plan des rapports sociaux et
humains que la révolution a & remplir sa tiche historique, la tache qui
répond & l'idée de socialisme, de communisme et de libération de
I'homme.

Donc, quand il s’agit de I'état en tant qu'état politique, de I'’émanci-
pation en tant qu'émancipation politique, d’aprés la critique de Marx
(dirigée contre B. Bauer dans Sur la question juive), 1a grande faute
c’est de soumettre i la critique une forme d'état déterminée, dans le cas
qui nous occupe 1'»état chrétien«, et non pas I'»état en généralc, c'est-
a-dire I'état en tant que tel. Pour que la critique soit possible, elle ne
peut s’adresser ni  I'état empiriquement existant, ni & l'idée d’état au
sens hégélien; la critique réelle devient possible, dit Marx, si »on re-
cherche le rapport de I'émancipation politique d U'émancipation hu-
maine« (ibid. C'est Marx qui souligne). Par conséquent la critique de
I’état ne peut pas se mouvoir dans »la substitution non critique de 1'é-
mancipation humaine générale 4 'émancipation politique«. Autrement
dit, 1a question ne peut trouver de réponse que si 'on se demande en
méme temps si la liberté politique (ou, selon la coutume bourgeoise,
les libertés politiques, au pluriel), est la forme véritable de la liberté
humaine. On voit que la question atteint Hegel lui-méme, qui a vu dans
I'état en tant que création politique la liberté de I'homme-individu, de
méme qu'elle atteint la notion et la forme de la liberté bourgeoise, hi-
storique et empiriq t seule possible, anticipée selon Hegel. Elle
se manifeste comme le systtme politico-juridiqgue de la démocratie
bourgeoise formelle, malgré sa réalisation substantielle concréte dans
un état existant bien déterminé, qui est nécessairement impliqué ici
comme base, cadre et garant de I'»émancipation politique achevée«.
Aussi Marx déclare-t-il explicitement que »la révolution politique est
1a révolution de la société bourgeoise«.$

$ Tbid., p. 49.
4 Ocuvres de jeunesse, ibid. p. 62.
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En ce sens, I'état socialiste (contradictio in adjecto, si I'on se place du
point de vue de I'émancipation humaine, autrement dit, pour Marx,
de I'émancipation socialiste) n’est lui-méme pas autre chose que I'une
des formes de cette émancipation politique achevée, par conséquent
une forme d'émancipation bourgeoise, bien qu'apparaissant historique-
ment et empiriquement, et de fait jusqu'a maintenant, comme une dé-
térioration de la notion de démocratie bourgeoise politico-juridique,
avec perte de certaines libertés démocratiques réelles formelles qui
constituent né irement sa supposition historico-sociale. Cette dé-
terioration est l'expression et le résultat du manque de traditions dé-
mocratiques dans certains pays qui ont choisi la voie du socialisme, et
aussi longtemps que cela durera, aussi longtemps que la détérioration
ne sera pas réparée par la lutte des forces progressistes de la société en
question, la révolution socialiste se déroulera de fagon primaire sous
le signe de I'exécution des tiches essentielles de la révolution bour-
geoise, c'est-a-dire, inévitablement, avec les suppositions de la révo-
lution bourgeoise. La tiche historique directe et immédiate des forces
progressistes révolutionnaires du mouvement socialiste consiste juste-
ment 4 comprendre ce phé éne, a avoir i du fait que I'é-
mancipation socialiste, humaine, ne peut s'identifier 4 I'émancipation
politique (et s'épuiser en elle), car cette identification, ou désordre,
n'est pas suffisante pour permettre d’enjamber réellement I’horizon
de la société bourgeoise dans sa totalité. Dans ce cas, on ne ferait que
piétiner sur place, végéter et tourner en rond, comme I'étre bisexuel
qui n’est ni méle ni femelle et ne sait méme pas ce qu'il devrait étre.

Ce que Marx voulait faire, c’était dévoiler radicalement et critique-
ment le secret qui se cache dans I'essence de I'état. D’ou sa rigoureuse
critique de la philosophie de I'état de Hegel, qui voit I'état susceptible
d’étre constitué sous sa seule forme bureaucratique poussée a I'extréme;
par 1a Hegel, certes, anticipe le développement postérieur de fait de
I'état moderne,mais pas la possibilité de la liberté, notions qui non
seulement se contredisent, mais, selon Marx, s'excluent 'une I'autre.
11 s’ensuit, toujours selon Marx, que l'on pourrait poser I'alternative:
ou l'état, ou la liberté; et comme I'état moderne est constitué dans son

bureaucratiq t, c'est-a-dire reste état politique partout et
toujours, cette alternative pourrait prendre la forme suivante: ou la
bureaucratie, ou la liberté. Et comme il s’agit ici de la liberté réelle
dans le monde contemporain, du prolétariat, véritable signe de non
liberté sous tous ses aspects, au point qu'il n'y a pas de liberté tant qu'il
y a un prolétariat en tant que tel, I'alternative peut encore prendre une
troisitme forme: ou le prolétariat, ou la bureaucratie!®

Soulignant que I'esprit de I'état est dans son essence un esprit reli-
gieux, car il sert de médiateur entre 'homme et sa liberté, la rehguor‘:
étant de méme la rec i deI'h par voie détournée et a
I'aide d’un médiateur (Dieu), de quoi il découle que I'état qui se libéze
de la religion (qui se sépare de la religion) n'assure pas pour autant
que I'homme s’en libérera, soulignant tout cela Marx écrit:

8 Voir A ce sujet I'excellent et trds instructif article de Liul.:.o Tadié L'e p{ylﬁ-
tariat et la bureaucratie, dans le recueil H et 11, N
Zagreb 1968, p. 35-67.
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»Les membres de I'état politique sont religieux du fait du dualisme
existant entre la vie individuelle et la vie générique, entre la vie de la
société bourgeoise et la vie politique, ils sont religieux parce que
I’homme se comporte envers la vie de I'état, qui est 'au-dela de son
individualité réelle, comme envers sa propre vie véritable, ils sont re-
ligieux dans la mesure ol la religion est I'esprit de la société bourge-
oise, I'expression de la séparation et de 1'éloignement de ’homme loin
de 'homme«.®

11 s’ensuit que du point de vue de I’état, on peut étre athée tout en
restant religieux (par rapport a Iétat, bien que I'athéisme, d’un autre
c6té, ne soit rien d’autre que le second pdle du théisme et de la reli-
gion, I'un complétant I'autre); il s’ensuit aussi que dans I'état politique,
I’homme peut étre religieux en tant qu'étre privé (dans le rapport di-
rect de lui & son dieu, ou indirect, & travers I'église), et en tant que
personne publique (4 travers I'organisation soit de I'église, soit de 1'¢-
tat, soit du parti). Si on ajoute encore le soudage opéré par le stalini-
sme a I'époque contemporaine, autrement dit la symbiose de 'appareil
bureaucratique, étatique et de parti, qui a aspiré tous les éléments es-
sentiels de la vie civique et privée sous 'aspect d’une politisation to-
tale et abstraite de la vie tout entiére de la société et des individus, on
comprendra pourquoi cet esprit religieux d’état et de parti a pu attein-
dre un point culminant et étre perfectionné jusqu’a ses derniéres con-
séquences. C'est 1a que l'aliénation de I'homme atteint a 1'aliénation
totale qui menace sous cette forme institutionnalisée la nature humaine
elle-méme, et 4 sa racine. C'est une situation qui engendre toujours
des explosions imprévisibles, et parfois redoutables, qui font peser des
menaces de catastrophe sur un peuple, sur une communauté sociale
tout entitre, car elles sont le produit et le résultat de la destruction
pure et simple de I'avenir, elles brisent toute espéce de perspective et
conduisent au chaos, la seule base d’»idée« subsistante étant alors la
résignation, le nihilisme total, et pour I'individu, le suicide (comme ce
fut le cas en Hongrie lors des événements de 1956). On voit que I'esprit
bureaucratique religieux d’état et de parti poussé a I'extréme est lourd
de conséquences indésirables, s’il n’est pas décomposé de I'intérieur par
les poussées démocratiques que les circonstances engagent 3 demander
droit de cité et qui percent & la surface en empruntant différentes for-
mes et différents aspects, dans une situation profondément intolérable
pour ’homme.

Dans ses analyses critiques, Marx a anticipé exactement les possibi-
lités qui découlent de I'essence méme de I'état politique moderne, bien
qu'il n’ait pas pu songer, cela va de soi, qu’on en arriverait un iour a
ces violentes contradictions, A ses tensions intérieures poussées & I'ex-
tréme, et ceci précisément en ce qui concerne les suppositions de la
réalisation du socialisme, sous la direction des communistes, & I'ére de
la dictature du prolétariat, processus de dépérissement immédiat de
I’état qui s'est vu transformé en systéme bureaucratique. L'issue ne
peut étre que dans la négation, la destruction, la ruine totale, et par
conséquent I'abolition radicale, le dépassement de ce systéme bureau-

¢ Sur la question juive, ibid. p. 55.
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cratique, de maniére & ce que les principales contradictions de la so-
ciété socialiste en gestation ne se résolvent plus ni avec le secours de la
bureaucratie, ni dans ses cercles fermés, mais dans la sphére de la so-
ciété méme, sur le plan de I'idée et sur le plan de I'homme, en partant
de ’homme auto-gesteur, de ses motifs créateurs, de ses intéréts, de ses
besoins particuliers et généraux, en un mot — du prolétariat lui-méme.

Tout cela est déja esquissé et méme mis au point dans la critique
que fait Marx de la conception de 1'état de Hegel. Cette critique, nous
I'avons dit, a pour point de départ le rapport de la société a I'état bour-
geois, c’est-a-dire, le rapport de la société politique a I'état politique,
rapport qui croit et se dessine sur les bases de la situation politico-éco-
nomique qui est par excellence bourgeoise. Considérant critiguement
ce rapport, lequel Hegel lui-méme, constatant la désunion réelle de la
société et de I'état bourgeois (qui, sous leur aspect philosophique, ap-
paraissent comme des moments et des degrés dans le développement
de I'esprit objectif) a montré déja comme un rapport de fait — considé-
rant ce rapport donc, Marx apergoit la possibilité d’ouvrir sur la base
de cet héritage philosophique une perspective sur les produits et les
résultats réels, de fait et essentiels de la révolution frangaise, modéle
historique de premiére grandeur de la révolution bourgeoise en tant
que telle. En effet, la philosophie de Hegel, comme d’ailleurs tout I'i-
déalisme allemand classique, comme le fait remarquer Marx lui-méme,
ne constitue pas seulement une résonnance spirituelle directe, mais
aussi la véritable théorie de cette révolution. C'est précisément sur
cette base, d’un cdté philosophique, et de I'autre historique de fait, que
Marx aboutit a la signification essentielle de ce rapport entre la soci-
été et I'état bourgeois, signification qui pour nous, aujourd’hui, est non
seulement instructif ou utile sur le plan de la méthode, mais aussi va-
lable notamment quand il écrit ce qui suit:

»L’état politique en use avec la société bourgeoise de la méme fagon
spiritualiste que le ciel avec la terre. Il se trouve vis-a-vis d’elle dans
la méme opposition, il la dépasse de la méme fagon que la religion dé-
passe la limite du monde profane, cest-a-dire de telle fagon qu'il doit
de nouveau la reconnaitre, l'instaurer et I'autoriser a régner avec lui.
Dans son réel le plus proche, dans la société bourgeoise, 'homme est
un étre profane. La ot il vaut pour lui-méme et pour les autres en tant
qu'individu réel, il est un phénoméne non-vrai. Au contraire, dans la
situation oul I'homme vaut en tant qu'étre générique, il est le m;n‘}bre
imaginaire d’une souveraineté imaginaire, dépourvu de vie individu-
elle réelle et rempli d'une généralité non réelle«.”

11 est évident ici que Marx a présente & I'esprit I'image du rapport
de Pétat & la société bourgeoise, du général au singulier, tel que 1'a
esquissé et dessiné Hegel dans sa Philosophie du droit. Mais malgré
tout, ce n’est plus la méme image: ici, ce qui est représenté avant tout,
c’est le rapport réel de I'état & la société bourgeoise, avec insistance sur
la question de la situation de I'homme en tant qu'individu concret dans
1a société bourgeoise, comme dans I'état, analyse qui aboutit & quelque
chose d’esentiellement différent de la définition hégélienne de I'état.
qui apparait non plus comme le lieu de la liberté de I'individu, mais

7 Ibid, p. 50
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comme une communauté imaginaire. Marx ne fait ici que souligner et
affirmer avec conséquence ce que Hegel avait suggéré implicitement
A sa fagon dans sa construction rationnelle de I'état, a4 savoir que
I’homme devrait étre dans I’état justement ce que de fait il n’est pas
en tant qu'étre social individuel concret, c’est-a-dire étre générique.
C'est 1a que git pour Marx le neeud de la question, a savoir que I'hom-
me en tant qu’étre concret et individuel, en quoi et par quoi il est hom-
me réel, n'est pas en méme temps immédiatement étre social. C'est dire
et affirmer indirectement la vérité méme de ce rapport qui veut que
I’homme réel, dans la société bourgeoise, soit par essence un étre sans
essence qui doit transférer sa socialité, autrement dit son essence vé-
ritable, sur quelque chose de différent, en dehors ou au-dessus de lui-
méme, précisément sur I’état. C'est seulement 13, dans 1'état, que I'hom-
me pourrait et devrait valoir en tant qu'étre générique. L'analyse cri-
tique conséquente peut déceler dés maintenant une contradiction es-
sentielle dans la définition hégélienne de 1’état, en ce qui concerne la
notion de liberté. Si en effet I'état est ce qui est en soi et pour soi ration-
nel, ou la réalisation de I'idée morale, et partant, le domaine de I'esprit
objectif — ce qui revient & dire que 1'état est la seule supposition de la
possibilité d’'une solution du probléme de la liberté, ou, pour parler
clair et net, la liberté elle-méme, généralité véritable, dans laquelle se
réalise I'étre générique de 'homme — s'il en est ainsi donc, ’homme
peut étre un étre libre non pas par lui-méme ou par sa socialité, consi-
dérée comme son essence, c’est-a-dire par son activité sociale et hu-
maine, mais par quelque chose d’autre qui n’est pas lui-méme. Clest
déja 1a sous une forme logique la négation de I'essence de ’homme et
de la liberté qui permet cette essence sur la base de son univers et de
son activité personnelle. On aboutit ainsi & undualisme de la vie qui
apparait non plus seulement comme caractéristique de ’homme dans
la société bourgeoise, mais comme précisément son essence véritable
(ce qu’on appelle Homo duplex).

Avant d’aller plus loin, arrétons-nous  une question qui se présente
non seulement comme importante, mais comme décisive pour tout le
probléme que nous considérons ici. S'il s’agit ici de la véritable essence
de 'homme dans la société bourgeoise, laquelle essence se manifeste
donc nécessairement sur la base et sous I'aspect de ce dualisme de la
vie, comment cette essence peut-elle étre mise en auestion au point de
devenir elle-méme une interrogation, autrement dit au point de pou-
voir se soumettre A tout critére que lui contesterait le droit & I'existen-
ce, ou qui tenterait d’abolir la valeur et la dignité d’une existence né-
cessaire dans ce qu'elle est déja de fait?! En d’autres termes, comment
ce dualisme est-il visible sans qu'il reste quelque chose que nous com-
prendrons et accepterons comme intelligible en soi, parce que donné en
tant que tel? Marx lui-méme, analysant cette chose-13, se référe 4 la
Déclaration des Droits de I'homme et du citoyen que la révolution
francaise nous a présentée comme sa plate-forme idéologique, c'est-
a-dire comme la plate-forme idéologique de la société bourgeoise, mise
au point pendant tout un siécle par les meilleurs des promoteurs spiri-
tuels de cette révolution bourgeoise. La seule considération du titre
permet de voir que les auteurs de cette Déclaration, qui dessine toute
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une époque historique encore actuelle, n’ont éprouvé ni étonnement ni
géne devant la contradiction flagrante, le caractére peu naturel et pro-
blématique de ces quelques mots o est exprimé, déclaré et affirmé le
dualisme dont nous avons parlé. Il est donc question ici, nous le vo-
yons, des droits de 'homme d’une part, et des droits du citoyen de
T'autre, ce qui est loin d’étre la méme chose, car s'il en était autrement,
un seul terme suffirait dans le titre (avec la possibilité d’un »ou«). Cela
revient 4 dire que I'homme est une chose, le citoyen une autre, ou en-
core, que I'homme n’est pas le citoyen, ni le citoyen I'homme. Dans le
meilleur des cas, ce sont deux sphéres distinctes et autonomes de la
vie. Et nous pouvons constater I'évidence de ce fait en observant que
les droits de I'homme ne sont pas les droits du citoyen, et inversement,
autrement dit que I'homme n’a pas les mémes droits que le citoyen ni
le citoyen les mémes droits que I'homme. En réalité, ce sont deux hom-
mes distincts, si nous ne supposons pas que le citoyen n’est pas un
homme, puisqu’en fait il en est un quand méme. C'est 1a que ce trou-
ve toute la vérité de 'homme dans le monde bourgeoise, cette vérité
qui nait de la spécificité de son étre socialo-historique en tant que fa-
¢on particuli¢re d’exister dans un monde donné.

Ce qui vient d’étre dit nous permet de nous rapprocher de la réponse
4 notre question concernant la possibilité de la mise en question et de
la problématicité de cette existence fondée sur le dualisme qui est celle
de 'homme bourgeois. Cette possibilité, certes, n’est pas visible dans
’horizon ou & partir de I'horizon de la société bourgeoise dans sa tota-
lité, car, le titre et encore plus le contenu de la Déclaration des droits
de 'homme et du citoyen, le prouvent bien, cette dualité va de soi.
Aussi, 'explication critique de cette contradiction essentielle n’est-elle
possible et nécessaire qu’a condition que celui qui explique échappe au
cadre et aux suppositions essentielles de la société et du monde bour-
geois, si I'horizon de ce monde est dépassé. Et cet horizon est dépassé¢
ou peut I'étre si I'on part de la possibilité d’'un autre monde, d'une au-
tre société, monde et société supposés différents de ce qu'ils sont. Et ce
possible différent de ce qu'il est, est le point de départ et la position
essentielle de la pensée critique radicale de Marx, donc de la pensée
révolutionnaire 4 sa racine.

Cette pensée n'est plus la théorie de I'existant, car dans ce cas elle
resterait une pensée bourgeoise théorique gardant les yeux fixés sur
son monde, sa société, et 'homme qui y vit, en considérant comment
ils se dressent et apparaissent empiriquement dans son existence immé-
diate, mais sans les voir dans leur essence véritable, laquelle reste ca-
chée derriére cette apparence comme derriére le présent sécularisé et
hypostasé, donc idéologisé. C'est la raison pour laquelle la société' et le
monde bourgeois dans leur totalité et en tant que tels n’ont pas d'autre
avenir que I'avenir bourgeois, la pensée bourgeoise voyant et expli-
quant le passé comme son propre passé bourgeois pas encore assez dé-
veloppé, de quoi il découle que le monde est comme il est, comme il
était et comme il sera, je veux dire le monde bourgeois dans son éter-
nité abstraite de durée et de renouvellement.
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Déja au départ, la pensée de Marx est donc fondée sur le futur pos-
sible, et c’est par cela qu’elle dépasse non seulement I'état de fait du
monde bourgeois, mais aussi son horizon de pensée, donc de théorie,
ce que Marx exprime comme suit:

»Déja comme adversaire radical de la conscience politique alleman-
de actuelle, la critique de la philosophie spéculative du droit ne trouve
pas son but en soi, mais dans les tdches pour I’accomplissement des-
quelles on ne dispose que d’un moyen: la pratique«.?

C’est en allant plus loin que le point atteint par la philosophie clas-
sique allemande que s’exprime la pensée de Marx dans sa radicalité,
pensée qui se veut de la pratique ou de la révolution, comme il le dit
dans cette déclaration bien connue dont les applications et la portée
sont incalculables:

»Les armes de la critique ne sauraient en aucune fagon remplacer
la critique par les armes, la force matérielle doit étre repoussée par la
force matérielle, mais la théorie devient elle-méme force matérielle
quand elle s’empare des masses. La théorie est capable de s’emparer
des masses dés qu’elle témoigne ad hominem, et elle témoigne ad ho-
minem dés qu'elle devient radicale. Etre radical, cela signifie s’empa-
rer de la chose a la racine. Et la racine, pour 'homme, c’est 'homme
lui-méme«.?

Nous pouvons revenir maintenant au point ol nous en étions lors-
que nous présentions le dualisme comme la véritable essence de I'hom-
me dans la société bourgeoise. En effet, nous sommes maintenant par-
venus a rendre cette essence assez visible pour pouvoir étre soumise
4 la critique radicale dans la dimension de I'avenir considéré comme
possibilité, et méme possibilité pratique unique du différent de ce qui
est, possibilité reposant sur I'homme lui-méme, ou plutdt, sur son es-
sence. Ce n’est qu'a condition de idérer cette essence de I’k
en tant qu’homme que I'on pourra découvrir et connaitre I’essence vé-
ritable et de fait de I’homme bourgeois qui, dans son caractére dualiste,
apparait comme l'essence aliénée de I’homme.

Ainsi donc, cet écartement entre I'essence de 'homme et I'essence de
I’homme bourgeois (= I'homme existant de notre époque) doit tou-
jours étre présent a l'esprit de qui entend approcher critiquement le
phénomeéne avec la conscience historique de sa position rationnelle et
pratique dans I'espace et dans le temps. Et c’est 1a que 1'on découvre
tout & coup que cette compréhension de I'état de choses existant dans
sa totalité est sa véritable non-vérité, autrement dit, que l'essence
méme (I'étre méme) de '’homme bourgeois existant (de son monde),
est fondée sur la non-vérité de la vie, du fait méme qu'il considére sa
propre vie comme le résultat fini de 1’évolution sociale, qu'il la con-
oit et I'affirme comme son unique vérité. Et elle se révele étre ce
qu’elle est, c’est-a-dire un mensonge, dans la confrontation de ce qui
essentiellement n'est pas encore, avec ce qui essentiellement est déja.
Ce qui essentiellement est déja, c’est le monde bourgeois lui-méme,
et toutes les possibilités qui découlent de son étre historique, lequel

" ; Apport d la critique de la Philosophie du droit de Hegel, Ocuvres de jeunesse,
ibid. p. 80.
? ibid. p. 80-81.
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n'est pas I'étre de 'homme en tant que tel, mais bien précisément
I’étre de 'homme bourgeois, I'étre qui s’affirme dans la fagon histo-
rique spécifique de I'existence de ’'homme. Dans cette mesure on peut
dire 'homme n’est pas d’aprés son essence ce qu'il est déja (monde
bourgeois, société bourgeoise, homme bourgeois), mais ce qu'il n’est
pas encore. Dans le cas contraire, on devrait affirmer que I’homme
en tant que tel est par son essence et par son étre homme bourgeois,
et que c’est 14 la seule possibilité qu'il a. Nous serions alors, et nous
resterions, des hégéliens aussi bien en pratique qu’en théorie, car c’est
précisément Hegel qui a affirmé avec le plus de profondeur et de
complexité cette vérité de I'homme bourgeois, car c’est précisément lui
qui a défini avec le plus de éq e I’ de I'h comme
essence de 'homme bourgeois. Cette identification découlait logique-
ment de la certitude ol était Hegel que la société bourgeoise n’est pas
seulement le degré actuel le plus élévé, mais aussi le degré le plus
haut possible du développement historique. Par 1a était niée a la ra-
cine la notion dialectique de la possibilité historique, et affirmée Ies-
sence du monde actuel dans ce qu'il est déja ou dans ce qu'il pourrait
étre en tant que tel, dans les limites du présent essentiel qui par ce
fait méme se transforme directement en passé comme le prolonge-
ment pur et simple de ce qui a été essentiellement, donc sur les suppo-
sitions d’'une durée sous I'aspect du non-essentiel.

Et nous vivons toujours aujourd’hui en fait comme des hégéliens
si par notre vie (consciemment ou non), nous affirmons cette identifi-
cation de la possibilité historique d l'essence du monde existant, ce qui
conduit & I'affirmation de I'auto-aliénation de I'h qui vit alors
en acte sa non-liberté, puisque sa possibilité essentielle et unique est
d’étre et de rester ce qu'il est, I'étre bourgeois et rien de plus.

Si nous nous reportons & ce qui a été dit plus haut, nous verrons
qu'étre un étre bourgeois signifie étre un étre contradictoire en soi,
un homme désuni, comme Marx le faisait observer critiquement a
propos de la définition de Hegel et de la Déclaration des Droits de
’homme de la bourgeoisie révolutionnaire, en remarquent aussi a quel
point 'homme est défini par I'économie politique classique dans le
monde bourgeois. D’aprés Hegel, I’homme en tant que membre de la
société bourgeoise est essentiellement citoyen de I'état, d’aprés la Dé-
claration, il est d'un c6té homme (bourgeois), et de I'autre citoyeft,
tandis que d’aprés I'économie politique, il est essentiellement travail-
leur, c'est-a-dire membre de la société de travail (société ou monde
de travail, Arbeitswelt). Le cadre social et la dimension de son appa-
rition sont la société politique et I'état politique, et sa liberté appa-
rait comme liberté politique, droit aux libertés politiques, (donc dans
le pluralisme de son existence politico-sociale), ce qui signifie que
I’homme est réduit au citoyen, a I'étre politique, car il est seul en tant
que tel congu dans son aspect général comme étre générique, la li-
berté de I'homme étant réduite A la liberté (ou plutdt aux »libertés)
du citoyen. Tous ces moments dans leur essence sont une seule et
méme chose qui peut s'exprimer en une seule et méme formule: en
tant qu'étre privé, donc en son existence particuli¢re réelle, 'homme
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est travailleur; en tant qu'étre général, il est citoyen, donc étre poli-
zliqubCE et par la citoyen d'un état donné. Il est donc par essence étre
ouble.

Mais c’est en méme temps dire et cacher quelque chose de trés im-
portant. Puisque que I'homme bourgeois vit, agit, pense et sent vrai-
ment son étre comme un étre double et doit aband. sa sphére
privée de travailleur, il s’ensuit que cette universalité, ou politicité
sociale, n’est pas valable directement pour sa position de fait comme
travailleur, et qu'il peut et doit rester travailleur. Car étre travailleur,
dans cette dimension, ce n'est pas prendre place dans une catégorie
politique, mais, dans le meilleur des cas, dans une catégorie économi-
que, et chaque amélioration de la position du travailleur ne peut étre
qu'une amélioration économique de son état (de son »standing de
vie«) dans le cadre de I'existant: il reste toujours travailleur.? Mais
de l'autre c6té sa sphére politique, dans laquelle entre le souci des
affaires générales, c'est-a-dire de I'état, lui garantit le droit au tra-
vail, autrement dit le droit d’étre travailleur. La société bourgeoise,
avec son état politique, donne donc 4 'homme la liberté d’étre tra-
vailleur et le droit au travail (et la notion de »libération du travail«
n’a et ne peut avoir que ce sens),!! et par conséquent lui assure une
existence de travailleur, la propriété privée et la liberté d'étre un étre

1 ble 1.

10 Des discussions se rapportant A cet de p étant
en cours chez nous, il nous parait intéressant de citer ici un assez long texte de Marx
qui va au coeur de la question:

»L'économie nationale part du travail en tant qu'esprit véritable de la produc-
tion. quand bien méme elle ne donne rien au travail et tout 3 la propriété privée.
Proudhon a conclu de cette contradiction en faveur du travail et contre la pro-
priété privée; nous, nous voyons cependant que cette contradiction apparente est la
contradiction du travail aliéné A lui-méme, et que 1'é i ionale a exprimé
seulement les lois du travail aliéné.

Clest pourquoi nous remarquons que salaire et propriété privée sont identiques:
car le salaire est comme le produit, I'obiet du travail, le travail lui-méme payé

1 une éq é ire de I'aliénation du travail, car dans le salaire
le travail n’apparait pas comme but en soi. mais comme le serviteur de la pave.

L'augmentation forcée du salaire (maleré les autres difficultés et en dépit du
fait qu'elles pourraient en tant qu’ lies se mai i 1 par la force),
n'est qu'un meilleur payement des esclaves, et ne confére ni au travail ni & l'ouvrier
une définition et une dignité humaine«, (Ocuvres de jeunesse, Kultura, Zagreb,
1953, p. 206-207).

La question qui se pose est celle de savoir si la discussion qui se méne chez nous
aujourd'hui sur I ble des probld; litico-é i se situe ou non sur
le ‘plan du proudhonnisme.

1! Marx a établi clairement et explicitement la limite véritable et la portée de
ce que 'on doit concevoir historiquement sous I'expression »se libérer du travails,
dans le passage suivant:

»Donc, tandis que les serfs enfuis ont voulu seulement développer et faire re-
connaitre leurs droits dans les conditions déja existantes qui &taient les leurs, ce
qui faisait qu'ils n'arrivaient qu'en dernier au travail libre, les prolétaires, eux,
pour faire reconnaitre leur droits, doivent abolir la condition de ce qui a fait
Jjusqu'd i leur exi: i est la dition de la société actuelle tout
enti¢re, c'est-d-dire doivent abolir le travail. Ils se trouvent donc en opposition
directe avec I'état, avec la forme qui servait jusqu'a maintenant aux individus de
la société comme expression générale; pour la réalisation de leur p lité, ils
doivent détruire I'état.« (Ibid. p. 348). A

Marx ne parle donc de la libération du travail ni du travail libre (ce vers quoi
tendent les serfs libérés de la société bourgeoise), mais bien de la libération de la
classe ouvridre par l'abolition du travail en tant qu'activité humaine aliénée.
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privé, en méme temps qu'elle lui permet de se manifester en tant
u'étre général, en tant que citoyen, en tant que personne politique
ans le cadre de la société bourgeoise.

Ce que nous venons de dire suffit 4 montrer que la révolution poli-
tique, définie par Marx comme la révolution de la société bourgeoise,
reste sur les suppositions et dans le cadre de cette méme société bour-
geoise, parce qu'elle n’envisage pas le renversement des éléments qui
en sont les produits et les résultats. C'est la raison pour laquelle cette
révolution ne prend son sens que lorsqu'on parvient a se libérer de
ces éléments (se libérer du travail) dans ce qu'ils sont, afin que d’'un
cbté ils puissent atteindre leur pleine et libre expression, tout en res-
tant de 'autre intacts dans leur existence de fait. Dans cette mesure-
13, ils ne sont pas soumis & une explication plus large, mais acceptés
et reconnus en tant que tels. Et I'ensemble des problémes qu'ils posent
évolue 2 la surface de ce fini, de cet achevé.

Mais si I'on regarde toute I'affaire sous un autre angle, on découv-
re un résultat essentiel qui apparait comme le trait capital de la so-
ciété bourgeoise, et qui montre bien ce qu'elle a d’essentiellement pa-
radoxal, ou, mieux, d’essentiellement contradictoire. En effet, la so-
ciété bourgeoise, produit de la révolution politique, avec sa notion de
liberté confondue avec celle d’émancipation politique, apparait d'un
cbté comme une société politique par excellence, tandis que de I'autre
cette politicité en tant qu'essence se détache, se sépare de cette société
bourgeoise méme dans sa facticité, donc, de tous les éléments libérés
par la révolution politique et abandonnés & eux-mé qui consti-
tuent sa base naturelle et la base de son existence. Bien plus, cette po-
liticité sous forme de sphére politique autonome s'oppose a la base
qui est la sienne et qui repose, nous l'avons vu, sur la division de
I’homme en citoyen abstrait ou personne politique d'un cété, et de
I'autre en individu privé égoiste. Mais puisque la politique, ou plutét,
cette sphére politique dans I'état politique a assumé le réle de la so-
cialité de I'homme, lequel se sent et connait en tant qu'individu com-
me étre social ou étre de la communauté seulement par 'intermédiai-
re de cette sphere, il s’ensuit que I'homme a séparé ou aliéné sa propre
essence sociale 4 la forme d’une puissance politique extérieure ou su-
perposée 4 lui. Ainsi autonomisée en tant que sphére particuli¢re de la
vie sociale, la sphére politique vit une vie refermée sur elle-méme et
qui, coupée de I'intérét réel et des besoins de I'k individu, de-
vient une force étrangére et ennemie, au lieu d'étre ce qu'elle devrait
et ce qu'elle prétend étre, & savoir la possibilité de la réalisation de la
sociabilité en tant qu’ de I'h base et supposition de son
futur d'étre véritable de la communauté, laquelle le fait aussi indi-
vidu, comme le disait déja Hegel. Si maintenant avec Marx nous éta-
blissons que »toute émancipation est une réduction du monde de
I'homme, des rapports de I'h alh lui-méme«,'2 car fina-
lement tout concerne 'homme et lui seul, et avant tout sa liberté, nous
verrons que la révolution politique et I'émancipation politique, dans
leurs conséquences et par leurs résultats, sont dans un certain sens di-
rigées en fait contre I'homme, qu'on le considére comme citoyen

8 Ibid. p. 65.
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abstrait ou comme individu privé. Car.ni I'un ni l'autre ne renferme
la totalité de I’étre humain, de son individualité concréte, de sa
socialité et de son humanité, puisqu’il existe comme étre désuni, son
existence réelle étant la preuve flagrante de son aliénation essentielle
et réelle. 11 est homme aliéné en tant qu'étre politique et. en_tant
qu'étre privé. Et 'un conditionne et permet I'autre, dans le cercle
fermé de l'existence bourgeoise..

Ajoutons — et c’est essentiel — que cette sphére politique ne s’éléve
pas au-dessus de cette base pour elle-méme, car la puissance et le
pouvoir politiques, ainsi que le désir d’y parvenir et les luttes qui
s’ensuivent, n’ont jamais été et ne sont pas un but en soi, conditionnés
qu'ils sont par la réalisation, I'actualisation, la préservation et la for-
tification des intéréts et des priviléges économiques et sociaux (de
classe, de profession, de groupe, etc.): il est clair que ces intéréts ne
sont pas et ne peuvent pas étre les intéréts de 'homme en tant
qu’homme, mais que I'intérét de 'homme en général est tout entier
soumis a l'intérét particulier et singulier, lequel apparait alors comme
le seul et vrai intérét général. Par conséquent, non-seul t les in-
téréts généraux et particuliers n’arrivent pas a coincider, mais encore
ils s’opposent et s’excluent (en dernier ressort sous la forme de la lutte
des classes). Donc la sphére politico-économique, base naturelle de
conflit des intéréts singuliers et particuliers, prend le pas sur tous les
autres domaines de la vie sociale et humaine, et le mouvement tout
entier apparait comme la nécessité naturélle d'un mécanisme qui se
produit et reproduit & la facon des phénomeénes naturels selon une loi
qui reste indépendante de 'homme. 13

C’est 12 que se pose le grand probléme de Marx et qu'apparait la
préoccupation théorique tout entiére de sa vie. I a voulu expliquer ce
qui est I'essentiel du probléme, autrement dit, par I'analyse critique,
faire la lumiére sur la base du mouvement de la société bourgeoise et
du systéme capitaliste, base sur laquelle I'activité humaine consciente
et libre (la praxis) se métamorphose en travail qui se déroule en obéis-
sant a la nécessité d’une loi de la nature. Tel est le point central de’la
pensée de Marx: la théorie bourgeoise ne pouvait pas le comprendre
a fond (pas plus que de nombreux théoriciens marxistes jusqu'a au-
jourd’hui). Ils ont compris cette nécessité de loi de la nature qui do-
mine le mouvement social capitaliste au sens littéral et universel, sans
voir que la définition de Marx constitue la critique la plus profonde
de la base essentielle du systme-méme et de la société bourgeoise
dans sa totalité. Car I'étre de la société bourgeoise (et il s'agit ici de la
société bourgeoise seule, et pas du socialisme), apparait comme la né-
cessité naturelle d’'un mécanisme automatique qui se déroule & coté
de I'homme, contre I'homme et son activité, bien que 'homme seul
soit le producteur et le sujet de ce mouvement. C'est 13 justement
pour Marx que se trouve I'aliénation de ’homme, laquelle découle de
la socialité spécifique du monde bourgeois, qui apparait sous un as-
pect de réification totale. En d’autres termes, Marx veut montrer que

': Luk4cs a montré clairement que justement pour cela, il ne peut y avoir de
list produise, en tant que rapport de production achevé,

» qui
lui-méme et le socialisme.
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I’étre que nous avons sous les yeux, c'est I'étre aliéné du monde bour-
geois. C'est donc seulement dans la société bourgeoise qu'apparait
Létre de 'homme en tant qu'étre aliéné, par conséquent soumis a la
critique radicale de Marx au moment-méme ou l'on se trouve dans la
nécessité de changer ce monde de fond en comble. Le point de départ
de Marx n’est donc pas le monde bourgeois aliéné mais justement son

bolition et son dép. (Marx dirait en termes philosophiques:
I'objectivité se transforme en activité objectale). C'est la que l'on
trouve les frontiéres historiques essentielles qui séparent Marx de
toute théorie (bourgeoise ou marxiste) en tant que théorie de ce mon-
de-la, qui reste dans le cadre de la pure contemplation. Comme fil
directeur, dans cette recherche et dans cette critique radicale du mon-
de existant, Marx utilisait le résultat obtenu par I'analyse des con-
séquences et du sens véritable de la révolution politique bourgeoise,
et de la critique de I’économie politique (économie politique en tant
qu'état socialo-économique historique spécifique, et économie politique
en tant que science de cet état, donc en tant que conscience idéologi-
que d'un mouvement social). Quand nous parlons de résultats, n’ou-
blions pas qu'ils n’apparaissent pas chez Marx comme une constata-
tion pure et simple d’un état de fait, mais en méme temps comme I'in-
dication d’une possibilité d’abolition, et par conséquent, comme I’exi-
gence d’'un changement de cet état de fait. Aussi Marx peut-il écrire:

»C’est seulement quand I'homme individuel réel aura réintégré le
citoyen abstrait; quand I'homme individuel sera devenu étre générique
dans sa vie empirique, dans son travail individuel, dans ses rapports
individuels; c’est seul t quand I'h aura r et organisé
ses propres forces en tant que forces sociales et ne sera plus séparé
de la force sociale sous forme de puissance politique, c’est seulement
alors que I'¢ ipation de I'h sera ac lie«.14

Bien entendu, il ne s'agira plus alors d’une émancipation dans le
cadre ou dans la sphére du politique, donc pas d’'une émancipation
politique, mais — comme le dit Marx — d’une émancipation de I'hom-
me, ou humaine. C’est 12 just t un point de vue que nous appelons
avec Marx le point de vue de la révolution sociale, laquelle ne s'ar-
réte pas et ne peut s'arréter au coup d'état politique pur et simple
(= bourgeois) qui n’en est que la supposition. En d’autres termes,
nous n'avons plus affaire ici 4 la libération politique, ou a ce qu'on
appelle les libertés politiques; il s'agit de se libérer du politique. 11
s'agit de décomposer, d'abolir le politique, qui apparait ici sous sa
forme abstraite bourgeoise aliénée, et de le transformer en rapport
social immédiat, rapport dans lequel 'homme (et sa socialité) est le
seul lien entre les hommes. Le politique n’apparait plus sous I'aspect
d'un médiateur autonomisé et particulier entre I'homme et 'homme
(état), au-dela de sa vie réelle, ’homme cessant d'étre seulement un
&tre social intermédiaire inclus & un appareil et a un syst¢me politi-
ques (le parlementarisme bourgeois), qui se trouve placé au-dessus de
lui. I1 doit devenir un étre social immédiat dans la vie individuelle.

1 Ibid. p. 65.
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11 doit reconquérir cette essence sociale, qui était jusqu'a présent pour
lui »de l'autre coté«, en tant qu’essence politique, ou économique, ou
morale, ou philosophique.

" Lorsque Marx écrit que I'émancipation de I’homme sera achevée si
ces conditions sont remplies, ce qui pourrait bien vouloir dire que ces
conditions sont indispensables a la libération totale de I'homme, il
faut bien se garder de trouver un sens eschatologique & ces déclara-
tions comme on le fait trop souvent. D’abord Marx ne parle pas ici
d'un état social qui serait un état de la liberté humaine achevée ou
réalisée, ce qui reviendrait & nier la notion et I'essence de la socialité
en tant que processus historique, et & arréter ou liquider I'histoire, qui
est la base et le résultat de l'activité de 'homme, I'édification active
et toujours renouvelée du rapport personnel, social et humain, dans
lequel 'homme vit vraiment sa vie individuelle, donc sa vie d’hom-
me concret — ce que Marx appelle I’ensemble des rapports sociaux. En
outre, I'essence de 'homme ne s’épuise pas dans la sphére de social;
et la notion de social n’est pas identifiée & la notion d’humain,!* bien
que Marx, dans certaines de ses ceuvres de jeunesse, donne parfois &
cette définition sociale de I'h le t de I'’humain. Il le fait
a juste titre, dans le sens ol nous devons comprendre la position de
Marx, c’est-a-dire si cette notion de socialité réalisée et rendue a
I’homme est comprise comme véritable et unique supposition de son
humanité. Car ce que Marx veut nous dire ou plutét nous suggérer
ici (et pas seul t ici), c’est seul t ce que toute pensée philoso-
phique profonde dans histoire de la philosophie, lorsqu’elle se pen-
chait sur la socialité, de I'homme, prenait pour base, & savoir que
I’homme est par nature un étre social ou un ére communautaire (cf.
Aristote: zoon politikon). C'est voir, anticiper et affirmer théorique-
ment toujours la méme chose: ici apparait une nouvelle sorte de loi
ou de fagon de vivre de I'homme, que Kant par exemple a nommé
causalité de la liberté, par opposition avec la causalité de la nature.
Mais Aristote lui-méme, on le sait, dans son Ethique d Nicomaque,
distingue (tout en défini I'h un étre politique et
social — citoyen de la polis) vertus éthiques et vertus diano-éthiques,
les premitres étant limitées au cadre de la vie quotidienne, sociale,
commune, et les secondes étant 'apanage du philosophe dont I'activité
philosophique, théorique et contemplative, ne s’épuise pas dans la
sphere de la vie sociale, mais la dé la tr de, d t ain-
si, nouve us dire, émi t h i

En ce sens également la définition aue donne Marx de la socialité
est une supposition de I'humanité, car I'homme — comme il le dit — ne
peut devenir homme que dans la communauté sociale (ce sur quoi

18 Si le social était identique 3 I'humain. I'activité de 'homme. par exemple,
pourrait se trouver dans le prolongement perpétuel de la société bourgeoise ou dans
I'affirmation de I'¢tre du monde bourgeois. qui serait alors le domaine de I'humanité
réalisée de I'homme. ou au moins I'une de ses possibilités ou dimensions. Dans ce
cas la critinne de Marx serait radicalement dénourvue de fond et de sens. mais
aussi superflue, bien plus, iell h i ti-h ine. Et I'"épuise-
ment (de fait ou 4 venir) de la possihilité du monde bourgeois recouvrirait néces-
sairement l'éruisement de la possibilité historique (humaine) en tant que !e"e: ce
qui serait 'a fin (réelle ou anticipée, mais essentielle), de I'histoire en tant qu'événe-
ment possible de 'avenir.
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Hegel est d’accord), mais cette socialité n'est pas congue comme un
but en soi, car, toujours selon Marx, elle est le développement des
f.olices esse.ntielles tjc I'homme, de sa personnalité, de son individua-
lité, ce qui est toujours (si I'on se place du point de vue historique)
un peu plus qu'une définition sociale (en tant que supposition de cette
notion ou de ce qu'on appelle »condition sociale«, dont Marx dit
qu'elle est elle-méme le »produit de I'homme«). Mais par ailleurs, 1a
oll manque cette supposition réelle, on voit apparaitre un étiolement
de I'étre humain de I'homme. C'est ce aue veut dire Marx quand il
Qarle de I'achévement de I'émancipation de I'homme. 11 veut dire aue
I'émancipation politique n’est pas vraiment I'émancipation sociale, et
par conséquent, n'est pas non plus émancipation humaine. Car I’hom-
me, en tant que citoyen abstrait, ou en tant qu'étre médiasé par une
sphére politique particuliére, n’est pas un étre social vrai et humain,
puisque sa socialité (caractéristique du monde bourgeois) lui est alié-
née sous forme de puissance politique, ce qui revient i dire qu'elle
n’est pas encore une force sociale qui lui appartienne en propre. Clest
pour 'homme voir coupée & la racine la possibilité de se réaliser en
tant qu'étre humain réel, puisqu'il n’est pas encore étre social.

Quand il s’agit de la structure de la société bourgeoise telle que
nous I'avons décrite et analysée, 'humanité de 'homme ne peut se
réaliser que si I'homme-individu, réduit A lui-méme, a son étre privé,
s’oppose A cette société sans la reconnaitre comme sa propre supposi-
tion et possibilité humaine, puisqu'il voit, sent et vit continuellement
en elle un obstacle et une limite, ce qui correspond bien a la réalité.

I1 découle clairement de tout cela que la critique de Marx apporte
déja tous les éléments essentiels a la compréhension la plus profonde
de ce qui se passe chez nous, sur la supposition de I'édification du so-
cialisme. On peut répondre i toutes ces questions de facon plus déter-
minée et plus compl et par conséq avec plus d’exactitude, si
I'on suit le chemin qui va de l'analyse critique de Marx jusqu’au fon-
dement de ce que I'on appelle le systéme social bourgeois. Car la cri-
tique de Marx, comme nous I'avons dit, nous découvre la supréme
portée et le résultat dernier de la révolution politique bourgeoise
achevée, aprés laquelle vient la révolution sociale et socialiste. La
premiére ouvre l'horizon du monde bourgeois, I'autre I'horizon du
monde socialiste. La premiére est sur la position de la société de clas-
se, I'autre sur la position de la société sans classe. La premiére est sur
la position du passé et du présent, la seconde sur la position du futur.
La de est possible avec la supposition de la destruction de la
premitre, donc de la destruction de la société de classe. Ce n’est rien
d’autre que la révolution sociale réelle pergant dans le systtme-méme
du rapport social existant. S'il obéit aux intentions véritables de notre
»réforme« sociale et économique, tout mouvement social et égonpmi-
que, et bien entendu, scientifique et culturel, dans notre socnal‘usmc,
ne peut pas aller vers la réalisation d’'un »mécani du meilleur
ou du pire foncti t du systtme existant, mais seulement vers
un changement réel. La »réforme« consiste seulement  faire que la
classe ouvriére de notre pays se développe comme le sujet réel d.e la
réalisation du socialisme, le sujet de fait des décisions de sa vie, c’est-
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a-dire de la vie sociale tout entiére. On ne peut pas comprendre autre-
ment la poursuite de la révolution sociale (socialiste). L'ouverture ra-
dicale de ce processus, voila notre tiche d’aujourd’hui.

Au moment ol 'on féte chez nous et dans le monde entier le cin-
quantiéme anniversaire de la Révolution d’octobre, rannelons-nous le
slogan réellement fondamental qu’elle langait: Tout le pouvoir aux
conseils ouvriers! et contre toute forme de parlementarisme bour-
geois.!® C'était proclamer le principe non seulement de la révolution
politique, mais de la révolution sociale, non seulement de la révolution
bourgeoise, mais aussi de la révolution socialiste prolétarienne.

1¢ Ce faisant, on reste é non seul avec le P de la Ligue
des communistes yougoslaves, mais aussi avec les principes fondamentaux du pro-
Famme du ;arti 4 I'époque de sa création. Citons A ce sujet quelques points du

rogramme du PCY adopté au Congrés de Uukovar en juin 1920:

»La tiche de la dictature du proiétnriat, en ce qui concerne la socialisation, ne
sera_ réalisable que dans la mesure ol le prolétariat saura créer les organes de
gestion de la production et réaliser cette gestion & 'aide des ouvriers eux-mémes.«

»La révolution prolétarienne ne lutte pas contre la personne, mais contre les
institutions historiques périmées.«

. »Le Parti iste yougosl est l'ad ire- de principe du parlementa-
risme comme moyen de régne de classe. Aprés la conquéte du pouvoir politique par
le prolétariat, le parlamentarisme est impossible.«

itations empruntées 4 la revue »Kulturni radnike, Zagreb, N 8/4, p. 125-127.
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THE PROLETARIAT AND SOCIALISM IN THE WORKS
OF MARX AND IN THE WORLD TODAY

Andrija Kresi¢

Beograd

Over the past half century and particularly since the second World
war, new controversies have arisen and certain older ones been aggra-
vated, concérning thé fundamental conditions and possibilities of so-
cialism and the practical value of Marxism for the organization of
society. : .

Thus on the one hand it is often stated as an irrefutable fact that
socialism is on the constant advance, that in the period since the 1917
October revolution there has been created a vast world of socialist
countries, and that consequently Marx’s theory of the inevitable down-
fall of the bourgeois order and of the classless future of mankind has
in practice been proven.

n the other hand there is the opinion, also based on historical ex-
perience, that Marxism is a product of the nineteenth century, and that
it can serve as a theoretical pointer to social changes only in social con-
ditions more or less resemﬁling those obtaining in Germany in the
nineteenth century: Namely; it is a fact that, politically, socialism has
been established only in'backward areas of the world. In the most
highly industrialised countries of Europe and America capitalism is
far grown having exhausted its historical possibilities. On the con-
trary it has shown itself i ly capable of t logical progress
and economic expansion, and thus of apparently neutralising social
conflict instead of creating the further: class polarisation and crises
anticipated by Marx's theory.

‘The official ideology of the majority of states which consider them-
selves socialist claims that théy have put into practice Marx's concept
of the dictatorship of the proletaniat. The basic elements of this dic-
tatorship are thé Communist party and the socialist state governed by
the Party. The exploitation olP man by fellow-man is either in the pro-
cess of being abolished, or has already been eliminated, but once this
has been accomplished the state and ruling party play an even greater
rolein the regulation of the country’s economic, political and cultural
life. This mediation of the dictatorship of the proletariat by the state
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and party, which later also organise the social order may take various
forms, but it is a universal law, or a necessary condition of socialism
and communism.

However, recent experience of socio-political trends have faced the
above ideology of socialism with serious difficulties. In particular the
theory of socialism as the concern of the working class has been called
into question. One can scarcely speak of the existence of a modern
industrial proletariat in that vast area known as the 'Third World’,
yet nevertheless many of these countries, once liberated from colonial
bondage, undertake political and economic projects which are consi-
dered as socialist. The authors of such projects are national-liberation
movements of non-working class origin, which in some cases actually
operate against the communist party in their country. Here, therefore,
we cannot speak of the dictatorship of the proletariat through a state
governed by a working-class political party.

In general, the establishment of a proletarian dictatorship, via a
state machine which is in the hands of a political party, is unable to
give rise to serious doubts as to the working-class character both of
the Party-state and the State-party. Namely, past experience of so-
cialist movements, particularly in countries where this movement long
ago prevailed, has convincingly demonstrated that the working-class
origin of a political organization (party and state) is alone not suffi-
cient to guarantee the authentically proletarian conduct of the move-
ment. How otherwise can we interpret the passive and even active re-
sistance of workers to a regime which originated as a worker’s move-
ment, or the transformation of a governing party into an instrument
of the prolonged domination of a ruling political group.

Consequently, the foregoing experiences confront us with a very
significant dilemma: — either socialism does not necessarily depend
on the working class, or — if it has literally to be the affair of the
working class — than a great deal of what today goes by the name of
socialism is not socialism at all. -

The dilemma is further aggravated by the particular complex of
social and political facts presented by highly developed industrial
countries, regardless of whether these are considered as socialist or
capitalist. Among other things, very similar shifts in the social struc-
ture of the population have been observed. Due to the application of
modern technology the rate of growth of the number of workers en-
gaged in material production is decreasing, while at the same time the
active population outside the sphere of material production is increas-
ing. Furthermore, the increased productivity of work brings to the
workers a higher standard of living, which serves as the empirical ba-
sis for projects and theories about the 'State of general prosperity’.
It seems as if Marx’s thesis of the increase of human poverty propor-
tionately to the increase of human wealth, and of the polarization of
the population into two extreme groups: the minority ofP the exploiters,
swimming in abund and the exploited majority stagnating in
utter poverty, is no longer valid. The above-mentioned contradictory
tendencies in the industrial world of today explain to a certain degree
why it is that the social-political behaviour of the working class differs
from that anticipated by classical Marxism. Powerful workers’ orga-
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nizations increasingly favour reformism, rather than an intensified
struggle for radical revolution. Political antagonism between the two
ideological blocks gradually subsides under the pressure of similar
economic needs and the social-political formations of industrialized
countries. Also related to this trend, cohesion within the blocks slac-
kens, and the i political antagonisms between the back-
ward and the industrially advanced countries come into the foreground
of international relations.

In various ways the form of labour-capital relations in the indu-
strialized countries of the East and West has changed or is in the pro-
cess of changing. Classical private capital, as a materialised interhu-
man relation, is disappearing - in some cases by a sudden act of revo-
lution, in others gradually by economic and political reforms — and
is being transformed into public capital. 'Public’ in that every state con-
siders itself the expression of general social interests. Nevertheless as
a result of this transformation of capital the state less and less operates
as 'merely a committee-board directing the general business of the
entire bourgeois class’, as Marx and Engels defined it, and as it for-
merly really was. The classical bourgeoisie disappears as the exclusive
subject of capital; the state as the instrument of the bourgeoisie also
disappears, and their place is taken by the state-capitalist, although
of course with different ideologies and symbols for the so-called ge-
neral good. The worker in the state factory, just as his comrade in the
private capitalist-owned factory, feels the alien force of capital
opposing him, irrespective of the differencies between the state em-
ployer and the private capitalist, and regardless of the colour of the
state flag. Is this empirical attitude of the worker a valid basis for a
historical distinction?

The conclusions so far reached do not encompass all that might be

luded about porary experience concerning the conditions
and possibilities of socialism, but it is sufficient to provoke us to re-
-examine the value of the relevant concepts in Marx’s theory. However
the confrontation of theory with experience does not represent a risk
only for theory, as empiricists believe, nor only for experience, as
dogmatists imagine. An active historical orientation requires an abso-
lute respect for the factual state of affairs, as they really are, and not
just as we believe them to be. The real truth attained by theory is
something more than any facticity of the world, for it regards it from
the angle of a historical totality, as a moment of historical dialectic.

Marx on several occasions in the course of his life emphasised that
communism is not the aim of history, but rather a means for the Inbg-
ration of mankind, and furthermore a means which is already in
action. The same is valid for socialism if this concept is taken as mean-
ing a transitional phase leading to a classl ist y
of men. X

This in some measure implies the view that history in general is th'e
advancing of the praxis of man’s liberation, as distinct from Hegel's
interpretation of history as the rrogress of the concept of liberty.

Marx discovered in the social reality of his epoch that the working
class was the only social force that by its very essence was orientated
towards substituting a real social movement for the utopian aim of
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socialism or communism, and by means of its own liberation to liberate
the whole of society from class divisions. In other words, according to
Marx, the further historical process of the liberation of mankind is,
and can only be, the work of the proletariat. He never abandoned this
conclusion of his, and to the end of his life worked to promote it, both
in his role as a philosopher and as an organiser.

Marx did not exclude the possibility that non-proletarian forces
might also advocate socialism and communism as aims in themselves
and as a solution to social conflicts. He could not exclude this happen-
ing simply because both before him and in his time there really were
various non-working-class versions of socialism which to a certain
extent also had an influence on workers. However, sooner or later it
would become apparent — and it is a great menit of the founders of
Marxism to have perceived this — that all these prophecies of socialism,
although frequently offering a severe and detailed criticism of the
existing bourgeois order, primarily have their origin (whether cons-
ciously or unconsciously) in three non-proletarian interests:

(1) to preserve the instructive-utopian fiction of socialism dating
from the early undeveloped period of the proletariat as a class, against
the actual class-liberation workers’ movement. (socialism of the elite
of advisers or conspirator-revolutionaries) :

(2) to win-the support of the poor for a feudal reaction against ca-
pitalism (Aristocratic and Clerical socialism)

(8) to restrain capitalism from devouring the small private owner,
or to perpetuate capitalism by attenuating its internal class antago-
nisms. Marx’s and Engels’ critique of these forms of socialism showed
lt)hat nﬂt everything is socialism which calls itself or believes itself to

e such.

The reality of socialism, according to Marx, consists in a real mo-
vement or the process of abolishing capitalism, as the final form of a
class society. In other words socialism is a movement or process of li-
beration of the workers from the alien exploitation of his work, the
disalienation of work from its form as wage-labour. Marx’s emphasis
(in the Manifesto of the Communist Party and elsewhere) that so-
cialism is not an ideal to be aimed at (in the sense of a moral aspira-
tion) that it is not the goal of history, is directed against a teleological
conception of history, and against the prophetism of all kinds of re-
formers who invent and offer to the world paradise on earth. But so-
cialism is not just a beautiful idea, it assumes reality only as an actual
class-conscious movement for the suppression of capitalism under-
taken by those men who actually experience it, who physically suffer
because of it, and whose human nature cannot but resist external res-
traints. The external limitation of work in the form of wage-labour —
a necessary condition for -capitalism — constitutes violence against the
worker’s human nature. It follows from this that a movement for the
abolition of wage-labour, and thus capital, is the natural conduct of
the worker, his social characteristic or mode of social life, and not me-
rely conformity to an ideal (nonexistent) model of a socialist society.
In his case a socialist awareness must come sooner or later as the awa-
reness of his own real social condition, and only as such can it be
authentic and radical.
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If, then, socialism (and communism) is comprehended as a real mo-

e for the abolition of capitalism, and not as a goal, whether ima-
gined in the future or already projected into the present, consequently
if it is understood in the Marxist manner, then we can speak today of
the world reality of socialism, just as we can speak of the world reality
of capitalism. In other words we are not confronted with two separate,
d.istjnct worlds, one of pure, perfected sooialism, the other of perfected
capitalism, whose relation would be represented by territorial-political
frontiers. Their real, fundamental relation is the world-wide conflict
of labour and capital with varying degrees or forms of self-awareness,
organization and intensity. We are easily persuaded of this fact if
through the haze of political ideologies and symbols we examine above
all whether the facts of economic life (production, distribution, ex-
change, consumption) mutually interact in a manner characteristic of
the life of capital, or not.

Marx in his work limited his attention to the abolition of capital in
the form which it had in his time — that is, when ownership of the
means of production meant the private ownership of the bourgeois-ca-
pitalist. This in no way implies, as is sometimes thought, that capital
in general has been abolished, if in its classic form it has been sup-
pressed. Capital is only truly abolished when the facts which can be
resumed in the formula - money-commodity-money — have disap-
peared from economic life. Empirical economic science establishes how
the elements of Marx’s analysis of this formula stand in relation to the
actual facts of economic reality, and this irrespective of the various
ideological-political modes of running the economy. If the circulation
of commodities exists — as it must under the conditions of division of
labour amongst men — and if human work embodied in the product-
commodity serves only as a means for the circulation of money. then
production to satisfy the needs of capital is substituted for production
to satisfy human needs. Then man, the producer, is only ‘interesting
as an instrument of capital, and human qualities are only valuable be-
cause they are useable as a commodity, the labour power for the in-
satiable self-propagation of capital. The producer is consequently a
means of production, man is the instrument of objects. This qui-pro-
-quo of subject and object, of man and materiality, this irrationalism
o? wealth converted into capital, manifests itself in various economic
and social absurdities, arousing the practical resistance of the free hu-
man intelligence. However not every resistance to the inhuman force
of capital results in socialism.

There can be no capital without wage-labour. It is nonsense to claim,
as it i3 sometimes claimed for reasons of political propaganda, that
wage-labour has been -abolished while at the same time recognising
the economic reality of capital. Where there is capital there must be
capitalism. The socialist movement requires a demystified conscious-
ness, capable of comprehending the real state of affairs, in order to
continue on its path, having realised that the goal has not been reached
merely because it was necessary (if indeed it really was necessary) for
one form of capital to be substituted by another. As soon as the self-
-critical i of the t falls silent (which easily oc-
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curs, seeing that at the very first halting-stop there appear forces in
whose interest it is for this transitional stage to become permanent)
the process of the abolition of capital, that is socialism, comes to a halt.

The wage-labourer, the proletarian, is the embodiment of wage-la-
bour, just as the capitalist is personified capital. By this we mean to
say that categories of men are factually distinguished as economic ca-
tegories, that they are primarily economically related or determined
as long as they are under the sway of the autonomous legality of capi-
tal. Thus, ’homo oeconomicus’ is a historical determination of man
who is a historical being in general. The question arises as to which
categories of the population, and to what degree, have an economic
interest in ceasing to be what they are, and which are the other cate-
gories that do not have an interest in changing their economic situ-
ation or status.

In Marx’s theoretical presentation of the history of humanism (the
history of the humanization of man) he shows, particularly in his cri-
tique of political economy, that only the proletariat naturally yearns to
abolish itself, and is thus capable of being the author of a definitive
liberation of humanity from the domination of natural and economic
necessity.

The capitalist is also an economic determination of man, but he is
comfortably at home in his social position and has no natural human
need to change. He is motivated only by an insatiable hunger for ca-
pital, that is to succeed as a capitalist, and therefore, regardless of the

rogress of capitalism, this historical category or class of men cannot
?urthcr the progress of humanity. It is quite another matter that the
progress of capitalism brings with it the necessary material precondi-
tions for human progress; nor indeed does it stop to ask itself if these
are preconditions for h isation. Marx showed with great exact-
ness that the progress of wealth in the form of capital is in fact the
p;ogress of dehumanization, or the reduction of man to the level of an
object.

The small property-owner — for instance the craftsman working in
his own workshop — has an economic interest in opposing large-scale
capital. In this opposition he may even be politically orientated to-
wards socialism, he may, as a philanthropist, react against the uni-
versal economization of everything human in man, against the deca-
dence of artistic, moral and other values in face of the omnipotence
of currency values. However behind all these forms of petty indivi-
dualist reaction against capital there lies the need to maintain his own
economic position, not the need to abolish it. Very similar to ths is the
negative historical value of the opposition offered by private capital
to giant monopoly and state capital, or the resistance of nationalised
(state, ’public’) capital nowadays to its international forms. It follows
from this that nowadays — as in Marx’s time — not every opposition to
capital necessarily implies a progressive abolition of capital mor does
every negation of capitalism signify socialism, even when it goes by
this name. It is another matter that various social groups of opposi-

tion to capital, whose interest lies in g their ec sta-
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tus, may temporarily hecome the real allies of a movement for the
abolition of capital, that is, allies of true socialism, even when this
alliance is not formally articulated.

The present-day anticolonial movements covering vast areas of the
world represent a significant historical ifestation of resist. to
modcm. capitall or imperialism. The pressure and exploitation exerted
by foreign capital, plus the political domination of the metropolis has
provoked large-scale national-liberation movements in whose ranks
the most diverse social categories are found together: peasants, intel-
ligentsia, professional soldiers. clerey, merchants and other petty capi-
talists. workers, and traditional indigenous tribal or caste groups. in
short, all those who in one way or another suffer from the economic
and political domination of foreign power. Thus today we see nations
being formed in opposition to imperialist capital, rather than in oppo-
sition to feudalism as was the case of Europe in previous centuries. It
casily comes about that the ideology of these movements conceives of

tional ipation as ipation from foreign capital, and this
as emancipation from capital in general - and this all the more easily
the lesser is the significance of indigenous capitalism. However, the
movements having once achieved political independence easily falls
into crises and begins to disintegrate when, with national liberation,
the specific economic interests of different social categories of the po-
pulation acquire greater freedom of action. The conflict of interests
may become so intense that certain parties will actually facilitate the
renewed economic and political infiltration of foreign capital in the
form of military-political alliance with imperalists. This shows that a
national liberation movement against imperialism is not automatically
a socialist movement. It is clear that many groups within the movement
are motivated by their interest in economic self-preservation and not
their interest in self-abolition, which would signify the general abo-
lition of capital.

The newly liberated and generally undeveloped countries are in-
fl d by the world-historical experience of advanced states as to
the anachronism of private capital as the basis for an independant na-
tional policy in international relations. The less developed is the indi-
genous private capital the easier it is to impl t its nationalisation
and substitution by state capital, with the passive or active support of
the non-bourgeois majority of the population. Thus the nationalisation
of home and foreign capital, and the creation of state capital becomes
an affair of the nation, of national statehood, of the national-libera-
tion movement. As a result, in this case nationalisation is often carried
out by the military, as the official element of national integrity, and
not, as in Europe for example, by ruling political parties whose origins
lie in working-class social movements.

The conversion of private capital into 'public’ capital, achieved by
different economic and political means in underdeveloped and ad-
vanced countries, establishes on another level capitalist relations re-
sembling the relations of private capitalists within a classical capitalist
state. These are relations in which ically 'strong’ states become
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stronger, and "weak’ states become relatively weaker along with a host
of negative social, political and other consequences for man and for
humanity.

When state capital becomes the dominant or even the only form of
capital, the capitalist-state also freely employs and seeks for an effi-
cient organization of the economy in order to maintain and improve
its position in the international competition of capital. Sometimes
there is a very centralised state-planned disposition of capital execu-
ted with a great deal of political subjectivism in the calculation of eco-
nomic proportions, usually as a reaction to the economic anarchy of
classic capitalism, or as a method by which to concentrate massive
fund on costly projects and branches of the economy. Sometimes a
more or less decentralised form of economy is practised, with a cer-
tain degree of freedom accorded to the play of purely economic laws,
this usually being a reaction to the subjectivist failures, disproportions
and application of uneconomical methods brought about by the coer-
cion of state-planning. In this case, the logic of state capital, like that
of private capital, may take into account the factor of the material in-
terest of the producer in the production of capital. Calculation with
this factor lead, amongst other things, to the legal inclusion of the
worker into the managemerit of capitalist firms. Although not wishing
to understimate the historical significance of this phenomenon, we
nevertheless cannot explain it exclusively as being the result of the
class struggle of the workers, particularly in the case of countries
where a working-class movement is only just beginning to make its
appearance.

"The social subjects of the foregoing historical transformations of ca-
pital, which do not abolish the antagonistic relation between labour
and capital, may be various forces whose interest lies in maintaining
their own economic-social status. For example, the strata of social-po-
litical bureaucrats or technocrats may introduce various reforms of the
state capital — although with always the same end in view - to stabilize
their collective bureaucratic or technocratic position by means of the
economic stabilization of their state structure. To further this goal the
workers too may be allowed a certain degree of participation in the
reform of conditions by which the economy is run, and a greater de-
gree of responsibility for their work.

It follows from the foregoing that it is possible for varied social ca-
tegories of men to form a movement against some particular form of
domination by capital, and for this movement to be ideologically ex-
pressed as socialism, although in point of fact it is nothing of the sort,
and cannot be anything more than a temporary alliance with the
authentic social agent of socialism, the proletariat. This alliance im-
plies an objective historical relation, irrespective of the force of the
proletariat as a class within the national boundaries of the movement.

Capital considers itself to be an active, creative principle in relation
to material nature (including man) considered as the passive principle.
Nature (and man) ds only the raw material or instrument of capital,
the end-in-itself, and only means something when touched by the my-
stic power of money which animates this matenial with its own life,
using it for its own reproduction. Capital is thus the secular praxis of
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the Christian faith in which God the Holy Spirit touched the body of
woman and God the Son was conceived as God’s alter ego. Capital is
likewise the translation into material terms of that philosophical tra-
dition according to which reason is the active principle or soul of the
material world. Hegel's synthesis of the philosophical tradition, ac-
cording to which the life of the universal spirit consists in alternately
objectifying itself in nature and returning in the form of idea from
this its alter ego — all this complex mechanism of logical categories is.
according to Marx’s brilliant critique, nothing other than the alienated
life of capital in abstraction. »Logic is the currency of the intellect«
comments Marx at this point.

Marx’s critique of philosophy — particularly that of Hegel and
Feuerbach - together with his critique of traditional political economy
demystified the nature of capital and the nature of religions, philoso-
phical and all other ideological conceptions, revealing their real histo-
rical human causes and significance. According to this critique, human
labour is not an instrument for the end-in-itself which is capital, but
a fundamental, generic charactenistic of man. As such work is »human
action« with a view to the production of use-values, appropriation of
natural substances to human requirements; it is the necessary condi-
tion for effecting exchange of matter between man and Nature; it is
the everlasting condition imposed by Nature upon human existence,
and therefore is independent of every social phase of that existence,
or rather, is common to every such phase. ..« (»Kapital« I, Kultura,
Beograd, 1958, str. 143.) Comprehended generally and in the abstract,
human work is identical with the human mode of existence, man is
the essence of work. Man is an abstraction of a multitude of histori-
cally determined forms of man, just as Work is an abstraction of many
historical determinations or forms of work. The wage-labour of a
worker is an empinical alienation of work generally, and the worker
(like the capitalist) an empirical alienation of man, an inhuman exis-
tence. This means that human life is no longer an end in itself, that it
is merely the means to some external end, and therefore instead of
true anthropological definitions of man, we have various others, de-
termined according to some inhuman end: the citizen (in the sense of
the subject of a state) working force, military force, the property-ow-
ner, the tailor, the priest, the political functionary, the football player,
the hang-man, etc. The liberation of man from bondage to one empi-
rical form of existence begins with the abolition of the existing form
or mode of work, this being the necessary condition enabling the reali-
zation of unconditioned human activity, in the sense of the free ex-
pression and development of his creative nature.

The life of capital is a mode of production of human life in the
historical form in which human life itself from being an end becomes
merely a means to an end, in which production is not determined by
human needs but by the needs of capital. The machine as a form of
capital is master of the machine labourer, dictating to him the use qf
his labour-power as an instrument of capital; it is not the worker’s
instrument serving the requirements of his labour-power. Science un-
der this mode of production ds also only valuable in so far as it is an
instrument of capital, and is valued exclusively according to the
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amount it increases capital, by how "commercial’ it is, and not by how
much it increases wealth for human use. Even the values of sport have
become primarily values iin the service of capital, a way of using the
athlete as a commodity for the extraction of money. The consumption
of products interests capital exclusively as a means of reproducing ca-
pital, and not as providing satisfaction for human needs. Thus it is
that in our contemporary ‘world of ption’, ption fever
is so effectively created. Thus it is that an album of pornographic pho-
tographs may be more attractive for capital than a book of reproduc-
tions of the works of a famous artist. And thus it is that the produc-
tion of weapons can have priority over the production of food for thc
hungry population of this planet. Consequently, the truly revolutionary
abolition of capital means the restoring of human significance to pro-
duction, »the appropriation of natural substances to human require-
ments«, the liberation of work from the form in which materialised
work opposes the worker as a hostile social, materialised force. That
is, in other words, the abolition of wage-labour which is the funda-
mental condition of capitalism.

As distinct from all other movements opposing capitalism, the
authentic movement of wage-labourers has no interest in maintaining
a social form threatened by the advance of capital, nor in retaining
a form of capital in the process of its transformations. On the con-
trary, it is in the workers’ interest for capital to reach as rapidly as
possible the limits of its capabilities of reform, for the advance of ca-
pital may mean the improvement of the worker’s working conditions.
Capital, for its part, may find it to be to its interest to raise the pur-
chasing power of the worker, to better the conditions of work, to lega-
lise cooperation with workers, all for the sake of more efficient results.
All this has indeed come to pass today in highly developed industrial
countries, and this independently of the degree and direction of the
political-party activity of the working-class.

The vital interest of the worker in liberating himself from wage-la-
bour cannot disappear in spite of the absolute improvement of working
life. Human requirements historically multiply with the result that the
worker always needs approximately the maximum that it is possible
to purchase. Thus it comes about that the worker today may be in a
position of actual wealth in comparison with a worker of the nine-
teenth century, or with a present-day worker in an underdeveloped
country, and yet suffer equal or even greater scaroity, that is, the rela-
tion of wages to the growth of capital may be the same or even to the
greater disadvantage of wages. The value of the commodity that is
labour power is decreasing although for its price considerably more
commodities of other kinds may be purchased. The colossal force of
modern capital has so increased with technical labour that it represents
a considerably higher degree of deprivation or dehumanization of the
worker. A technician, for example, who has been kept on to control a
new machine supplanting ten former workers may receive the sum
total of their wages and yet the relative value of his labour-power be
inferior to that of the wage of one former worker. What is of impor-
tance is that the machine-capital should extract more materialised work
out of him than out of the ten former workers. The worker can have a
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direct experience of scaroity when he has a complete insight into the
hfc.of capital, for example, as a member of the managing body of a
capitalist firm. This experience of scarcity must strengthen the aspira-
tion of the worker to have greater rights in the management of capi-
tal, to the extent of achieving the complete freedom of the workers
to organize production and the distribution of products, that is, the
abolition of wage-labour. It is the abolition of wage-labour that is the
Iundqmental aim of a proletarian revolution. A real revoluti y
consciousness is of use to workers only if it arouses an awareness of
the factual experience of scarcity, the direct interests and position of
the wage-labourer, and not if it merely offers an abstract, dogmatic
image of future happiness in the name of which workers must struggle
at the dictates of a doctrinaire and at the price of present misery.

Workers lose nothing by the abolition of wage-labour for they have
previously lost all in the act of becoming wage-labourers; instead they
gain the power to dispose of everything they produce. This abolition
cannot be the abolition of work in general, in the sense of a transfor-
mation of the entire population into non-working consumers. Nor can
division of labour be abolished all at once (on the contrary it develops
still further), but capital is abolished and converted into wealth for
human use. The use-value of objects is liberated so that man is the va-
lue by which all is measured.

Everything necessary to man is worth producing, and everything
that is produced is produced only to fulfill some human need. Man
becomes the goal of all human endeavours and his social value is de-
termined exclusively by his participation in the work of society. As
long as there is division of labour there will be an exchange of pro-
ducts, but money loses the character of capital and becomes a means
of payment or a mediator in the exchange of equivalents of materiali-
zed social work. This is the pr dition of impl ing the socialist
prindiple — from each according to his ability, to each according to his
need — and that man as a value in economy should dominate the auto-
nomous law of values.

The independent workers’ collective as a producer or subject of
production resembles an artisan who independently manufactures his
artifacts and exchanges them for other consumer goods. Here we are
speaking of circulation of goods which has not become independent of
the producer-consumer, on the contrary it is subordinate to their pro-
duction and the use of the product. Relations between equal-standing
subjects of production do not depend upon the vagaries of the capital
market, but are established by contract of the subject-producers in the
form of planned proportions of production in view of various kinds of
needs. These are the relations of a rational division of labour within the
total work of society to a certain extent similar to the relations of diffe-
rent departments in the coordinated system of a factory. When an
economy is coordinated through a united social-economic system ac-
cording to the dictates of technology and the internal logic of produc-
tion, that is its rational human element, there is no place for external
coordinators in the form of alienated political power or the automa-
tism of an alienated market. The stimulus for economic progresss is
not hunger for capital which uses as its bait the lure of a lower price or
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the market rentability of a certain kind of production. Nor s the sti-
mulus political pressure, although this is manifest in the form of the
political loyalty of the producer to state-party concerns, rather people
are motivated by their actual needs for products, and producers by
their natural need to produce more use-values with less expenditure
of work. Outside this sphere of work dictated by natural necessity there
opens up a free domain for non-economic activity which can prevail
only when automation has considerably reduced man’s necessary work-
ing hours, creating an abundance of use-objects. Only thus will man,
from being "homo oec icus’ finally b ’homo h .

Marx was very well aware of the fact of the relative decrease in the
number of wage-labourers in industrial production, and the consequent
increase of the population outside this sphere. The mere quantity of
live labour-power in industry is not the only element making for a
revolutionisation of social reproduction, for a change of the social-eco-
nomic order. This revolutionary factor consists in the totality of pro-
ductive forces, that is the workers together with the technical means
of work. Today it may be said that science is also a direct productive
force. The wage-labourer who has become a highly qualified expert
in the control of modern machinery has become more significant for
the reproduction of capital, and therefore for the fate of capitalism,
than a hundred manual workers in a former factory.

The increased amount of labour-power in activities outside industry
does not mean, if we are to respect facts, that this no longer falls into
the class of labour-power as a commodity, that capitalism does not
continue to polarise its population into the owners of capital, and
wage-labourers. Marx and Lngels in the »Manifesto of the Communist
Party« had already observed »It (referring to the bourgeoisie) has con-
verted the physician, the lawyer, the priest, the poet, the man of science
into its paid wage-labourers.« In today’s state-capital countries, parti-
cularly in those where private ownership of the means of production
has been abolished, the population lives by wages, that is it sells its
labour-power to alien use in order to be able to live. This fact provides
the basis for the concept that in such states everyone is a worker. If
furthermore the state has been founded on the ruins of bourgeois rule,
by the force of the worker’s movement then that state is considered as
a workers’ state. The final conclusion is that the state is the chief in-
strument of a proletarian dictatorship and the ruling party is the only
true subject of socialism. Nevertheless in actual fact the capital-labour
relation still exists, and some men are the subjects, while others are
just the objects, of capital. Therefore one group s orientated by reason
of its social-economic status towards retaining through reform the
existing system of relations, while the other is orientated towards the
radical change of these relations.

For example, the director of a state enterprise whom the state body
has appointed, and engaged by a fixed wage to manage one part of the
state capital, is himself in the relation of a paid wage-labourer to his
employer. On account of this relation he may find himself together
with his workers in opposition to his employers, as for example, when
the state body raises the tax on city traffic, or abolishes the family
allocations of its employees, etc. However such behaviour is not the
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only essence of the director as a social-economic being. In relation to
the workers in the enterprise he is the representative of the state-em-
ployer. His work as director of the enterprise consists in increasing
the sum of state capital with which he has been entrusted, by the use
of the labour-power of the workers. In this relation he is the state sub-
Ject of capital and the workers are his objects or the commodity, la-
bour-power. He cannot possibly have an interest in abolishing this re-
lation, or his social-economic position; as distinct from the workers, in
whose interest it lies to abolish their relation as paid wage-labour to
him. His only interest in this relation lies in extracting from this la-
bour-power as many values as possible in order to gain a premium
for himself on the basis of his worth as a director, that is, in the ex-
traction of surplus value from the labour-power of the workers. His
personal ambitions may take him even further, to the position of direc-
tor of a business association, of a branch of the economy, etc., but this
amelioration of his own position as a wage-labourer does not abolish
his kind of work, nor does it abolish wage-labour in general. However,
if for any reason he abandons his position as director, and finds em-
ployment, let us say as an engineer in a laboratory of the same enter-
prise, he may receive higher wages and yet his social-economic posi-
tion be identical with that of a wage-labourer whose interest lies in
abolishing wage-labour, and in obtaining the right to the free dispo-
sition of the conditions and products of his labour in his working unit.

We come across a similar duality of social-economic status at all
levels of the state-economic system: in the person of the paid political
functionary (the professional politician), the official of the administra-
tion, the armed keeper of the public order, the state ideologist-apolo-
gist, the bearers of military rank, etc. None of them is motivated by
private ownership in his social behaviour. All of them may ideologi-
cally, politically and organizationally belong to the official workers
party, and find that in the party’s undertakings their professional in-
terest corresponds with the line of the class interest of the proletariat.
But they cannot go the whole way with this line, which involves the
abolition of all wage-labour, unless they renounce their own dual role
as wage-labourer and employer. Their party, that is, the organised
political force whose actions are determined by their social-economic
position, cannot be the authentic subject of socialism, regardless of the
fact that it may sometimes perform socialist actions, that it calls itself
a socialist or communist party, and that it may possibly be the only
(whether ruling or in oppositon) political force in the country with
such pretensions. Consequently the mere existence of such a party in
a country does not necessarily imply the existence of a real subject of
socialism, just as the lack of such a political organization does not
signify the absence of all chances of a socialist movement.

However in present-day state-capitalist countries there are far more
wage-labourers occupied outside the immediate sphere of material
production than there were in Marx’s time. These are all those people
without personal means of production who sell their labour-power to
the state or private owner of capital, and do not have the right to di-
rectly dispose of the total product of their work: singers working on
the radio or in the cafe, the actor in the theatre, the musician in the
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state orchestra, the teacher in the school, the academic in the scientific
institute, the doctor and nurse in health establishments, the writer in
the publishing-house, the professional athlete in the sports clubs, the
hostess in the night-club and many other owner’s of simple, naked
labour-power which is employed by someone else in order to increase
capital. From the sooial-economic point of view they are all proleta-
rian regardless of the respective differences in the market price of
their commodity, labour-power: all suffer the scarcity that is the diffe-
rence between their wage and the values they create, and its is in their
common interest to abolish their social-economic position of scarcity.
The proletarian reaction to suffering and hardship is an authentic
human impulse in that the proletariat senses that to live under the
domination of things is unworthy of man, that he is the passive object
of capital, the subject, and that he is not master of his own fate. It
was for this reason that Marx insisted that revolution in the sphere of
work, which is the sphere of necessity, consists in restoring human di-
gnity to work, through establishing workers’ control over the condi-
tions and products of labour, i. e. through a self-managing workers’
association. Dialectic sees the state of passivity as concealing passion,
the instinctive craving of the disatisfied man to gratify himself. The
outbreaks of the proletariat’s disatisfaction according to Marx bear
the character of a generic mode of human conduct, since it signifies
the negation of a positive state of affairs, man’s modification of condi-
tions as opposed to the animal’s adaptation to them. Human conduct,
however, is rational, not instinctive, and consequently the proletariat
cannot abolish his inhuman situation (wage-labour) by simple reac-
tions in the form of an unconscious revolt against capital.

The purely empirical attitude of the wage-labourer is an indispen-
sable precondition for action leading to the abolition of wage-labour,
but this class-historical position does not only consist in irrational
action. Formerly the discontent of the worker with his position found
expression in the fury of the Luddite movement, in the destruction
of the means of production, as if these means themselves were guilty
for having become capital. 1 his behaviour has its parallel today in that
of certain intellectuals who rail against the power of modern techno-
logy, failing to see that it is inhuman power simply because it 1s ca-
pital. Many forms of individualist-anarchist opposition to capital fall
into this category of instinctive (nonrational) reaction: it took decades
of negative experience of opposition to capital before conscious con-
certed action and organization prevailed over competition within la-
bour, and the direct momentary interest of individual in acting as
blacklegs. One form of irrational opposition was, for example, the ega-
litarian movement of Babeuf and Blanqui of which we are still re-
minded by present-day demands for equal wages, irrespective of the
working abilities of the wage-labourer — as though wage-labourers
with relatively high wages were capitalists. The irrationality of such
behaviour lies in the fact that opposition to capital is neutralised by
internal conflict, i. e. it turns into its opposite. The scientist who re-
ceives a large sum of money as a Nobel prize for his discovery made
in a state institute continues to remain a wage-labourer in that insti-
tute, unless he buys it up, or founds his own institute as a means for
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the reproduction of capital through the activity of a group of wage-
-paid soientists. Capital itself, by reason of the specific conditions of
its existence neutralises the empirical need of wage-labour to abolish
itself. As long as capital succeeds in this, it preserves the basic require-
ment of its existence and therefore can afford to agree to improve-
ments in the conditions of wage-labour, in this manner improving its
own conditions of existence. The variability of wages from one day
to another and from one worker to another is in conformity with a
moral and law based on commodity-currency equivalents, but it may
act as an instrument to undermine opposition to capital. This instru-
ment is in fact at work in present-day industrialized countries, creating
the illusion that it is possible to abolish all the inhuman attributes of
the status of wage-labour, i. e. abolish this status itself, while main-
taining it by means of constant improvements. The utterly empirical
attitude of the wage-labourer prevents him from seeing the absur-
dity of this, which is why it is possible for there to be so many purely
reformist trends in contemporary working-class movements. This ma-
kes it more difficult for wage-labourers to envisage and consciously
carry on a united economic and political struggle against capital. This
is what opposes one category of worker to another, for example, cul-
tural workers to manual workers etc. The multitude of trade-union
organizations and political parties, which mutually quarrel and ex-
clude each other within the world of labour, also acts as a brake to the
process of abolishing capital.

The general, empirical interest of wage-labourers of all kinds in
abolishing wage-labour must therefore be embodied in a united mo-
vement for the abolition of wage-labour. This historical act can only
be performed by men who themselves suffer from their position as
wage-labourers, and therefore jointly take their fate into their own
hands. In other words, only a united working-class movement can be
the true subject of socialism. They alone provide the basic possibility
for socialism, and therefore socialism today has greater possibilities
in countries where capital and wage-labour are more developed, and
the maximum of possibilities in countries where wage-labour has be-
come the only existing form of work.

Workers capable of rationally manifesting their own personal re-
volt against their position as wage-labourers, in the sense of a revolt
against wage-labour in general, that is, of identifying their individual
interest with their general class interest, are orientated towards other
workers and are personally interested in creating an organised class
movement of wage-labourers for the abolition of wage-labour. Such,
according to Marx, are communist proletarian. They are only truly
communists as long as they are truly, in their actions, class-conscious
proletarians. However, when they become the professional organizers
or paid functi ies of the t, they very easily lose their per-
sonal motivation for furthering class interests, they cease to live as
proletarians and as a result no longer act as true communists. They
become a separate social-political force within the movement, and
finally adopt sectarian positions vis-a-vis the ?arty. Sectarianism is
yet another factor making for neutralization of the class movement,
an alienation of it in fact. Therefore the existence of individual poli-

885



tical (party and state) organizations within the workers’ movement of
a country is not sufficient evidence of the existence there of socialism
or an authentic movement for the abolition of wage-labour.

It follows from all this that the worker’s perspective for the huma-
nization of his status is not the frog’s perspective of spontaneity, empi-
ricism or reformism, nor the bird’s perspective of abstract dogmatism
or sectarianism in social action. No-one so well as Marx has critically
mastered both the position of the incorporeal spirit and the position
which comprehends the absurdity of the empirical life of man, re-
vealing their truth in the union of Kphilosophy and the proletariat, of
the class being and consci 1 bewufitsein) of the wage-la-
bourer, of the practice and theory of the working-class movement.
This union is the human (humanist) perspective which the proletariat
bears. It is today the most acute lack and most urgent task, in order
that the immeasurably greater possibilities of socialism in developed,
industrialized countries throughout the world may be materialized.
Consequently Marx is today more relevant to the reality of the socialist
movement than many of his successors, would-be Marxists, who in
attempt to be more actual, have lead the movement into various
impasses.
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THE DIALECTICS OF ALIENATION AND THE UTOPIA
OF DEALIENATION

Svetozar Stojanovié

Beograd

After so many books and articles, is there any sense in writing any
more about alienation? The modern renaissance of Marxism and
Marxology has brought about the rehabilitation of Marx's concept of
alienation. It has even become a part of the official ideological-poli-
tical jargon in Yugoslavia. The days when our philosophers fought for
the affirmation of the idea of alienation have past. In fact, indications
show that we shall soon have to control its inflation.

In order to proceed any further, we must give a brief account of
what has been done so far. First, Marx’s scattered fragments on aliena-
tion had to be gathered and made into a coherent theoretical draft. On
the whole, I think that this task of a creative interpretat.on of Marx
has been successfully completed. Much has also been done to apply
his ideas to the criticism of the modern social scene: new manifesta-
tions and forms of alienation have been identified.

One should, for the moment, move from application back to theory.
Here, two approaches are possible. The one would merely extend the
theoretical draft compiled from the creative interpretation of Marx
and construct from it a theory of alienation. The other would demand
that the draft be subjected beforehand to certain important corrections.
A theoretical apparatus built on either approach would once again
bring social practice back to critical investigation.

There is no need, here, to enter into a detailed reconstruction of
Marx’s conceptual network since it has already been largely done. It
will be enough to cite three distinguished Yugoslav Marxists who
adequately interpret Marx’s concept of alienation. There are others,
but our purpose here is not informative and even less bibliographical.

Gajo Petrovié: »But all these kinds and forms of alienation are in
the last analysis one: they are only different forms of the alienation
of man from his human ’essence’ or 'nature’, from his humanity. The
self-alienated man is man who really is not a man, a man who does
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not realize his historically created human possibilities. A non-aliena-
ted man, on the contrary, would be a man who really is a man, a man
who fulfills himself as a free, creative being of praxis.«! And further:
»One way to specify and clarify the inequality of the two parts into
which a self-alienated self is split is to describe self-alienation as a
split between man’s real 'nature’, or 'existence’, and his factual ’pro-
perties’, or 'existence’. The self-alienated man in such a case is a2 man
who in fact is not what he in essence is, a man whose actual existence
does not correspond to his human essence.«?

Vojin Milié: »Alienation, according to Marx, is man’s loss of one
of his essential characteristics or his inability to realize this charac-
teristic, or generally all of those characteristics which are specific to
him as a natural-historical being. Marx calls the collection of these
specifically human characteristics of man his generic being.«?

Mihailo Markovié: »To be alienated means, in general, not to be
what man could and ought to be: a free, creative, fully developed, so-
cialized being.«*

Alienation for Marx is the contradiction between man’s essence and
his existence. Marx often inserts the terms »generic being« and »hu-
man nature« for »essence«. Investigation has shown that Marx’s
»essence« combines, in its own way, cognitive and value content. Marx
leans on Hegelian tradition: man is alienated when he is something
other than what he is according to the concept of man. Of course, there
is another, much more common, cognitive sense of essence: a collec-
tion of the invariable, general and necessary characteristics of a class
of entities. Many people have misinterpreted Marx and incorrectly
criticised him because they read exactly this essence into his texts on
alienation.

One must also remember that Marx, when he talks about man’s
essence, has in mind a dynamic rather than a static structure, compo-
sed of some of man’s fully or partially unrealized potentials. Man
ought to realize these essential potentials. Although Marx was not sy-
stematic in this respect, we can safely point out a few of them: free-
dom, creativity, universality, sociability, etc. Marx does not include
opposite potentials in man’s cognitive term.

Alienation is for Marx a general-philosophical concept. It goes be-
yond the individual fields of social life and beyond the particular

i such as e i iology, political sci , history, psy-
chology, social anthropology etc.

Marx did far more work on the recognition of various manifesta-
tions of alienation than he did on the conceptual arrangment of his un-
derstanding of alienation. He was primarily interested in those forms
of socio-economic organization directed against man'’s essential poten-

1 Gajo Petrovié: sMarx in the mid-twentieth century«, Doubleday, 1967, p. 188.
* Ibid., p. 146.
® »Alijenacija i mod iolog
lizame, Zagreb, 1968, Vol. II, p. 91.
¢ »Marxist Humanism and Ethicse, Inquiry, Vol. VI (1968), p. 24.

888

ijae, in the collection »H i i Socija-



tials, concluding that it was class society in all of its forms. Since man’s
entire life is centered around the production of material goods, Marx
justifiably sought the primary forms of alienation there. For him, it is
tlllg source of the other forms of alienation: politics and state, religion,

, alienated needs, ted senses etc.

2.

Alienation and dealienation are the most general synthetic-critical
categories in Marx’s humanistic theory. For him, the »alienated« man
is equivalent to the »unhumanized« (or unsufficiently humanized)
man. But, as in life so in philosophy, these terms are clearer and more
common than »alienated« and »dealineated«. It is much more natural
to say that man is not humanized, i. e. that he has not realised essen-
tial human potentials, than to say that he is alienated from them.
According to common linguistic usage, an entity is alienated from so-
mething else, but not from his own potentials. Finally, the term »ali-
enation« suggests that man was earlier in an opposite, unalienated
state. But that surely would not be in the spirit of Marx’s conception
of pre-class society, although it would be in accordance with some of
Engels's romantic illusions about it.

Needless to say, philosophy does not have to acknowledge the advan-
tages of the ordinary way of expression, but one has always to ask
oneself what it achieves and what it loses by this. In this case, no one
has indicated the gains that would justify the losses. Apart from the
above-mentioned, there are also other losses, which in comparison
with the former, are far more important since they are not of a termi-
nological nature.

Students of Marx's work discovered that when writing about aliena-
tion, he does not mean some abstract but only historically existing po-
tentials of man. However, even such an interpretation of Marx's con-
cept of alienation runs into difficulties. We still could not say for a
slave, for example, that he was alienated from his historically given
potential to be free since he never had such a potential. A slave for
Marx, however, could not be an unalienated but only an alienated
man. Of course, the existence of free citizens indicates that, at the same
time, other people had and realized their potential to be free. How-
ever, there would be no sense in saying that slaves were alienated from
other people’s potential. If free citi bodied the real historical
optimum of humanness, then one should simply say that slaves were
beneath it. This difficulty does not arise if we speak about the slave
as an unhumanized man, - then the judgement that the slave was un-
humanized would be separate from the question of his potential to be
h ized (free). H , the very judgment that the slave was

lienated implies his potential to be unalienated since it is precisely
a question of alienation from his own human potential.

s That is why Zagorka Peli¢-Golubovi¢ (in her book »Problemi savremenc teori-
je litnosti«, Beograd, 1966, p. 70) says that it is better to speak about the »lack of
‘umannau than about the »alicnation of humannesse,
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Nor is Marx’s concept of man'’s essence, which is the fundamental
component of his concept of alienation, quite adequat b o
what it includes, but rather because of what it omits. Marx left behind
for philosophical anthropologists some important observations on
man’s essential potentials. Yet, his rather narrowed, value-selective
concept of made it i ible for him to include the opposite,
not less important set of human potentials as well. Marx himself so-
metimes omits that concept of essence and comes close to its more in-
clusive, cognitive concept, for example in his VIth Thesis of Feuer-
bach when he writes that human essence is the totality of social re-
lations.

In fact, man’s essence includes his destructiveness and not only his
creativity, as it appeared to Marx. One can easily say that man is con-
demned to that duality, to that contradiction of human versus inhu-
man potentials. The contradiction between essence (in Marx’s sense)
and existence belongs to man’s essence. Only gods and inhuman beings
are complete; only with them do their essential potentials and their
existence over-lap and become identical ~ with the former because of
perfection and with the latter because of their completely pre-deter-
mined being. In contradistinction to Marx’s concept of alienation, i. e.
dealienation, the t of deh ization, i. e. h ization, does
not compel us to narrow man’s »essence« so that it includes only his
human potentials.

3.

Marx was concerned with a more detailed anticipation of commu-
nism in his earlier works, particularly in Economic and Philosophical
Manuscripts, German Ideology, and Manifesto of the Communist Par-
ty. Of his later works one should above all point out his Critique of the
Gotha Programme. When writing about communism, Marx always
firmly opposed the construction of utopias. His era already bore wit-
ness to the down-fall of utopian visions: Saint Simon’s, Fourier's,
Owen’s etc. Marx proudly stressed that he was not giving any Com-
teian recipes for the future. In his Manifesto of the Communist Party
he dedicated an entire section to the criticism of utopias. Several times
he warned that it is not a question of bringing to life some utopian sys-
tem, but rather of a conscious participation in the historical process
of the revolutionary transformation of society.

Marx was one of the most uncompromising dialecticians in the hi-
story of human thought. However, turning from the past and the pre-
sent towards the future, Marx does, in some places, abandon dialectics.
In his vision of c ism one someti feels the tension between
a dialectical inclination and a utopia of definite dealineation. Dialec-
tics forced Marx to relativize, and his limitless hopes to absolutize com-
munism as his own critical-historical view-point.

As a dialectician, Marx explicitly denies that communism is the end
or the aim of history. »Der Kommunismus ist die Position als Negation
der Negation, darum das wirkliche, fiir die nachste geschichtliche Ent-
wicklung notwendige Moment der menschlichen Emanzipation und
Wiedergewinnung. Der Kommunismus ist die notwendige Gestalt und
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das energische Prinzip der nichsten Zukunft, aber der Kommunismus
ist nicht als solcher das Ziel der menschlichen Entwicklung — die Ge-
stalt der menschlichen Gesellschaft.«® There are other similar passa-
ges. Here I would only like to mention Marx’s thesis that communism
would be the beginnng of the true history of humanity. Such texts
are guotgd by those who resolutely deny that Marx ever treated com-
munism in an undialectical fashion.”

Howcyer, there were moments when Marx, in his later writings as
well as in his earlier, did describe communism as a society in which
all basic contradictions would die out, even the contradiction between
man’s essence and his existence.?

»Der Kommunismus als positive Aufhebung des Privateigentums
als hlicher Selb. fremdung und darum als wirkliche Aneig-
nung des menschlichen Wesens durch und fiir den Menschen; darum
als vollstindige, bewufit und innerhalb des ganzen Reichtums der bis-
herigen Entwicklung gewordene Riickkehr des Menschen fiir sich als
eines gesellschaftlichen, d. h. menschlichen Menschen. Dieser Kommu-
nismus ist als vollendeter Naturalismus-H i als vollendet
Humanismus-Naturalismus, er ist die wahrhafte Auflésung des Wie-
derstreites zwischen dem Menschen mit der Natur und mit dem Men-
schen, die wahre Auflésung des Streits zwischen Existenz und Wesen,
zwischen Vergegenstindlichung und Selbstbestatigung, zwischen Frei-
heit und Notwendigkeit, zwischen Individuum und Gattung. Er ist das
aufgeloste Ritsel der Geschichte und weiB sich als die Losung.«®

»Die positive Aufhebung des Privateigentums, als die Aneignung
des menschlichen Lebens, ist daher die positive Aufhebung aller Ent-
fremdung, also die Riickkehr des Menschen aus Religion, Familie, Staat
etc. in sein menschliches, d. h. gesellschaftliches Dasein.«*

»Die Aufhebung des Privateigentums ist daher die vollstindige
Emanzipation aller menschlichen Sinne und Eigenschaften.«!!

»4, glaubt er (Stirner), daB in der kommunistischen Gesellschaft von
'Pflichten’ und ’Interessen’ die Rede sein kénne, von zwei sich ergin-
zenden Seiten eines Gegensatzes, der blofi der Bourgeoisgesellschaft
aufgehort. . .«12

»Unter menschlichen Verhiltnissen dagegen wird die Strafe wirk-
lich nichts anderes sein als das Urteil des Fehlenden iiber sich selbst.
Man wird ihn nicht iiberreden wollen, dafl eine dufiere, ihm von an-
dern angetane Gewalt eine Gewalt sei, die er sich selbst angetan habe.
In den andern Menschen wird er vielmehr die natiirlichen Erléser von
der Strafe finden, die er iiber sich selbst verhidngt hat, d. h. das Ver-
héltnis wird sich geradezu umkehren.«!3

¢ »0ck ¢ h-ohilosophische Manuske
band, Erster Teil, S. 546.

7 See, for example, V. Venable: »Human Nature. The Marxian View.«, New
York, 1946 and Marck Fritzhand: »Myél Etyczna Mlodego Marksa«, Warszawa,

Werke, Dietz Verlag, Erginzungs-

1.

8 The list is long of those who have noted this.

* Op. cit, S. 536.

" d’p. it,, S. 587.

1t QOp. cit, S. 540,

1 ,Die Deutsche Ideologie«, Werke, Dietz Verlag, B. 8, S. 194.
1 uDie heilige Familiee, Ibid., B. 2, S. 190.
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About production in communism Marx wrote: »Gesetzt, wir hitten
als Menschen produziert: Jeder von uns hitte in seiner Produktion sich
selbst und den andren doppelt bejaht. Ich hitte 1. in meiner Produk-
tion meine Individualitit, ihre Eigentiimlichkeit vergegenstindlicht
und daher sowohl wihrend der Titigkeit eine individuelle Lebens-
dusserung g als im Ansch des Gegenstandes die indivi-
duelle Freude, meine Personlichkeit als %egenstdndlichz, sinnlich an-
schaubare und darum idber allen Zweifel erhabene Macht zu wissen.
2. in deinem Genuf oder deinem Gebrauch meines Produkts hitte ich
unmittelbar den Genufl, sowohl des Bewufitseins, in meiner Arbeit ein
menschliches Bediirfnis befriedigt, also das menschliche Wesen ver-
gegenstindlicht und daher dem Bediirfnis eines andren menschlichen
Wesens seinem entsprechenden Gegenstand verschafft zu haben, 3. fiir
dich der Mittler zwischen dir und der Gattung gewesen zu sein, also
von dir selbst als eine Ergidnzung deines eignen Wesens und als ein
notwendiger Teil deiner selbst gewufit und empfinden zu werden,
also sowohl in deinem Denken wie in deiner Liebe mich bestitigt zu
wissen, 4. in meiner individuellen Lebensiuflerung unmittelbar deine
Lebensiuflerung geschaffen zu haben, also in meiner individuellen
Titigkeit unmittelbar mein wahres Wesen, mein menschliches, mein
Gemeinwesen bestitigt und verwirklicht zu haben.«!

Some of Marx's famous passages on total personality, the coinciding
of the division of labour with individual inclinations, the complete
control of the social processes by associated individuals in commu-
nism etc., also sound utopian.

This utopia of complete and definite dealienation is reinforced by
Marx’s excessively deterministic inclination:!® the communist future
of humanity is assured by the inevitable laws of historical develop-
ment.

It is relatively easy to notice strains in a conceptual construction,
but it is far more important to discover how they came about. Marx’s
wavering between dialectics and the inclination to absolutize commu-
nism can, in my opinion, be explained by 1) theoretical, 2) socio-poli-
tical, and 3) psychological factors.

Hegel’s absolutist dialectic left a greater mark on Marx than should
be expected if one takes into account only the fact that Marx himself
criticized Hegel for the incompatibility of his dialectical method with
his system. As in Hegel’s absolute, in Marx’s communism all basic con-
tradictions have disappeared. The tradition of enlightenment with its
exaggerated rationalism, evolutionism and optimism also had an im-
portant influence on Marx. It was one of the sources for his limitless
belief in man and in his social, scientific and technical progress.

The second and the third factors are closely inter-related. As a
radical critic of all past history as pre-history, Marx was psychologi-
cally predisposed to absolutize his own view-point. He had to have a
terra firma, a sort of firm Archimedes point. A thinker would have a
hard time calling people to make the most revolutionary step in history

14 »Ausziige aus Mills ,Eléments d'é ie politique”«, Ibid., Ergii band
Erster Teil, S. 462.

8 1 wrote about this in W paper: »Marx's Theory of Ethics«, in Nicholas Lob-
kowics ed. »Marx and the Western World«, University of Notre Dame Press, 1967.
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if at the same time he indicated that their achievement would be only
rclag':ve.. It appears that man needs to idealize the society for whose
realization he invests enormous effort and sacrifice.

Belief in the possibility of realizing perfect goals aids in the sustain-
ment o{ the struggle for ambitious but relative aims. Woe be they who
fieht without serious hone. and no less they who fight with limitless
hope. After all that befell the revolution and his own life, how did a
Trotsky feel who had once dreamed of a communist man: »Man will
beco.me enormously stronger, wiser, freer, his body will be more har-
moniously proportioned, his movements more rhythmical, his voice
more musical, and his forms of existence will be pervaded by dramatic
dynamism.« Absolutization of the communist future engenders an ex-
ag,tzel.-a.ted expectation from socialism as well, as being the »period of
transition«. Did not the Bolsheviks attempt in revolutionary ecstasy
to symply abolish money, legal matrimony, religion?

It should be pointed out that Marx’s absolutization of
does not have an ideological character. Ideology absolutizes certain
group view-points. Bourgeois apologists, for example, presented their
society as the expression of human nature and the realization of na-
tural human rights. Marx’s vision of communism absolutizes huma-
nistic rather than any group stand-point.

When the dialectic is taken to such an extreme that the turn from
a class to a classless society is treated as absolute, then the dialectic
defeats itself because it forsees a society in which its basic principle —
the conflict of contradictions — will have no place. If one believes in
the possibility of the complete and definite elimination of inhumanity
in man, he leaves no place for further social development. One cannot
remain true to the dialectic of history if one does not respect the dia-
lectic of human nature.

What occurs to Marx’s dialectic as a result of absolute utopia, also
occurs to his progressivism. The intemperate optimism which believes
in the possibility of the definite elimination of the contradiction bet-
ween human essence and existence is responsible for its own defeat,
for it leaves no room for further humanization or progress.

A perfect idea really lacks something because, as Hegel says, it is
too good for people. With historical experience and the result of the
science of man behind us these past one hundred years, a Marxist can
no longer cultivate a limitless belief in man’s human potential.

Man has a much greater disposition for irrationality, for enslave-
ment and submission, for aggression and destruction, than Marx be-
lieved. Our century has witnessed the greatest explosion of human
evil. Of course, the conclusion here need not be that human nature is
worse today than it was before. Perhaps the modern man is even bet-
ter, only he has on hand incomparably more terrible means for in-
flicting evil. Philosophy must reserve room for inhumanity. But, if
we want to talk in a more optimistic tone, then we should say that
philosophy can reasonably anticipate only a relative and never an
absolute humanization.

Let there be no misunderstanding, h . Marx is not being re-
proached here for constructing a utopia understood as a vision of a
non-existing form of sodial organization, which by that very fact must
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contain a certain amount of the unrealizable. Without such an antici-
pation there would be no radical change of historical reality. Utopia,
understood in this relative and not absolute sense, represents a legiti-
mate constituent of Marx’s radical-critical theory of society and his-
tory. Such a utopia is inherent in his revolutionary dialectics. That is
why opportunistic theoreticians in the worker’s movement usually ca-
me forth against both dialectics and utopia in Marx.

It is characteristics of all conservatives to reject all that which is
new and untested as being utopian. A similar aversion to utopias is to
be found in the politics of piece-meal reforms. Utopias, however, have
often uncovered undreamt — of human potentials, on the basis of which
people committed themselves to the struggle for the future. Someone
once put it nicely: »The community which casts off its utopians today,
will meet moral anemia tomorrow.«

However, Marx sometimes describes that unexisting form of social
organisation — communism — as perfect. Then we cannot speak about
relative but only about absolute utopia, which finds in the human
situation the support for limitless hopes: the elimination of all funda-
mental existential contradictions. If that were to happen, then the
entire human and social situation would be transformed into a sort of
»perpetuum imobile« (R. Dahrendorf). Hence, the realization of such
a utopia would be undesirable, even if it were possible.

It is an illusion that Marx is a theoretician of a purely scientific
communism, as compared to a utopian communism. The difference
between those two types of communism is far more relative than it
appeared to Marx and particularly to Engels in his work »The Deve-
lopment of Socialism from a Utopia to a Science«.

However, in spite of periodical absolutization, Marx’s ideal of com-
munism is partly based on his insight into some of the real historical
possibilities for dealienation: a society free of exploitation, of class,
race or other kinds of discrimination, of war, a democratic self-go-
verning cc ity which disp of matenial and cultural abun-
dance, an associated humanity etc.

4.

The adherents of Marx’s theory of alienation should pay much
greater attention to the evolution of his terminology. One cannot easily
pass over the fact that in his later works Marx, as a rule, no longer
uses the word »alienation«. Already in »German Ideology« Marx self-
critically mentions »estrangement«, »shuman essence«, »generic being«
and »human nature«. In »The Manifesto of the Communist Party« he
writes: »Die deutschen Literaten gingen umgekehrt mit der profanen
franzosischen Literatur um. Sie schrieben ihren philosophischen Un-
sinn hinter das franzésische Original. Z. B. hinter die franzésische
Kritik der Geldverhiltnisse schrieben sie *Entiufierung des mensch-
lichen Wesens'. . .«18

1 Werke, Dietz Verlag, B. 4, S. 486.
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In truth, »human nature« appears again in »Das Kapital«: as a ge-
neral and as a historical nature. It appears that the recognition of a
certain essential and at the same time dynamic structure of human na-
ture falls into the specific characteristics of Marxism. But it is by no
means necessary to connect the concepts of man’s essence and nature
with the categories of alienation and dealienation, nor the other way
round, for it would — as we have seen - only bring us into a series of
unnecessary difficulties.

Alienation and dealineation are for Marx concepts containing: en-
ﬂavement — freedom, destruction — creation, egoism — sociability etc.?
These potentials of man must be freed from the terminological fra-
mework of »alienati and »dealineation«, and these terms should
be redefined starting from a narrower and more acceptable sense
found in Marx. »Alienation« and »dealineation« will thus continue to
designate important phenomena, but now these concept will no lower
run into the difficulties described earlier in this paper. All aforemen-
tioned and other essential potentials of man, together with alienation,
i. e. dealienation now redefined, should be synthesized into the cate-
gory of deh ization, 1. e. h izati

What kind of a narrower sense of alienation in Marx are we going
to lean on? It is the alienation of labor and of the products of labor.

»Und endlich bietet uns die Teilung der Arbeit gleich das erste
Beispiel davon dar, daff, solange die Menschen sich in der natur-
wiichsigen Gesellschaft befinden, solange also die Spaltung zwischen
dem b dern und gemei Interesse existiert, solange die Ta-
tigkeit also nicht freiwilig, sondern naturwiichsig geteilt ist, die eigne
Tat des Menschen ihm zu einer fremden, gegeniiberstehenden Macht
wird, die ihn unterjocht, statt dafl er sie beherrscht.«!®

»Mit der Masse der Gegenstinde wichst daher das Reich der frem-
den Wesen, denen der Mensch unterjocht ist, und jedes neue Produkt
ist eine neue Potenz des wechselseitigen Betrugs und der wechselseiti-
gen Auspliinderung.«!®

»Der Arbeiter legt sein Leben in den Gegenstand; aber nun gehort
es nicht mehr ihm, sondern dem Geg d...Die Entiuflerung des
Arbeiters in seinem Produkt hat die Bedeutung, nicht nur, dafl seine
Arbeit zu einem Gegenstand, zu einer duflern Existenz wird, sondern
daf sie aufler ihm, unabhingig, fremd von ihm existiert und eine
selbstindige Macht ihm gegeniiber wird, dal das Leben, was er dem
Gegenstand verliehn hat, ihm feindlich und fremd gegeniibertritt. . .«*

17 The very nature of language is, in its own way, responsible for the absoluti-
zation of the future. When, for example, we contrast an enslaved with a free man
of the communist future, we tend to lose sight of the relativity of these concepts.
That is why in speaking in the spirit of Marx's dialeotic, it would be better to IPtaE
of liberating, socializi nd dealienati an of free, socialized and deal
man, for these are only the ideal limits of those processes.

18 ,Die Deutsche Ideologics, Werke, Dietz Verlag, B. 8, S. 33.

1 50ck isch-philosophische Manusk «, Werke, Dietz Verlag, Ergin
zungsband, Erster Teil, S. 547.

* Ibid, S. 512.
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»Dieses Sichfestsetzen der sozialen Titigkeit, diese Konsolidation
unseres eignen Produkts zu einer sachlichen Gewalt iiber uns, die un-
serer Kontrolle entwichst, unsere Erwartungen durchkreuzt, unsere
Berechnungen zunichte macht, ist eines der Hauptmomente in der
bisherigen geschichtlichen Entwicklung. . .«

5.

Alienation should designate a particular kind of relationship between
man, on the one hand, and his activity and creation on the other. Such
a relationship can be seen in a continuum which begins with the state,
in which man loses control over his own activity and creation. Further,
that activity and creation can take control, domination and supremacy
over man — he becomes dependent on them and even begins to serve
them. Finally, they can enslave, terrorize, imperil, and evenmore, des-
troy man.

»Activity« here is used to mean all kinds of man’s mental and phy-
sical activity. »Creation« is used in its widest sense, responding to that
meaning of »activity«, so that it covers: things, organizations, institu-
tions. ideas, scientific and artistic works, linguistic creations, myths,
etc. The terms »activity« and »creation« allow us to include in aliena-
tion far more than just the alienation of labor and of labor’s product:
alienation of the state and other political institutions, ideological
alienation etc.

Human activity can alienate itself from man in two ways. First. if
it is not freely chosen but rather extorted; the aim and the conditions
under which the activity is performed are forced on man; that is why
it is not, as Marx would say, self-activity. Second, the entire persona-
lity becomes the slave of one of its own activities, for example, se-
curing a material existence; instead of the activity being man’s self-
afirmation, it dominates him. In both cases, man is more of a creature
than a real creator.

Alienation has now, as with Marx, the status of a philosophical con-
cept which transcends the individual areas of human life and of indi-
vidual sciences. The suggested meaning of »alienation« could be ope-
rationalized and so used in concrete scientific research. Even so, neither
here nor in Marx is it a purely cognitive concept but rather it is at the
same time a value-critical one. We also start from humanistic philo-
sophy, according to which man should have control over his activity
and creation, so that the contrary is judged to be negative.

The proposed definition of alienation does not in itself imply man’s
potential to change such a condition. We have already discussed the
difficulties which Marx’s concept of alienation runs into as a result of
the concept of the historically-given potential of man. Two things are
non differentiated. First, the ascertai t of alienation. S d, the
statement that man should change that condition — only then is his
real potential to do that presupposed.

# »Die Deutsche Ideologics, Werke, Dietz Verlag, B. 8, S. 88.
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We further differentiate, in Marx’s spirit, among alienation, awa-
reness of alienation and one’s attitude towards it. Alienation and
creation can be alienated from man and he can be unaware of it;
rpaybe he never knew it or maybe he surpressed it into his sub-cons-
cious. Man can be so totally unaware of alienation that he does not see
that an entity is his creation; he can even see himself as the product
of his creation (for example in religion) that is the peak of what we
can call, following Marx, the fetishism of human creation.

. Marx saw a real possibility for over-coming some forms of aliena-
tion, for example, the alienation of labor and of labor’s products, for
over-coming the state etc. Today, however, we can no longer believe
in the possibility of complete and definite dealienation, which Marx
linked with the communist future. There is always going to be the
possibility that man’s activity and creation be alienated from him.

The causes of alienation are varied. In this respect nothing can be
st§ted a priori, before concrete investigation; not even that behind the
alienation of activities and creations of some people always lie other
people who control, enslave and imperil them, although history is full
of the domination of individuals and groups over the activities and
creations of other people. Man can, for example, fall down on his
knees before God without even indirectly subjugating himself to ano-
ther man.

Marx expected all alienation to disappear with the abolition of pri-
vate property. He wrote, as we already quoted: »Die positive Aufhe-
bung des Privateigentums, als die Aneignung des menschlichen Le-
bens, ist daher die positive Aufhebung aller Entfremdung. . .«?2 Some
modern Marxists do not go along with such and similar passages, and
rightly so. For some, for example, religion has deep and varied roots,
and it is naive to believe that religion will vanish with a change in the
form of property, however long-lasting and radical.

Other critics, however, believe that the resurgence of economical and
political alienation in socialism is in itself a conclusive argument
against Marx. The usual answer to that is that Marx, in fact, never
spoke of the simple negation but rather of the »positive negation« (in
the Hegelian sense) of private property, and that it is in accordance
with his conception of socialism as a long-lasting period of transition.
But this counter-argument is only partially satisfactory.

I think that Marx's »positive negation« of private property can be
safely understood as the socialization of property. The socialist revo-
lution undoubtedly represents the dealienation of social decisi in-
cluding the working masses within that process, and therefore, the
first step towards a social organization, which should be the »asso-
ciated force of individuals« (Marx). The revolutionary state serves as
the starting lever of that dealienation. The expropriation of private
property which it carries out makes up only the beginning of the so-
cialization of ownership. That is why the existence of alienation in
the form of a poly of the revoluti y state over the administra-

t Sce footnote 10.
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tion of production, distribution and the society is still no argument
against Marx’s expectation of definite dealienation after the »posi-
tive negation« of private property.

That Janus-faced (producing both dealienation and alienation) so-
cialist state has been adequately portrayed by the best of today’s
Marxists. Unfortunately, even the sharpest critics of the Stalinist state
have not been doing enough to differentiate theoretically between the
socialist and the Stalinist state, to destroy the statist myth of so-
cialism.?8 Namely, they believe that the Stalinist state has entirely its
dealienatory character and has become the source of a new and terri-
fying alienation, but even so, they do not deny its socialist character.
However, when alienation reaches such proportions it is my opinion
that one cannot, in keeping with Marx, speak of socialism, but only
of a new class society — statism. In place of private property, not only
social but also new class, statist property can and has appeared, and
with it economic and political alienation no longer in socialism but
in statism.

Marx remains the greatest critic of alienation in the society of pri-
vate property and commodity production. It is up to contemporary
Marxists to use Marx’s ideas in order to discover and criticize aliena-
tion both in statism and socialism.

Under Marx’s influence students of alienation still feel the need
for primarily directing their attention to the production of material
goods and its impact on the totality of alienation in society. The reason
for this is that even in the most developed countries social and indi-
vidual life has not ceased to be centered around the provision of a
material existence. This, of course, does not bring into question the
results achieved by Marxists from such countries in identifying new
alienation in leisure time and in consumption.

Today, however, we can no longer seek the greatest and most im-
portant alienation in the production of a means for life, but rather
in the production of a means for death. We are all witnesses to super-
alienation: human products are now orbiting the earth, endangering
not only individuals or class but the whole of humanity. The appoca-
lyptic »revolt of things« against its creator — that anthropological form
of Final Judgment - is in sight. A cynic would say that the definite
disappearance of alienation can concur with its irreversible triumph.

2 I wrote about this in my articles: i iali i
21967 and ~Jo jedanput ‘o ciatistitkom iy semialine, Socain 3/ oes.
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L’INTELLIGENTSIA DANS LE SOCIALISME
Ljubomir Tadié

Beograd

I

Dans la sociologie contemporaine I'intelligentsia, en tant que grou-
pe social, représente un des problémes les plus controversables, et les
plus discutés ce dernier temps. Il semble, pourtant, que ce probléme
soit posé beaucoup plus avant que la pensée scientifique I'ait été con-
sciemment formulé. On pourrait dire, en outre, que le probléme de I'in-
telligentsia s'aggrave du moment ou elle commence i susciter des dif-
ficultés ou a »faire des ennuis»,! comme disait tout sérieusement J.
Schumpeter.

A T'époque féodale beaucoup de princes réclamaient aux »tétes sa-
ges« l'adulation et la flatterie, et leur offraient en revanche leur fa-
veur et leur protection. La vie intellectuelle s’est déroulée d'autre
part, sous le patronage et le controle de I'église. Vu que le serviteur
obéissant ne suscitait pas le courroux et les soucis des grands sei-
gneurs, le probléme de l'intelligentsia n’a pas été alors sérieusement
posé, car comme disait ironiquement Hegel, »I'héroisme du service
muet devient héroisme de la flatterie«.? C’étaient Wellington et Napo-
léon qui, en adressant les paroles dédaigneuses aux intellectuels, ont
fait savoir nettement que l'intelligentsia s'était rendu désagréable aux
milieux dirigeants. Le pouvoir absolu qui exige le »service muet«
ne supporte pas la désobéissance, laquelle se traduit dans le conflit
des idées avec le pouvoir, et laquelle avec I'opposition 4 la standar-
disation du comportement et 4 »I’état de chose« existant, représentent
une des caractéristiques essentielles de I'authéntique activité intellec-
tuelle.

1 Com. Josef Schump »Capitali iali et dé ie«, »Kulturae,
Beograd 1960, 217 p.

3 "Com. G. W. F. Hegel, »Phénoménologic de I'esprite, »Kulturae, Zagreb, 1955,
278 p.
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1

L’apparition_de lintelligentsia est en connexion étroite avec la
naissance des Lumiéres, aussi bien de Gréce antique que des temps
modernes. Dans tous les deux exemples historiques, I'intelligentsia
débutent par le réfutation du droit positif. La critique du droit natu-
rel s’éléve tout d’abord, contre la »tyrannie de nomos«, parce que les
philosophes grecs des Lumitres (»sophistes«) n’acceptent plus la loi
comme autorité sacrée. Le doute naturelo-juridique en 1égislation po-
sitive rejette toute obéissance non motivée, étant donné qu'elle con-
duit a la tyrannie. La seule conscience naive peut obéir sans se de-
mander d’ot vient l'ordre et dont il peut étre justifié. La sophistique
grecque rejette la définition ontologique de I'homme vis-a-vis de
I'existence, en convertissant le probléme métaphysique en probléme
anthropologique et éthico-pratique: 'homme est la mesure de toutes
choses.

Les critiques ultérieurs des Lumiéres grecques, ont établi, pourtant,
que tout art philosophique des sophistes s’était épuisé dans les efforts
déployés en vue de confondre les hommes en posant des devinettes
grossi¢res ou des »questions raseuses« et les amener a donner des ré-
ponses confuses et absurdes. Les sophistes passérent pour des malades
de la phrase d’orateur, des maitres du jeu de mots, de la polémique
et de la subtilité. En un mot ils s’étaient complus dans la raboulistique
narcissique, la réfutation sans démonstration. L’enseignement sophis-
tique a été classé dans le sensualisme de facon que sa valeur cognitive
fit sinon futile, certainement rudimentaire. L'affirmation arbitraire,
I'avis individuel ou, comme on dirait aujourd’hui, le jugement de va-
leur subjectif étaient I'alpha et 'oméga de la doctrine sophistique.
Elle était plutdt I'opinion que la pensée ayant abouti au »Erkenntnis-
nihilismus« et abdiqué de rechercher la vérité. Aussi la philosophie
authentique ne comence-t-elle qu'avec Socrate, qui a appartenu lui-
méme & la philosophie des Lumiéres, ne serait-ce que pour les con-
tester et la dépasser. Contrairement au rélativisme des soohistes qui
affirmaient qu'il n’y a pas de vérité universellement valable, Socrate
a inauguré I'amour acharné de la vérité, qui soit de la méme facon
valable pour tout et tous. Le but de la pensée philosophique consiste
en découverte du concept (»Logos«) qui annule toutes les définitions
particuliéres et subjectives et oriente la philosophie vers le savoir
objectif et la pensée conceptuelle. La voie de la philosophie, comme
savoir authentique, conduit du dialogue interrogatif sterile a logos
productif.

La conclusion principale de la philosophie des Lumiéres grecque
était que les sophistes n'avaient pas ét¢ pas philosophes. Le monde
des philosophes des Lumiéres était le monde des paroles. Le monde
des philosophes est également le monde des paroles, mais les paroles
se rattachent & des formes transcendantes, afin que l'esprit humain
puisse participer A la vérité. Ce retour aux problémes métaphysiques
et 2 la »parole de Dieu« qui a par la suite dominé durant des siécles,
la pensée européenne a été de nouveau interrompu par les Lumiéres
des temps modernes, lesquelles ont signifié la renaissance de la con-
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ception anthropologique au contenu plus profond et plus fructueux
que celui de la sophistique de Gréce antique. Les Lumiéres des temps
modernes s’élévent contre la métaphysique scolastique, en préconisant
la foi en raison et entendement et en luttant pour la lumieére (du sa-
Vonr)‘et contre les erreurs et les préjugés obscurs des si¢cles révolus.
Ce réle offensif de la philosophie des Lumitres allait se heurter 2 la
dogmatique de I'église et au pouvoir absolu de méme qu'il est entré
en conflit avec I'ordre positif d’alors pour sa nature naturelo-juridi-
que et pour avoir fait appel & la conscience et aux idéaux de’la vé-
rité et de la liberté. De la crise de I'ordre mondial féodal et de sa
maladie sociale est née la critique des Lumitres et son pathos huma-
niste. En tant qu'enfant de I'époque de la grande bourgeoisie l'intelli-
gentsia des Lumiéres, notamment Dintelligentsia du droit naturel a
porté de nouveau au centre de I'attention les possibilités et les besoins
de l'individu. Les problémes moraux de I'individu, ses droits et liber-
tés dans la société ont été opposés de fagon rigoureuse au régime de
T'arbitraire, & savoir au régime du pouvoir politique absolu. En France
ot la philosophie des Lumiéres a pris sa signification socio-politique
la plus épurée cette philosophie a nécesséraiment abouti a des con-
séquences révolutionnaires. Dans sa Phénoménologie de I'Esprit Hegel
a fait remarquer avec raison que la »conscience noble« qui cesse
d’étre identique aux intéréts généraux et qui est pour cette raison
toujours préte a la révolte, devient la »conscience perfide« car »Welt-
geist« s’est evaporé d’elle. La critique des Lumiéres a du reste montré
que l'ordre positif est entré en conflit avec I'histoire, c’est-a-dire que
son authenticité historique est ébranlée au point qu’elle devienne non
seulellnent frein du progrés social mais aussi le mensonge du monde
actuel.

111

La sociologie contemporaine de I'intelligentsia, 4 laquelle J. Schum-
peter a donné le ton fondamental, établit que les intellectuels ne sont
pas une classe au sens ou le sont p. ex. les ouvriers industriels. Le
noyeau du groupe constitue les écrivains qui prennent une position
critique a I'égard de la société. Ils possédent trois caractéristiques:
1. le manque de responsabilité immédiate, 2. le manque de connai
sance de premiére main qui ne peut fournir que l'expérience vérita-
ble, 3. la tendance a la position critique.t Arnold Gehlen considére
également que parmi les intellectuels il convient de compter ceux qui
possédent la force de la parole prononcée et écrite, principalement les
publicistes et les écrivains engagés.’ Leur est propre la définition de
Weber de la soi-disant »éthique de conviction« (3 la différence de
»I’éthique de responsabilité«) qui ne peut exister qu'en tant que dis-
cours, expression, agitation, et avant tout comme réprimande et incul-

» Ibid. 274 p.
4 Com. Josef Schumpeter, n. d. 215 p. et 216 p.
% Com. Arnold Gehlen, »Das E der Intellektuel Gber dem

Staate, »Merkure«, deutsche Zeitschrift fir curopaisches Denken, XVIII Jahrgang,
Heft 5, 1964, 408 p. et suite.
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pation. Etant donné que la majorité des intellectuels est frustrés par
I’état d’oubli, ils manifestent la forme agressive de la critique. Gehlen
voit dans le conflit de l'intelligentia avec le pouvoir politique la lutte
de deux aristocraties pour le pouvoir. Raymond Aron de méme que
Schumpeter et Gehlen, ne compte parmi les intellectuels que les écri-
vains et les philosophes, en un mot ceux qui vivent pour la raison
et de raison et non tous ceux qui ont acquis des hautes qualifications
formelles (universitaires). Aron estime aussi que chez I'intelligentsia
il s'agit du prestige des hommes des idées sur les hommes de la
pratique. Ils oscillent entre la résignation réelle et lintrasigeance
verbale, et critiquent afin d’éviter la résponsabilité des conséquences
désagréables.® M. R. Lepsius suit T. Geiger et établit la dichotomie
du pouvoir et de I'esprit qui est ontologiquement fondée (»Sur la na-
ture des choses«). Les intellectuels sont des individus non-organisés,
qui ne sont résponsables que devant leur conscience ou les grands
idéaux de 'humanité. S'ils ne veulent pas perdre leur vocation ils ne
s'occupent pas de politique. Or, la vocation de I'intellectuel est la cri-
tique. Mais I'abstinence de 'activité sociale condamne I'intelligentsia
4 la résignation, et leur critique devient incomptétente et illégitime.?
M. Mazzola est d’avis que I'intellectuel se distingue par le geste, les
maniéres et 'amour pour la personne. Son réle est (double): habitué &
I'inefficacité de sa révolte, il finit par sa valorisation, la thématisa-
tion de la pure révolte ou du pur mouvement de I'dme, de la subjec-
tivité absolue.8 W. Mills exprime dans sa théorie la souffrance de I'in-
telligentsia dans le monde moderne o I'esprit ne peut exister que
sur le plan technique. Il semble que, dans le monde d’aujourd’hui,
le savoir intellectuel aboutisse & 'impuissance que l'intellectuel soit
d'autant plus confondu qu'il poss¢de de plus de connaissance. Aussi
'autocensure est particuliérement présenté dans le domaine des scien-
ces sociales du fait que les intellectuels choisissent des problémes moins
dangereux au nom de la »pure science« ou qu'ils vendent le prestige
que leur érudition peut avoir aux buts qui ne sont pas les leurs.®

Si nous examinons les points de vue des sociologues contemporains
de l'intelligentsia nous remarquerons facilement qu'ils respirent de
P'esprit typiquement conservateur ou bien par I'esprit du pessimisme
apre. Certaines affirmations de ces sociologues sont exactes, alors que
les autres sont aussi exactes mais de pure forme et superficielles. L'in-
telligentsia n’est pas certainement une classe aux intéréts stables, car
elle était trop longtemps serviteur pour devenir groupe social indé-
pendant. Ce sont les idéaux généraux souvent insuffisamment inartu-

¢ Com. Raymond Aron, »L'opium des intellectuelse, Calman-Lévy, Paris 1955,
215 et suite.

7 Com. M. Rainer Lepsius, »Kritik als Beruf zur Soziologie der Intellektuclene,
Kolner Zcitschrift fir Soziologic und Sozialpsychologie, 16 Jahrgang, Heft I, 77 p.
et suite.

® Com. Michel Mazzola, »De I'intellectuel chez Marx au marxisme des intellec-
tuels«, »Arguments«, No 20, Paris 1960, 20-26 p.

® Com. Wright Mills, »Le savoir et le pouvoire, »Vuk Karadfiée, Beograd 1966,
6 p. et suite.
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culés de I'humanité que unissent les intellectuels. En fait, I'intelli-
gentsia constitue une mince couche d’écrivains et de philosophes
orientés d'une maniére humaniste dont la seule force réside dans la
parole écrite et prononcée, parole de la critique, de la protestation et
dg .la contestation, des »passions de la téte«. Dans un monde 4 la ci-
vilisation technique, qui apprécie par dessus tout le succes et I'effica-
cité et 'esprit humain, & savoir l'activité intellectuelle authentique,
laquelle ne peut étre utilisée comme instrument et transformée tech-
nologiquement, soit qu’elle n'ait rien a chercher soit qu'elle »fasse des
énnuis«. Aussi la critique intellectuelle peut-elle paraitre irrespon-
sable et incompétente et la philanthropie de intelligentsia abstraite
et indéterminée. Les sociologues conservateurs de [lintelligentsia
oublient, pourtant, que »I'irresponsabilité« de l'intelligentsia est la
conséq du pole de la resp bilité détenu par ’homme
d’action politique ou de »Weltlauf« qui a renoncé a l'activité intellec-
tuelle pour I'amour de 1'opportunité operationnelle. Gehlen lui-méme
établit qu'aujourd’hui il n’y a plus de privilége pour I'esprit que la
noblesse de I'esprit est 'apanage des temps passés: du féodalisme et
de I'époque de la grande bourgeoisie, tombe dans la contradiction
quand il affirme que I'aristocratie de I'esprit veut usurper le pouvoir
a l'aristocratie politique.1?

Or, le probléme de la sociologie conservatrice de l'intelligentsia
est en méme temps le probléme d’un type d'intelligentsia ayant existé
et agi parallélement 4 I'intelligentsia humaniste, mais en tant que son
antipode. C'est le probléme des intellectuels apologistes ou idéolo-
gues de status quo. Selon leur opinion implicite ou explicite, la digni-
té de l'activité intellectuelle peut exister seulement si elle est utili-
taire, techno-bureaucratiquement utilisable; le temps des tétes indé-
pendantes doit étre irrémediabl t révolu: l'intelligentsia n'a sa
raison d’'étre que comme serviteur de la »société industrielle« et de
son Etat, en tant que leur ingénieur scrupuleux. De la la critique de
I'intelligentsia humaniste constitue en méme temps la critique de la
fagon de penser négative du point de vue du positivisme. Aussi cette
critique dénonce-t-elle toute sorte de contestation raisonnable comme
sophisme d'un dilettante, si bien que son intention principale consiste
A présenter toute pensée objective comme opinion arbitraire qu’il
faut sous-estimer ou la rejeter comme »irréelle« et »utopique«.

Cependant, le progrés de la technique et de la science reposant
sur la technique n’est pas équivalent du progrés humain. Or, cest 1a
que réside la pensée principale du positivisme qui veut éduquer et
transformer 'homme par une simple tr ission des i e
par leur propre dressage. Méme ce courant de la pensée découle de
la philosophie des Lumiéres, mais aboutit 4 la rationalisation en tant
que réification. Ici la science positive doit devenir autorité pour toute
philosophie. »Nous pouvons dire que la science, dit Leo Strauss, est
1'é1é t de la philosophie ou de la sci moderne qui a »réussie«,

19 Com. Arnold Gehlen, n. d., 418 p.
408




alors que c'est la phllosophle qui a éprouvé I'échec«.! La ration-
nalité de la »science qui a réussi« est nettement technique et particu-
liére, alors que celle de la philosophie, en tant que pensée négative,
dialectique et universelle. La vérité de la science réside dans son
application technologique, celle de la philosophie réside, pourtant,
dans I'union de la théorie et de la praxis.!

v

11 y a lieu de poser la question suivante: est-il opportun de con-
sacrer tant d’espace aux problémes de principe de l'intelligentsia
quand on a en vue le sujet spécifique. »L'intelligentsia dans le so-
cialisme«? Cette question est, pourtant, en connexion avec une autre:
existe-il le probléme de l'intelligentsia dans la société socialiste?

Tous ceux qui ont étudié Marx, savent bien que ce penseur révo-
lutionnaire était, d’'une part, pour la »critique de tout ce qui existe«
et de I'autre pour la critique de toutes ces formes de la conscience
idéologique, de la »pure philosophie« et de la »pure science«. Aussi
le probléme du réle de 'intelligentsia dans le socialisme est-il étroite-
ment lié avec le réle et la place de la théorie ou de la maniére de
penser négative dans I'édification de la société socialiste.

Marx part du point de vue qu'au monde moderne, qui est divisé
en classe antagonistes, sont immanentes les contradictions et que tout
essai intellectuel de les concilier sur le plan intellectuel est pareil a
la présentation idéologique et fausse de la réalité. En d’autres termes,
le monde ot il n’y a pas d’harmonie ne peut étre présenté de fagon
harmonieuse et logiquement cohérente. Or, I'intellectuel qui annule,
par les paroles, c'est-a-dire au niveau de »logos« les conflits sociaux,
peut du reste I'affaire, mais d'une maniére illusoire et fictive. Cepen-
dant, malgré cette fonction apologétique qu'a I'intelligentsia dans
son réle du défenseur des intéréts de la classe dirigeante, lesquels ne
sont pas généraux mais particuliers, 'activité intellectuelle peut res-
ter neutre au point de vue valeur, se retirer du monde dans une so-
litude monastique ou se livrer & la pure contemplation »tout en aban-
donnant le monde & sa folie«. Cette indifférence implique, pourtant,
un point de vue nettement positiviste sur la fatale invariabilité de la
réalité existante. Cette passivité signifie 'admission tacite que I'exi-
stant soit égal  la réalité et par cela méme qu'il existe est justifié.
Ce point de vue laisse la porte grand’ouverte au décisionnisme de
toute sorte, & savoir & l'option arbitraire de n'importe quel ordre
social ou politique. Ce type de travail intellectuel, en tant qu'eman-
cipation de la pensée, a été également considéré par Marx comme
activité idéologique ou intellectualisme qui est égal 4 la scolastique.

1t Com. Leo Strauss, »Droit naturel et I'histoire«, Plon, Pam 1954, 95 p.
hi, EY

!* Quant au rapport de la science et de la phil e la
comp. les analyses dans Jirgen Habermas, »Théorie und Praxis«, Luchterhand
Neuwied am Rhein und Berlin 1963, 821 p. et suite.
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. 1l'y a encore un troisi¢éme type de travail intellectuel: la contesta-
tion de la pratique aliénée. Ce n'est que dans ce domaine que l'intel-
]}geptsm procéde en sa qualité d'intelligentsia comme critique de
1 existant, car elle ne veut ni ne peut admettre cet existant pour
réalité intellectuelle, puisqu'elle trahirait la liberté et la vérité. Ici
se manifeste I'amour socratique des concepts authentiques. La vérité
n'est pas un événement subjectif, quelque chose de relatif et d’arbi-
traire. La lutte pour la vérité, I'aspiration et la tendance a la dé-
couvrir représente un acte révolutionnaire par excellence. Clest la
seule voie pour comprendre le point de vue de Marx et d’Engels
figurant dans le »Manifeste du parti communiste« selon lequel les
communistes »devancent théoriquement le mouvement (ouvrier)«.
Dans »L’idéologie allemande« Marx a d'ailleurs souligné que »c'est
la révolution que est la force motrice de I'histoire et non la critique«.
Aussi peut-on poser la question suivante: comment est-il possible de
concilier un tel point de vue avec un autre point de vue de Marx
sur la »critique de tout ce qui existe« p. ex. dans la lettre 4 Rouguet
et I'épilogue de la seconde édition du »Capital«? La contradiction
est nettement apparente. La critique en tant que critique est un acte
intellectuel de contestation de I'existant. Et comme telle elle est au
service du progres. Cependant comme une ceuvre isolée de l'intel-
ligentsia elle n’est que la parole, le logos et I'étincelle. Sans contacts
avec la pratique, c'est A-dire avec la partie du peuple que est organi-
quement et historiquement orientée vers la lutte contre les forces de
I'aliénation et de la réification, la critique intellectuelle reste impuis-
sante au point de vue social. L'activité intellectuel reste soit la »phi-
losophie réflechie« soit le »monde d’éducation« de Hegel, si le »lo-
gos« ne se joint pas au »praxis« afin que la »praxis« s'éléve a la
hauteur du principe. Ici se manifeste particuliérement le point de vue
de Hegel selon lequel, ressusciter les abstractions dans la réalité signi-
fie détruire la réalité. En prenant le dessus sur I'existant, la critique
se transforme de l'activité purement intellectuelle en activité révo-
lutionnaire critique et pratique. Ce n’est qu'avec I'abolition des con-
tradictions entre la parole et I'oeuvre, I'union de la théorie et de la
praxis, que disparaissent les conditions objectives pour la naissance
de I'idéologie, en tant que fausse conscience ou comme »conscience
juste de la praxis erronée«. Ou en termes sociologiques, le socialisme
dans le sens de Marx n'est pas réalisable que dans l'alliance de I'in-
telligentsia humaniste avec le prolétariat, & savoir dans 'union de la
philosophie révolutionnaire avec la classe révolutionnaire.

v

Or, afin qu'existe la philosophie révolutionnaire et son sceptisme
productif doivent étre présentes certaines conditions politiques et de
I'esprit essentielles. En effet, doit exister le climat politique et la
»liberté négative« ou la parole libre, sincére est non seulemen_t admis
mais méme désirable dans le plus haut degré possible. Ce n'est que
dans ce climat qu'il est possible de créer la situation antiidéologique
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étant donée qu’a la liberté et 4 la vérité sont intéressés dans la méme
mesure et ce vitalement interessés, non seulement la philosophie ré-
volutionnaire mais aussi la classe révolutionnaire. La parole libre est
I'oeuvre historique de la critique des Lumitres et du droit naturel
adressée contre l’arbitraire absolutiste. Alors la bourgeoisie révo-
lutionnaire a représenté et personnifié des intéréts réunis et géné-
raux de tout le peuple privé de ses droits contre le »crime notoire«
de I'ancienne aristocratie. La critique de la »conscience perfide« a
été et elle est restée pour toujours, comme patrimoine révolutionnaire
de toute I'humanité, condition du progrés social. Afin que '’homme
devienne la mesure de toutes choses, mais non plus au sens subjectif
du mot, la philosophie doit devenir laique, pratique. Or son engage-
ment dans le monde ne signifie pas l'identification a la folie du
monde, de méme qu'il ne veut pas dire non plus qu’elle soit plongée
dans le chaos, mais I’action afin que la »passion de la téte« devienne
la »téte de la passion« et que la réalité sociale aboutisse 4 son con-
cept (Begriff).

L'intellectuel se rend militant au moment o il transforme la lutte
idéologique en lutte réelle. Est-ce que cela signifie qu’il soit, en tant
qu'intellectuel, sacrifié au militant?

La réponse 4 cette question dépend en grande partie de conception
de la praxis. Si I'on entend par la notion de praxis la pragmatique
de la lutte politique quotidienne, c’est-a-dire, si 'on substitue & la
praxis la technique politique alors I'intellectuel est vraiment sacrifié
au militant qui a perdu l'orientation historique et commencé & s'ac-
quitter des tiches quotidiennes d’une organisation politique avec
discipline. Dans ce cas il cesse de prendre le parti »dans I'acception
historique du mot« (comme Marx a nommé une fois le parti commu-
niste), en se faisant »militaire du parti« au sens de l'organisation
politique éphémére et de la pragmatique du service quotidien. Dans
ce cas il a discipliné non seulement son comportement, mais aussi sa
pensée. Son activité existe pour l'activité elle-méme: I'activité sans
signification et but historique. Dans I'histoire du mouvement ouvrier
socialiste se sont comportés ainsi le plus souvent les intellectuels ayant
considéré la victoire de la classe ouvriére comme une sorte de marche
fatale pour la liberté, une nécessité naturelle o ¢’étaient les intellec-
tuels ayant fondé toute leur activité sur une simple indignation mo-
rale, la pure révolte contre la folie du monde capitaliste et 'attente
utopique que la société socialiste que venait de naitre du capitalisme,
résolve tous les problémes au moyen de la baguette de tée et les
délivre de la préoccupation due a la réflexion critique sur l'avenir.
Ce n'est que dans ce sens qu'il est justifiée l'observation de R. Aron
que la révolte des intellectuels aboutit au térrorisme et au »Staats-
rason«. s

Le mouvement ouvrier qui s’est exclusivement inspiré par les idées
de Kautsky et de Lenine sur l'intelligentsia a compris de fagon in-
compléte la critique de Marx partant sur I'intellectualisme. 1l a oublié

13 Com. Aron, n. d. 221 p.
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que la fonction critique de lintelligentsia ne finit
o . pas avec la con-
gtuéte po]mgue du pouvoir de la part du parti ouvrier révolutionnaire,
talm dc;_r;nc que persistent les. gontradictions de la société bourgeoise
3 es effets de conscience r.éxfxéc. Cependant, 'erreur fatale réside
ans le fait que l’ldenhﬁcatnon de T'activité de I'organisation politi-
;-]“C éphémeére (»_l tht prolétaire« et le parti communiste) au déve-
hc_bptpclpent de »1 esprit du rnon_dc« (Weltegeist), & savoir du progrés
dlS orique. On a cons.lder.é. et I'on considére encore aujourd’hui time-
ement Ie‘progrés huston.q}xc comme monopole de I'Etat et du parti,
;t bien qu' une pers:onnahte d’Etat ou de parti puisse commettre des
autes, le parti et I'Etat, en tant qu'entités abstraites, sont infaillibles
car ils sont titulaires tacites du »savoir absolu«.1
L Or, du savoir absolu jusq!.l'au pouvoir absolu il n'a a qu'un pas.
.e pouvoir absolu, surtout s'il tend a la perfection technique, appré-
cie par-dessys tout I'efficacité. 11 n’admet 1'activité intellectuelle que
comme fabrlcatlpn des mythes sur son infaillibilité ou, comme con-
naissances .techmqu'es, ou comme aurait dit Marx, en tant que »savoir
bureaucratique« qui accroit son pouvoir et son prestige. Un tel pou-
voir, sans égard  son étiquette socialiste, ne supporte intelligentsia
que comme serviteur, comme appareil. Ainsi, dans la société socia-
llste: réapparait le probléme de I'apologie intellectuelle ot est res-
suscitée de facon grotesque la situation idéologique typique et dé-
nudée dont cette société a ddt triomphe per definitionem. A la place
de I’Etat qui dépérit, en tant que régne de contrainte patriarcale et
de Staatsrdson, aparait dans le socialisme la théorie sur le »soidisant
_ raffermissement de I'Etat«, comme conséquence absurde de I'enseig-
nement, que la dictature du prolétariat est le pouvoir qui ne s’appuie
sur aucune loi.

Dans un tel climat intellectuel et politique doit cesser nécessaire-
ment la fonction négative de la raison, c’est-a-dire toute recherche
critico-pratique de la vérité, de facon que s’etende de maniére illimi-
tée, I'empire de I'opportunisme politique, du mensonge et I'hypocrisie,
4 la place de la dialectique révolutionnaire.

Le savoir bureaucratique et technocratique qui dans I'efficacité
voit le seul critére de la vérité exige la capitulation de I'investigation
intellectuelle impartialle au profit de I'action partialle et exécutable
dans la pratique. Le gofit pour la contestation critique de la pratique
aliénée s’estompe tout d’abord, puis disparait enti¢rement, parallele-

4 Dans son écrit »La tactique et I'éthique« Lukics G. a consacré 'attention aux
problémes des travailleurs intellectuels et la gestion intellectuelle. Selon lui la ges-
tion de la société est un probléme congnitif théorique au sens de la philosophie de
I'histoire de Hegel ct de I'enseignement sur la conscience de soi. Lukéics, pourtant,
transmet sans intermediaire, le concept transcendental du sujet-objet réuni dans le
domaine empiriaue. C'est proprement dans le mélange de la pratique et de la théorie,
propre A la facon de penser hégélienne, résident les racines de la conception qu'un parti
politique posséde pour toujours le »savoir absolue. (Com. Lukécs. n. d., 154 p. et
suite dans mon ouvrage le »Parti du prolétariat«, »Sedma sila«, Beograd 1966).

T. W. Adorno a observé avec raison avec un certain cynisme, que I'intellectuel
admettant de facon non-critique le parti en tant que titulaire du savoir absolu fait
du bruit secouant des chaines, en imaginant que le son des chaines soit la démarche
de I'esprit du monde lui-méme.
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ment 3 la disparition et 4 la mise hors loi de tous les droits publics
subjectifs qui présentent un intérét vital non seulement pour l'intelli-
gentsia mais aussi pour le prolétariat.

La haine du practiciste et du routinier envers la théorie se trans-
forme en haine paranoique a I'égard de l'intelligentsia, et tout dia-
logue raisonnable. En I'absence de la tolérance nécessaire et de I'at-
mosphére démocratique, les travailleurs intellectuels oscillent entre
deux alternatives typiquement idéologiques: I'engagement vulgaire,
I'apologie de I'existant et la pure plation ou la démission. Dans
le meilleur cas ils peuvent s'occuper des »problémes non-dangereux«
ou des sujets neutres au point de vue valeur pour qu'ils puissent plus
facilement surmonter I'inutilité de leur existence.

Parallélement a la séparation de la théorie et de la praxis apparait
le résultat négatif de la séparation de V'intelligentsia révolutionnaire
et de la classe prolétarienne révolutionnaire. De méme que la fon-
ction de l'intellectuel de contester 'existant est mise hors la loi, est
aussi etouffé le droit séculier de la classe ouvriére de lutter, en fai-
sant des gréves et en s'organisant elle-méme contre les forces de
réification par la propagande trompeuse selon laquelle il est absurde
qu'un ouvrier s'él¢ve contre »son« Etat ou »son« parti.

Le probléme de l'intelligentsia dans le socialisme s'insére dans le
probléme plus général des tiches inaccomplies par la révolution so-
cialiste. Il s'agit tout d’abord de la praxis socialiste qui n’a pas réussi
a faire face a I'aliénation politique. Aussi le retour a la légitimité
de la raison négative constitue une des conditions essentielles de la
renaissance socialiste.
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THE END OF THE IDEALS OR OF IDEOLOGY?
Miladin Zivotié

Beograd

I should like to examine the relationship between the categories
mentioned in the title of this paper: the relationship between the ideals.
the ideology and the reality in which we live. I propose to discuss the
following principal questions: which are the fundamental ideals of our
age and what is their fate; which are the fundamental ideologies today
and how do they express the reality of our age.

I should first like to define the fund 1 concepts t
the title of this lecture.

What is an ideal? We use the word »ideals« to denote the most
general ends man adopts in order to transcend the existing reality and
achieve new and more humane conditions of his social life. Ideals are
the most general values-ends used as the basis for acquiring critical
knowledge of the existing reality, as the basis for the transvaluation
of all existing systems of social values and sooial relationships. An
ideal is the fundamental end connecting into a unified whole all parti-
cular ends which guide practical activity directed to the change and
tr dence of the existing structure of a given society.

An ideal is the highest end which can be achieved only by changing
the basic structures of the existing reality. The presence of an ideal
enriches our knowledge of reality and our practical activity with ele-
ments of criticism and a negation of the existing limits of human
freedom and with the demand for their transcendence. Ideals impose
the truth about man and society which does not reflect the existing
reality but reveals a new historically created possibility for the hu-
manization of the world and man.

Ideals are the basic links of temporal dimensions of the past, the
present and the future. Ideals ensure that the present is not accepted
as the only form of reality: they actualize the past and with their help
history is studied in order to discover the possibilities for changing the
existing reality. The ideal enables us to conceive the possibility of a
more humane future as the real essence of the world and man; it intro-
duces futuristic di ions into man’s i and activity, those

d in
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dimensions whose absence entails the loss of a critical attitude towards
the existing reality and complete immersion into the existing structures
without any awareness of the limits they impose on freedom. The past
and the present are not equivalent to pure facticity, i. e. the only possi-
ble reality solely from the standpoint of ideal projections.

If they are deprived of these dimensions of projection, of negation
and of transcendence, the ideals may acquire an ideological form;
they are no longer ideals in regard to their essential content, their new
form and changed meaning serve to achieve the mystification of the
existing reality, the indoctrination of human consciousness and the
maintenance of the given society.

The fundamental ideals of our age have been transformed into
ideologies. Their function is no longer to direct human thought and
activity towards the new horizons of freedom; their changed content
enables them to be an instrument of the mystification of the existing
reality and of the normative regulation of behaviour in the frame-
work of the given social structures.

In ordinary usage the word »ideology« commonly denotes the tota-
lity of forms and constituent elements of the social consciousness of a
particular social group or epoch. However, it has several divergent
meanings appearing in theoretical discourse.

At the end of the Second World War, in 1947, UNESCO adopted
a resolution which asked for a theoretical analysis of contemporary
ideological conflicts. The purpose of the analysis was to discover the
theoretical presuppositions necessary for their solution. A group of
philosophers was asked to compile a »vocabulary of technical terms«
necessary for the classification of data which were to be collected.

One of the participants in this project, the Norwegian philosopher
Arne Naess reported in his book »Ideology, Objectivity and Demo-
cracy« that the crucial concept of ideology had been the most difficult
to define.

Ideology is defined as a set of ideas, beliefs and ways of thought
characteristic of a given group or epoch. According to Karl Mann-
heim, e. g. »we refer to the ideology of an age or of a concrete histo-
rico-social group, e. g. of a class, when we are concerned with the
characteristics and composition of the total structure of the mind of
thisgt;poch or of this group« (»Ideology and Utopia«, N. Y., 1946,
p. 49).

In the usage of some theoreticians, however, the term has a specific
meaning which is more restricted than the one mentioned above: ac-
cording to Theodore Adorno, ideology is »a highly developed system
of official beliefs and attitudes of a social organisation« (Th. Adorno,
»Authoritarian Personality«, N. Y., 1950, p. 162).

According to Lasswell and Kaplan, ideology is » political myth
whose function is to maintain a particular social order« (»Power and
Soociety«, New Haven, 1950, p. 117). This restricted meaning in which
ideology is conceived as a system of official beliefs and attitudes of a
particular social organization, as a consciousness whose function is to
maintain the existing social order, corresponds to Marx's use of the
term.
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For Marx ideology connotes the class structure of social conscious-
ness, the »production of ideas« in which the resulting product becomes
an idependent power and reduces man to a mere means. This produc-
tion ot ideas is a reflection of man’s objective dependence on material
forces: this depend is repr d as the of man’s being,
the essence of the world in which he lives. The ideological conscious-
ness is an adequate reflection of man'’s false being, it reflects the exist-
ing historical limits imposed on his reality and his dependence on
authoritarian social universality; it represents these limits and this
dependence as the only possible form of reality.

Two main characteristics of the ideological consciousness in this
sense are the following:

1. The ideological ¢ i is i which falsifies,
distorts, »turns upside down« the essential relationship between man
and reality; when his consciousness is ideological, man forgets that he
has created the sense of the world in which he lives, he experiences
himself as a dependent and unfree being, a creature of higher powers:
God, the state, the party, the charismatic leader, etc.

This distorted representation of man’s relationship with the world
in the ideological consciousness is an apprehension and expression of
a relationship - a relationship which consists of man’s dependence on
alienated social forces. Ideology is a form of consciousness in which
the el ts d ding the tr d of this relationship are
increasingly absent.

2. Ideological consciousness is a fragmented, divided consoiousness;
it often represents as the whole sense of the world and man what is in
fact only a part of the world and of man. This »bias« in ideological
consaiousness expresses a real division of man’s social being into a
class being, a religious being, a moral being, a legal being, a political
being, etc. These represent separate mutually conflicting spheres into
which man’s being is divided.

Ideological i is false consci in a special sense -
it is both a reflection and a mystification of the factual reality, both
an affirmation of the existing alienated world and a negation of ope-
ness towards new possibilities, both a guide for action in the limited
framework of the existing reality as well as man’s illusory knowledge
of himself, his perspectives and his bondage. It follows that ideological
consciousness is always an expression of particular social interests.

These fundamental characteristics are expressed today mainly
through the imposition of the bureaucratic organisation of the society
as the main form of organisation of the social relationships. Today the
ideological consciousness expresses and strengthens the dependence of
man on authoritanian, bureaucratic powers. )

This dependence is expressed in the form of political myths, in cults
of charismatic leaders, in political pragmatism, technocracy, and
in other tendencies to impose limited spheres of existing social norms
as the only values, as the unique standards of the humane and the real.
The embodiment of « porary ideological consciousness is man
who s the political pragmatist, the specialized scientist, the religious

411




individual whose faith sustains him in this world without love and
hope, the moral agent whose acceptance of the existing moral norms
makes him highly adapted to the authoritarian social structures, etc.

Man thus divided is constantly subject to value conflicts — between
honesty and practical wisdom, between duty and happiness, between
individual and general interests — and deprived of all projections and
perspectives for the solution of these conflicts.

The limited standards of value provided by science and politics,
morality and religion, technology and law are ideologically imposed
on him in order to adapt him to the existng reality, and to maintain in
precarious balance his real division into a private and public indivi-
dual in circumstances where there are no possibilites for radical trans-
cendence of this division.

Ideological consciusness is based on intellectual emptiness and dis-
integration of those ideals-projections capable of unifying man’s acti-
vity and social practice and directing them towards the transcendence
of the existing limits of human freedom.

Ideology is consciousness deprived of the ideal as the integral me-
dium of the practical human consciousness and activity.

*

Let us examine the two fundamental ideals of our age — the ideals
of liberalism and communism. Liberalism and communism are the
two great visions of the world which played an extremely important
part simultaneously as ideals, as forms of social consciousness and as
theories of man and sodiety, in the formation of the intellectual tradi-
tion and the climate of opinion in our age.

The ideals of liberalism have their origin in the bourgeois revoluti-
ons, especially the French Revolution and its Déclaration de droits de
T'’homme et du citoyen. They are based on the idea of the individual
citizen whose freedom serves as the foundation for the freedom of so-
ciety, and whose desire to secure equal opportunities for personal deve-
lopment gives rise to the organization of society in the form of the
state; the individuals become subjects of the state on the basis of a
contract made for the sake of their own prosperity and well-being,
and not for the sake of some higher power requiring them to renounce
their freedom. The fundamental ideals of liberalism were expounded
by John Locke, Benjamin Constant, Wilhelm von Humboldt, John
Stuart Mill, Herbert Spencer and others. They were contained in the
ideals of the French Revolution — the ideals of liberty, equality and
fraternity.

The fullest statement of these ideals was given by John Stuart Mill,
who writes: »That principle is, that the sole end for which mankind are
warranted, individually or collectively, in interfering with the liberty
of action of any of their number, is self-protection« (John Stuart Mill,
»On Liberty« in »Utilitarianism, Liberty and Representative Govern-
ment«, London, 1914, pp. 72-78). In what concerns himself alone,
everyone is independent and legally sovereign. »Over himself, over his
own body and mind, the individual is sovereign« (ibid, p. 73). »This,
then, is the appropriate region of human liberty. It comprises, first,
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the inward domain of i d ding liberty of conscience
in the most comprehensive sense; liberty of thought and feeling; ab-
solute freedom of opinion and sentiment on all subjects, practical or
speculative, scientific, moral, or theologioal« (ibid, p. 75). The freedom
of the individual, the freedom of his private iinitiative represents for
the liberals the basis of a rationally organised society. The state can-
not interfere with his activity when his ends concern himself alone.
The individual has better knowledge of himself than the state; he is
capable of better judgement of his own good and advantage than other
people, and he should not be prevented in exercising it. »The only
freedom which deserves the name, is that of pursuing our own good
in our way, so long as we do not attempt to deprive others, or impede
their efforts to obtain it ... Mankind are greater gainers by suffering
each other to live as seems good to themselves, than by compelling
each to live as seems good to the rest« (ibid, pp. 75-76).

The main forms of liberty are the liberty of thought, speech, press,
assoaiation, behaviour in accordance with one’s own beliefs as well as
the freedom of private economic initiative.

Liberalism emphasizes the freedom of thought and the freedom of
private initiative: »If all mankind minus one were of one opinion, and
only one person were of the contrary opinion, mankind, would be no
more justified in silencing that one person, than he, if he had the pow-
er would be justified in silencing mankind« (ibid, p. 79).

Freedom of thought is impossible without the freedom to doubt and
to exercise personal choice. No one has the right to infallibility.
Everyone's duty is to follow one’s own reason, regardless of the con-
clusions to which he may arrive. Everyone has the right to submit the
grounds for any opinion or attitude to thorough and unrelenting exa-
mination. »If even the Newtonian philosophy were not permitted to be
questioned, mankind could not feel as complete assurance of its truth
as they now do« (ibid, p. 83).

Without this freedom, social education can only be tyranny. Free-
dom of judgement, of critical thought, and of personal choice are ne-
cessary conditions for the development of the social character of the
individual. According to the liberals, freedom of choice is essential
for the development of man’s capacity to distinguish between good and
evil and realize moral virtue. The state should not play the policeman’s
part in the field of morality; it should not enlarge its competences
and interfere with the freedom of individual conscience and choice.
The state may restrict the freedom of the individual only when his be-
haviour is a source of harm to other individuals and limits their free-
dom.

Liberal ideals are based on the wtilitarian philosophy, according to
which the general interest of the sooiety is built out of the sum of the
particular interests of rational individuals. )

Utilitarianism and liberalism are representative of the age of rising
capitabism and its belief that the initiative of the individual constitutes
the basis for social development. At that time there were no discerni-
ble social tendencies which favoured the rise of bureaucratic social
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systems. Liberals were opposed to bureaucracy and to the influence of
civil servants, regardless of their moral qualities, since bureaucracy
has an inherent tendency to deprive the people of its freedom.

Mill’s work »On Liberty«, the classical statement of liberalism, ends
with the words »A State which dwarfs its men in order that may be
more docile instruments in its hands even for beneficial purposes —
will find that . . . the perfection of machinery to which it has sacrificed
everything will in the end avail it nothing, for want of the vital power
which, in order that the machine might work more smoothly, it has
preferred to banish« (ibid, p. 170). Social progress can be assured only
by the free development of every individual and free private initia-
tive »since by it there are as many possible independent centres of
improvements as there are :individuals« (ibid, p. 128).

However, the course of events did not conform to the liberal pre-
dictions — the state of laissez faire capitalism, the state of unrestricted
initiative of private individuals has been transformed into an authori-
tarian bureaucratic power.

Liberalism maintained that the individual ought to be treated by
state institutions -according to the rational principles which grow out
of his free consciousness and activity. This type of rationality has been
destroyed by contemporary bureaucratic society and replaced by a
new type of rationality, viz. the technological rationality. The liberal
and utilitanian doctrine of the individual in the civil society takes the
interests of the rational and normal private citizen as the standard for
the assessment of all social institutions. This dooctrine conceives thc
normal individual as a natural egoist whose respect for the interest of
other individuals is dictated by his reason in his own interest. Accord-
ing to the utilitarians, an individual can achieve the maximum of hap-
piness only if he promotes and does not obstruct the happiness of
others, only if the highest good iis defined by the following maxim: » Act
in such a manner that your activity achicves the greatest possible hap-
piness of the greatest possible numbers.«

According to the utilitarians, reason is based on the knowledge of
the consequences of our behaviour, and it says that pure and lasting
individual happiness is achieved by conformity to the iinterests of the
majority. Social justice is founded on the balance of our interests and
the interests of others. The common good is expressed through the
general will; the general will is not a self-subsistent substance, origi-
nating from mystical entities like the Uolksgeist or the Staatsraison
in spheres separated from the consciousness, activity and interests of
individuals; it has its origin in the national ends of individual human
wills. Liberal rationalism is opposed to the separation and antagonism
between the general social iinterests and the particular individual in-
terests. The utilitarians had tenaciously defended and expanded the
fundamental idea of the social contract theonies, viz. that all men are
by nature equal, that reason is the most fairly divided thing among
men, that reason, founded on individual experience, is the basis for the
solution of all social conflicts and relationships.

The individual reason is the only possible source of rationality.
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Herbert Spencer maintained that the »limitation of state’s functions
results from the process of the specialization of (individual) functions,
which accompanics all organic and super-organic evolution« (H.
Spencer, »Political Institutions«, London, 1885, p. 659). Spencer pre-
dicted that the functions of the state as a power over society would be
increasingly reduced with the development of knowledge and prac-
tical skill, since the individuals would then be able to organize their
behaviour into increasingly har i social relationshif

This prediction has been falsified by the development of society
since Spencer’s time. Individual behaviour has not been the focus for
the rationalization of social relationships, which has been carried out
independently. The control of individual behaviour by social institu-
tions has been strengthened and not ‘weakened during the process of
rationalization, which has in turn been infl d by the technological
revolution of 20th cetury. The state is no longer the »night watchman«
of individual interests and has become an instrument in the hands of
bureaucracy, a uniquely powerful social stratum.

The influence of liberalism was kened as the q of
these developments. The liberal political parties gradually became an
insignificant part of the Western political systems.

Classical liberalism was unable to satisfy the interests of the work-
ing class. Equality is conceived by liberalism in legal terms characte-
ristic of the civil sooiety, i. e. merely in the sense of equal rights with
no regard for the question of equal social opportunities.

This explains why the liberal ideal of equality, in addition to its
legal aspect, has also its religious, i. e. illusory complement. Although
utilitarianism and liberalism continued the struggle of Enlightenment
against religion (the liberals fought for the separation of the church
from the state) and maintained the tradition of 18th century rationa-
lism, they left to religion to provide compensation for real inequality.
The faith in God before whom all men are equal, the faith in the
Creator, who made all ien equal, the faithin the Saviour, who dies for
all men, represent ideological compensations for real inequality. Real
equality is abandoned to the goodness and wisdom of the Creator; its
achievement in the distant future is a matter of faith.

Liberal democracy could not have been democracy for all members
of society. This point is rightly emphasized by Maurice Duverger,
who writes: »What could have meant freedom of thought, frecdpm of
the press, freeedom of bly and iation to the workers in the
cellars of Lille ... who were barely able to keep themselves alive,
shut-up for at least 14 hours a day, exhausted by work, nearly naked,
with no culture and even deprived of the most elementary education«
(M. Duverger, »Democracy without People«, Beograd, 1968, pp. 109-
110

But the fate of liberal ideals was not decided by the appearance of
the socialist and ist ideals and ist parties which were
capable of adopting the rational core of liberalism and its demand for
the freedom of the individual as a necessary condition for the freedom
of society. Liberalism was rejected and not tr ded in the deve-
lopment of socialism. The fate of liberal ideals was decided by the ap-
pearance of bureaucracy and technocracy, i. e. by the appearance
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of a form of society in which bureaucracy uses technological rationa-
lity, created by the scientific revolution of the 20th century, to estab-
lish new patterns for the authoritarian manipulation and over the
individual. L i

In its conception of human freedom, socialism did not even trans-
cend the bourgeois-legal-horizon. It even suppressed those freedoms
which had already been achieved in the civil society. This fact can
explain a characteristic phenomenon of our age — the hunger for li-
beral values. For some intellectuals of our age, liberalism is a peren-
nial problem. The fundamental h values emphasized by libera-
lism — the freedom of thought, speech, opinion, association, etc. — are
not only undeveloped both in some Eastern and some Western sodial
systems, but also restrained and suppressed.

Classical liberals thought in terms of small states with small admi-
nistrations. But two super-states with powerful bureaucracies have
appeared and divided the world into two opposed blocs.

Classical liberals thought in terms of private capitalists, private
entrepreneurs, but a powerful system of state capitalism has emerged
since its time.

Classical liberalism counted on the increasing influence of the indi-
vidual reason and consciousness, but social relationships have come to
be rationally regulated in terms of the impersonal bureaucratic insti-
tutions and not in terms of the individual reason. This shift is part of
the process in which social institutions are increasingly alienated from
the individual.

Classical liberalism believed that knowledge and education contri-
bute to the freedom of the individual and increase his social power;
knowledge was conceived as the basis for the rational ordering of so-
dial relationships. But our age has witnessed the appearance of a form
of society correctly described by C. Wright Mills’ statement that the
power élite is no longer the élite of culture. Society is not governed by
men of knowledge and culture; they are merely paid specialists.

The society which has emerged annihilated the basic presuppositions
of liberalism; consequently, liberalism is no longer capable of answer-
ing questions concerning the direction, the fundamental values and the
ends of social development. This does not mean that liberalism has be-
come superseded, but simply that it has been suppressed.

The fate of liberalism in these circumstances is indicated by one of
these two alternatives:

1. Liberalism remains the ideal of a small intellectual élite which
leads a struggle against total reification, against complete institutionali-
zation in bureaucratic system. At present the ideals of liberalism serve
primarily as the focus of resistance for the members of a small intel-
lectual stratum in the West against the attempts to turn them into
officials and employees of the bureaucratic state. But this intellectual
élite which opposes total reification with liberal ideals lives increas-
ingly exiled, without influence on the course of social life and the so-
lution of practical social problem.

2. Liberal ideals may undergo an ideological burcaucratic transfor-
mation. They become ideological phrases, embellishments in politi-
cians’ vocabulary used in the process of the bureaucratization of so-
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diety. In the society where state administration is stronger every day
and appropriates all political, economic, educational and other social
functions, in the society where individual life is organized in such a
manner that it increasingly loses its autonomous character as it com-
pletely conforms to the institutional framework, the appearance of li-
beral ideals in official political pronouncements can have only one
meaning — the meaning of ideological mystification. The conflict be-
tween the liberal and the comservative political parties has almost
completely disappeared from practical social life. Liberal ideals are
now used for moralistic embellishment of the existing reality; they live
only in rhetorical phrases of contemporary political pragmatists, in
phrases which contmbute to the maintenance of the existing order and
not to its change. Invocations of freedom and the right to autonomous
personal choice can only be ideological embellishments in the circums-
tances of the increasing authoritarian institutionalization of society.
The ideological use of liberal values occurs at a time when they are
absent from the actual practice of social life.

This use has an ideological character since liberal ideals are em-
ployed to give a false representation of man’s relation to reality. They
are no longer guides to critical knowledge of human possibilities and
of the limits of existing reality, but instruments of manipulation whose
purpose is to ensure the conformity of the individual to the given so-
ciety; they serve for the mystification of the existing reality and in-
crease his dependence on it.

In contemporary Western societies this gap between liberal phrases
and authoritarian social practice is constantly widening. According to
the pertinent observation of Maunice Duverger these societies are more
and more »democracies without people«. Democratic freedoms belong
to an increasingly smaller number in the power élite. The freedom
of choice is destroyed by authoritarian programming of individual
consciousness and by restricting the number of possible alternatives.
Political parties in power and those in opposition have nearly identical
programmes. The Gallup Institute can predict the results of elections
in Western democracies precisely because the individual is subject to
progr ing and ipulation. Predictions are based on simple cal-
culation of the intensity and scope of ideological indoctrination ope-
rations before elections with the help of the powerful mass ‘commu-
nication media. Public opinion has degenerated into mass opinion since
individuals have b incapable of resisting the penetration of po-
litical ideologies. Lo

Thus the gap between reality and liberal ideals widens. Belief in
them still enables a small number of individuals to resist successfully,
but generally they are pessimists since they are conscious of the gap
between freedom and reality and are powerless to transcend it. As an
instrument of ideological indoctrination, liberal ideals foster illusions
about freedom and pseudo-rationalizations concerning reality, they
prevent the formation of the cnitical consciousness of existing reality.
In these cir t: the invocation of liberal ideals contributes to
the maintenance of the status quo and not to an openess towards new
possibiliies.
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Liberal ideals are most often used to compromise socialism and
communism by maintaining the false dil : either « ism of
the Stalinist type or liberalism of the existing capitalist society. The
purpose of this ideological manipulation of liberal ideals is to narrow-
down man’s ¢ i of the possibilities which can and ought to
be chosen as a means to transcend the existing reality. A twofold my-
stification is achieved by this use of liberal ideals: a. communism is
identified with Stalinism, and b. liberalism is identified with the exist-
ing structure of capitalist society. The conflicts of interests of two bu-
reaucratic super-systems are represented as conflicts between libera-
lism and communism.

This ideological use of liberal ideals will in the future have the pur-
pose of concealing the real meaning of communist ideals rather than
directly attacking Stalinism, since increased structural similarities
between Western societies (particularly USA) and the Soviet system
are the result of objective social development. In both systems the so-
cial order is founded upon the rising power of bureaucracy. This pow-
er increases with the developmnt o? technology. In both systems tech-
nological development has been transformed into an end and is no
longer a means for the liberation of man. This transformation of the
means into an end, as well as any reversal of the means-ends relation-
ship, is founded on definite particular interests: when technological
development is adopted as an end in itself, it is in fact always used as
a powerful instrument in the hands of bureaucratic power over people.
In both systems technology increasingly becomes a means to maintain
the subjection of man rather than a means for his liberation.

The similarity of these two systems is clearly revealed if social
structures are studied from the standpoint rightly imposed by Max
Weber. According to Weber, if we want to assess any sodial order, we
must examine what type of man has the best chances to prevail under
it. This idea is adopted by C. Wright Mills, who writes: »The most
important questions to be asked about any sphere of society are: what
kind of man does it tend to produce? What personal styles of life does
it encourage and foster?« From this standpoint Mills gives the follow-
ing correct diagnosis of the analogies between the Soviet and Amenican
societies: »In the American whitecollar hierarchies and in the middle
levels of the Soviet ‘intelligentsia’ — in quite different ways but with
often frightening convergence — there is coming about the rise of the
cheerful robot, of the technological iidiot, of the crackpot realist. All
these types embody a common ethos: rationality without reason. The
fate of these types and this ethos, what is done about them and what
they do — this is the real, even the ultimate, show down on 'socialism
in our time. For it is a show down on what kinds of human beings
and what kinds of culture are going to become the models of the imme-
diate future, the commanding models of human aspiration« (C. Wright
Mills, »Power, Politics and People«, New York, 1963, p. 393).

The Soviet Unjon today iis a strongly developed bureaucratic society
ru}gd by the Holy Trinity of political bureaucracy, technocracy and
military bureaucracy. The Soviet society has not resolved the funda-
mental contradiction of capitalist sooiety between the private indivi-
dual and the authoritarian social whole alienated from it. It has
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strengthened this contradiction and developed it in a new way. In the
same way as in the West, there has occurred a strong development of
the state and its institutions which deprive the working class of the
possibility of direct control of society.

The fate of Marx’s ideals of communist freedom in the Soviet so-
ciety has been similar to the fate of liberal ideals in the Western de-
mocracies without people.

What is the relationship between liberal ideals and Marx's ideal of

ist human ity?

As theories of freedom, both doctrines involve the beliefs that free-
dom and reason coincide, that greater rationality is the basis of free-
dom and, conversely, that greater freedom of the individual is the
basis of a greater rationality of society as a whole. Both doctrines see
freedom as an essential condition of man’s authentic life. Both doctrin-
es deny the possibility of freedom which would not be the freedom of
individuals: freedom can exist only through free individuals. Both
doctrines affirm that the freedom of choice and of autonomous estab-
lishment of individual ends are essential to the idea of freedom. Both
doctrines adopt the view that the self-activity of individuals is the
only possible basis for genuine universality at the level of the society
as a whole, etc.

The differences between the two doctrines are essential, but they do
not arise from complete incompatibility of two value systems, as it is
maintained by both Stalinists and pseudo-liberal bourgeois politicians.

Liberal ideals can be realised only if they are transcended, not sup-
pressed, by the communist ideal of freedom. Liberalism conceived
freedom as the freedom of the private individual who is incapable of
transcending the state as an alienated gencral power and whose ad-
herence to private interests places him into constant opposition tow-
ards its tendencies to independence. It is obvious today that this is
completely ineffective as a means for securing the freedom of the pri-
vate individual. Man as the bearer of freedom is conceived in libera-
lism as a divided being, living in perpetual conflict between private
interests and the interests of society as a whole.

Liberalism asks for rationality as the balance of limited private in-
terests and controlled but alienated general social interests. Marxism
pleads for a new type of rationality as the basis and expression of
freedom. Liberalism is not aware of the fundamental limits of civil
society. According to Marx, in the existing class society these limits
are expressed in the fact that man »leads a double life — a celestial
and a terrestrial life, and not only in thoughts, in consciousness, but in
reality and in life as well - life in the political community, where he
appears as a social being and life in the civil society, where he acts as
a private person, regards other people as means and becomes a play-
thing of alien powers« (K. Marx, »The German Ideology«).

Civil society has established and strengthened, alongside the sphere
of private interests, the sphere of »abstract, mute«, authoritarian social
generality and political institutions of the state. But freedom is possible
only if both poles of this contradiction are transcended. Then, and only
then, the freedom of the individual can become a necessary condition
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for the development of society as a whole. Until this division of man
into a private geing and a subject of the authoritanian state is trans-
cended, real freedom and real rationality are impossible; real ratio-
nality consists in man’s ability to govern society without alien powers,
to be a self-governing findividual. Communism represents a demand
for the creation of a society in which sooial institutions would be the
means, the instruments of the self-organization and self-government
of individuals, and not a power over them.

Rational freedom as the ability to regulate private interests in the
society of alienated generality is impossible. The only possible type
of rationality in these circumstances s technological rationality which
is a form of manipulation practised by the élite on all other members
of society. The freedom of private initiative increasingly gives way to
authoritarian censures of individual behaviour.

Marx’s vision of new rationality and freedom is essentially connect-
ed with the appearance of the free self-governing human community
which can only anise with the simultaneous negation of both the egoist-
ic individual and the alienated iinstitutionalization of socdiety, with (in
Marx’s terms) the negation of political society,i.e. the society with poli-
tical institutions as instruments of power over man. Man cannot orga-
nize his own powers within the framework of political community;
this is possible only in the process of the withering away of the state
and its political institutions. Socialism is either the process of this ne-
gation or it is no longer socialism. Socialism is not a new type of poli-
tical and constitutional order, but the process of suppressing all insti-
tutions which would confine sodiety within a closed political system.

According to Marx, »social revolution is the protest of the indivi-
dual against his isolation from the social ity, which d d
a free community as the essence of individual man«. Every society in
which the common interest is not defined in terms of liberated self-
acting individuals is not a free human community in Marx’s sense, but
some particular type of political, i. e. class sodiety.

Marx demands a Copernican turning point in the relationship be-
tween the individual and society which would make possible for the
first time both the real freedom of the individual and the real unity of
freedom with the rationality of reason (Vernunft): he pleads for the
negation of every authoritarian social whole and demands an indivi-
dual who carries his social being autonomously within himself as his
own need and power. The role of the proletariat in this process is not
the establishment of proletarian government, a political system with
institutions in which other members of society would be subjected.
For the real, essential interests of the proletariat this is a contradictio
in adjecto. Whenever the system of political power is strengthened in
the name of the proletariat, this is not done in its real interest. The
real interests of the proletariat, as the bearer of universal human
emancipation, can be realized only in the process of negating the social
stratum whose function is to rule over men. The free human commu-
nity can arise only through this negation. But the proletariat as a class
is also negated and transcended in this process. The proletariat has no
objective particular interests which it should meed to defend by a
closed political social system.
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. The fate of Marx’s ideal of free self-governing community has been
similar to the fate of liberalism. At present it represents a focus of
resistance in bureaucratic societies which call themselves socialist, but
it is also being subjected to ideological transformations and mystifi-
cations on a mass scale. The basic intention behind these transforma-
tions is to deny the function of the ideal as the revolutionary critical
negation and the guide in the process of transcending all forms of poli-
tical alienated soaiety. If an ideal loses this negativistic critical conno-
tation it passes into its opposite and serves for the apology of political
practice aimed at the maintenance of a particular political system of
rule over man, as an instrument of rationalization of particular bu-
reaucratic interests which impose themselves as the only possible form
of general social interests.

We shall now show how Marx's ideal of free self-governing com-
munity was re-defined in Stalinist ideology.

1. One of the most important ideological mystifications is the ido-
latry of work and of the working class as a class. Soviet society is a
society of state economy. The Soviet worker is a wage labourer in the
service of state bureaucracy. He is denied both the free disposal of the
means of production and the control over the distribution of his surplus
labour. He iis even less free than wage labourers in Western societies:
his freedom to travel and even to choose his work is severely restricted
(he is often deprived of the right to change his place of work). In these
ocircumstances Marx’s doctrine of the working class as the bearer of
universal human emancipation changes into its opposite. The worker
as a worker, the working class as a class are exalted as the highest
attainment humanity has reached so far. This idolatry of the working
class conceals the real relationship; the underlying intention is to
condemn the working class to remain a class by declaring that
it has achieved the maximum of freedom ‘in the »socialist state«
since it no longer produces for others, but for itself, i. e. for its own
»people’s state«. This idolatry of the working class serves to conceal its
real perspectives of humane future in which it would transcend itself
as class, i. e. as a limited, particular sphere of society and by its free
self-activity suppress the authoritarian social whole existing in the
form of the state and its political institutions ruling over man.

The working class cannot realize any of its interests as a class if it
is deprived of its historical possibility to transcend itself as a class and
create a society of real equality. The idolatry of the working class is
accompanied by moralistic sermons about work as the meaning of hu-
man life and the foundation of human essence and freedom in the pre-
sent circumstances. Man as a worker becomes a universal moral ideal.
The worker is eulogized as the paradigmatic creative being, and ex-
hausting overtime work is identified with creative practice; all this
occurs while the worker is completely deprived of the right to dispose
of and control the means and results of his labour. .

Marx declared neither that labour, as the production of economic
wealth, was the end of human life, nor that the development qf l.abour
productivity was the fundamental aim of socialism. But this is the
fundamental tenet of Stalinist ideology. For Marx, labour and its pro-
ductivity represent the means which should lead to the appearance of

421



free time in the free community as the essential condition for human
creation »according to the measure of beauty« and development of in-
dividual capacities. However, the Stalinist ideology maintains that »la-
bour plays the principal part in the formation of aesthetic views and
interest of the Soviet worker; and on the other hand the development of
aesthetic views promotes a deeper comprehension of the beauty of la-
bour and its transformation into the principal need of human life«
(»On the Personality of the New Worker«, Moscow, 1963, p. 198).

Stalinist ideology maintains that the social character of the indivi-
dual is developed duning the process in which the social norms are
interiorized. »In the moral code of the builders of communism, collec-
tivism is regarded as one of the most important abilities of the Soviet
man« (Op. cit., p. 187). According to this ideology, collectivism or the
subjection of the individuals to the collective 1s a necessary condi-
tion of individual freedom. Freedom is interpreted as a form of
subjection to the needs of the social whole and to the laws of the ex-
ternal world.

2. This idolatry of the work and the working class is complemen-
tary to other forms of ideological consciousness, the most important
being the idolatry of the charismatic leader, the so-called personality
cult. The appearance of the cult of the chanismatic leader is the fullest
ideological reflection of the social being of bureaucratic societies call-
ing themselves socialist. In all societies characterized by class inequa-
lity and power over man the cult of that power necessarily emerges.
The cult is the most general expression of the individual’s dependence
on the forces which are above him and to which he is subjected. The
personality cult is a new form of religion necessarily present in all
class societies.

Contemporary Soviet ideology indulges in vigorous criticism of re-
ligion in the traditional sense of the 18th century Enlightenment, but
it nevertheless takes upon itself all the principal concerns of religious
consciousness and performs its basic function, viz. the expression of the
individual’s dependence on the social forces as the essence of human
life and the only possible form of human existence. The death of the
God in heaven gives nise to the apperance of new gods on earth; the
object of worship is now the ruler of this world whose person is the
embodiment of social power and authority. According to the cult, he is
all powerful and, since his power is unlimited, he become the only uni-
versal being; he is responsible for the success of revolutions. He is the
fullest embodiment of general interests. Everybody awaits his wise
words as the voice of law. Without him anarchy would break loose. He
is the embodiment of rationality and freedom. Compared to him, all
other men are creatures unable to make deoisions and take risks. Chaos
comes after him. His capricious voluntarism is presented as the form in
which historical progress manifests itself. Above responsibility, he is,
nevertheless, the anxious father whose censure and punishment are
severe but just. He cannot be replaced or removed from his position;
the unity of the party, the people, the class, the state, etc. rests on him.
All these religious elements of the personality cult cannot be unders-
t90d if they are not recognized as accurate reflections of a real despo-
tism, of a real usurpation of the authority, of bureaucratic power
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which has arrested social development, of the actual feeling of depen-
dence, of all members of society on this all-powerful centre of usurped
power.

But in common with all ideologists this cult represents man’s depen-
dence on forces which dominate him as his essence and only possible
form of reality, thus concealing the possibility and perspectives of real
human freedom.

We have a complement to the idolatry of charismatic authority when
the practical political ends of the given society are imposed as an ideal
in an authoritarian manner, and a macro-structure of the existing
reality is identified with achieved socialism. Thus sodialist ideals be-
come an instrument of tyranny: they are used to justify norms im-
posing behaviour in conformity with the global structure of the so-
called socialist system i. e. with the interests of its rulers. Communist
ideals have been transformed iinto an ideology which conceals contra-
dictions of the so-called socialist system, identified by the bureaucratic
social order with achieved sodialism.

This transformation of Marx’s ideal of a free human community
into an ideology which justifies and mystifies a bureaucratic social
system has not been effectively resisted by communist parties outside
the so-called socialist countries. This has had a very important effect
in the absence of a critical attitude towards the practice of socialist
countries and the related loss of critical contact with their own society.
Western communist parties have increasingly ceased to be guided by
Marx’s ideals of socialist humanism; they have partly succumbed to
strong ddeological indoctrination coming from »fraternal parties« of
socialist countries and thus have abandoned the revolutionary stand-
point of adequate criticism of the civil society and has lost contact with
the real interests of their own working class.

The greatest number of Western communist parties arc no longer
guided in their practice by the values of Marx’s humanism. Their ge-
neral outlook and theoretical ideas, their interpretation of Marxism
and the tactics of political struggle, resemble more and more the Real-
politik of social democracy, which renounced the revolutionary strug-
gle for the change of the class structure of contemporary society.

3. Invocation of the ideals of socialist humamism has a twofold
function in Stalinist social systems: a) to conceal the truth about exist-
ing reality by the identification of socialism with existing legal and
political order; b) to serve as an additional moral embellishment when
mystification by means of identification is not completely effective.
When all the brutalities of coercion and inequality in bureaucratic
systems are clearly revealed, then the élite resorts to the ideals, un-
realised so far, in campaigns of nostalgic recollection, to moralistic
sermons, to moralistic demands for equality, etc. from the centres of
political power. But all this is forgotten shortly after the recovery of
the given system of bureaucratic power. L .

Bureaucracy did not establish the prinaiple of socialist equality as
a legal constituent of social relationships and thus prevent by law the
possibility of seizing the surplus labour from the working class; it gave
no legal guarantee to the sodialist principle of equal rewards for pro-
ductive and unproductive labour. It has systematically avoided ap-

423



plying this principle (considered by Marx to be a reliable instrument
against the transformation of bureaucracy from the servant into the
master) and has only verbally endorsed it when it has been forced to
do it by the resistance of the working class against inequality and
unjust appropriation of the surplus labour.

When it is forced to speak of socialist equality as an ideal, bureau-
cracy only produces ethical sermons which are not intended to change
anything ‘in the existing structures. The ideals thus become instru-
ments for the embellishment of social structures characterized by in-
equality and sodial injustice.

4. The ideals of Marx’s socialist humanism have undergone inter-
esting transformations in the framework of Stalinist ideology in so far
as it is concerned with the assessment of the past. For Marxism these
ideals represent the foundation of critical knowledge concerning both
the present and the past; they are necessary for the critical assessment
of the past, since only a cnitical mon-apologetic attitude towards hi-
story of the communist movement, enables us to apprehend and re-
veal authentic possibilities and an authentic future. In the Stalinist
ideology the attitude towards the past and .its assessment are prima-
rily intended to strengthen the meritocratic foundation of bureaucra-
tic authority. The authority of contemporary bureaucracy is merito-
cratic; membership in the ruling élite is based on merit. The majority
of those who seized power after the socialist revolution had been revo-
lutionaries. But their achievements have become instruments of ideo-
logical indoctrination; their struggle for the free human community,
for the freedom of all has been transformed into a new form of power
over men.

Various :ideological myths about the past flourish in this society of
the bureaucratic authority. The past, as well as the present, becomes
the medium which reveals only the infallible genius of charismatic
leaders expressed in thought and action. Charismatic individuals be-
come demiurges of history. The working class is conceived as malleable
material shaped by their genius. The charismatic leader has always
been present everywhere; the decisive battles were fought and the fate
of the revolution dedided only where he was present. The critical atti-
tude towards the past appears from time to time provoked by clashes
between the bureaucrats. History is then shortened, the pages describ-
ing the af:hlievements of the fallen leaders deleted. If a new person
succeeds in becoming the head of the hierarchy, history undergoes a
fund.amental revision (when Khrushchev was in power all histories of
the Second World War primarily emphasized his role in the war).
Since every bureaucratic system is characterized by the continual
struggle for supremacy in the power élite, history is shortened every
time one of the former heroes, after whom towns, villages, streets,
factories and schools were named, falls from power. The length of
history varies inversely with the concentration of power.

History of this kind always provides a paradigm. Historical writings
are transformed into pedagogical treatises. Their purpose is to set an
example to future generations. Bureaucracy thus enslaves the past, the
present and thg future. It tries to prevent the new generations from
arniving to their own conclusions about their ancestors and choosing
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their future on the basis of their own commitments. The meritocratic
;e})resentaexon of the past is exclusively intended to strengthen the
in luencc' of the ruling bureaucrats. In spite of its professed reliance
on Marx’s so-called materialistic interpretation of history, Stalinist
ideology has in fact abandoned it, since it represents history as the
work of heroes. The emphasis on the role of the working class and the
»masses of people« in history does not possess serious methodological
significance and is just a rhetonical phrase with no influence on the
actual interpretation of history.

5. The relationship between Stalinist ideology and theoretical
thought has often been examined in the writings of Yugoslav philo-
sophers and social scientists. We shall consider only some recent chan-
ges affecting this relationship.

Stalinism passes through two phases of development. Some of its
present characteristics make it considerably different from the Stali-
nism of Stalin’s time. These new characteristics are important enough
to merit the name of Neo-Stalinism. In Stalin’s time, the voluntarism
of charismatic authority was the ultima ratio both of theory and of
practice. Only what this capricious voluntarism imposed was regarded
as objective. Political pragmatism based on this voluntarism was the
supreme arbiter in all spheres of intellectual life and social practice.
The foundation of theoretical thought consisted iin the enforced accep-
tance of gross ideological mystifications as the framework of »free-
dome. But this period has ended and the struggle for technological
rationality in social theory and practice has started. This is shown by
the present state of philosophy and other theoretical disciplines in the
Soviet Union which accurately reflects the events and changes in the
Soviet society since the 20th Congress of the Communist Party. In
philosophy and the social sciences the Stalinist old guard is now oppo-
sed to the new generation which tries to re-orient philosophy, sodio-
logy, etc. in the direction of porary operationalism and func-
tionalism, and to change the present sectarian, dogmatic attitude to-
wards the results of soience in Western Europe. There is now less
direct imposition of political voluntarism in the form of ideological
interventions which serve as the final arbiters in matters of theory.
I believe the time has past when the Central Committee of the Party
passed resolutions even on the questions of genetics. Philosophy and
the social sciences are now asked by politicians to contribute to the
creation of the most effective methodology of the existing political
practice. The results of soience and of positivistic orientations in We-
stern philosophy are now increasingly used for the purpose .of 9I!e
existing political practice. Not long ago many.spheres of scientific
inquiry in the West were stigmatized as bourgeois nonsense. N.?vf the
studies in these previously d d discipl — tunc so-
ciology, symbolic logic, theory of meaning, cybernetics — are translated
on a mass scaleiin the Soviet Union. The fundamental aim is to bring
the existing theory and practice into accord with the results of con-
temporary technological revolution. . .

What has changed? The demand for the suppression of every cri-
tical attitude towards the soceity as a whole has remained. Since this
critical attitude towards the whole is absent from contemporary positi-
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vism and functionalism, the methodology of these orientations can be
applied very successfully for the purpose of effective manipulation of
the existing facts and relationships. A critical attitude and dogmatic
intolerance are maintained exclusively in regard to the humanistic
philosophy and theory in the West, in regard to the philosophy of
existence, phenomenology, and, particularly, in regard to Marxist cri-
ticism of contemporary society. Self-censorship remains the necessary
condition of theoretical work. But excommunications and political
anathemas are now applied only to those who want to know and to
express the truth about the whole, who want to have a critical attitude
regarding the whole.

Acceptance of the existing structure as the only possible reality still
remains the framework of all theoretical thought. Within this frame-
work we can discern attempts to give to bureaucratic voluntarism a
more methodological cast, and to replace blunt censorship and brutal
torture with milder forms of manipulation provided by contemporary
science and technology. Theory is pervaded by a bureaucratic spirit in
a new form, by bureaucratized scientists whose work is aimed at pro-
viding politicians with a methodology for solving problems of limited
scope in the framework of existing social relationships by the use of
technology. These scientists devote themselves to the construction of
»situational logics« and methodologies of effective government in va-
rious spheres of social life. The bureaucratic conformity of theoreti-
dians is manifested in new forms. Communism, socialist equality, so-
cialist democracy, freedom of the individual, the self-activity of the
proletariat, self-government and other values of socialist humanism
are increasingly absent from the technological vocabulary of theoreti-
cians. The disappearance of these values-embellishments is denounced
by the Stalinist old guard as a de-ideologization and opposed in the
name of old forms of partiinost, i. e. with the demand for direct sub-
ordination to Lenin’s theory and praxis. The new generation of theore-
ticians is struggling for the technological rationalization of political
voluntarism.

This new generation reduces humanistic problems to the demand for
a new system of ethics and authonitarian morality, for systems of norms
of behaviour whose function is to effect the socialization of the indi-
vidual in the framework of the existing whole, his maximum functional
adaptation to the existing social structures.

The principal characteristic of Neo-Stalinist ideology is techno-
cratic and sdientist attitude to science and to the theory of man and
society; according to Neo-Stalinism, science is the sole instrument
and the sole criterion, and constitues the only possible knowledge of
reality. This attitude is excellently adapted to the irrational character
of the whole. For science is conceived as an instrument of the techno-
logical rationalization of existing reality and not as an instrument of
its change through critical knowledge. In their main epistemological
orientations instrumentalism and functionalism are close to the posi-
tion of contemporary Western positivism.

The problems of humanism are reduced to the questions of how to
achieve a moral being perfectly adapted to the given society, and a
methodology of successful interiorization of the authoritarian whole in
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individual consciousness and behvaiour. Thus technocracy and mora-
lism are integrated into a dualistic unity, characteristic of every bour-
geois ideology. In this manner, the conformity of individual thought
and behaviour are produced on a mass scale; this conformity is more
than evident today when the system has clearly revealed its brutality
in the occupation of Czechoslovakia, while only a few heroic voices
were raised in protest.
*

Today it is often maintained that the present age will witness the
end of 1deology.

A book by Daniel Bell is entitled »The End of Ideology«; Raymond
Aron has written a study on »La fin de l'age idéologique«; and in his
»ldeologie und Wahrheit« Theodor Geiger also refers to the end of
ideology.

Geiger writes: »We designate as ideological those statements which
by their linguistic form and the sense it expresses, present themselves
as theoretical statements about reality, although they contain atheore-
tical elements which do not belong to reality as it is objectively
knowne«. According to Geiger, ideology is a set of evaluative state-
ments which are not scientific, cognitive statements capable of empi-
rical verification. Evaluative statements include philosophical, ethical,
aesthetic, political statements based on the so-called »primary judge-
ments of value« (Primirbewertungen, Werturteile), i. e. on the imme-
diate judgements of taste. It is senseless to treat these statements as if
they were true or false. Ideological statements arise when a bias or
prejudice is expressed as if it were objective scientific truth, The task
of science is to eliminate from knowledge all »existential factors«,
every subjective bias. According to Geiger, idcology based on »biased
judgments« will disappcar in the forthcoming age of soience.

But is the age of science bringing the end of ideology in our sense of
the term - the end of man’s distorted and mystified consoiousness of
himself and his world? Herbert Marcuse replies: »Man can do more
today than the heroes and demigods of (old) culture. He has solved
many nsoluble problemns. But he has betrayed the hope and destroyed
the truth that were preserved in the sublimations of higher culture«.
The contemporary world of science and technology has completely
adapted all values to the existing reality and has rejected those values
which guide the practice of critical negation and transcendence of the
existing reality. The antagonism between reality and value has almost
disappeared. But this opens the way for a new ideology with no ele-
ments of opposition, resistance, no ideals. Ideals as critical projections
of a new totality retreat before the functionahgt, _s!ructuralnst, and be-
haviourist identification of totality with the existing whole.

When Daniel Bell writes of the end of ideology, he is referring to
the exhaustion of ideals in our sense of the term. He writes: »World-
wide economic depression and sharp class-struggles; the rise of fascism
and racial imperialism in a country that had stood at an advance stage
of human culture; the tragic self-immolation of a revolutionary gene-
ration that had proclaimed the finer ideals of man; destructive war of
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a breadth and scale hitherto unknown; the bureaucratized murder of
millions in concentration camps and death chambers ... all this has
meant an end to chiliastic hopes, to millenarianism, to apocalyptic
thinking — and to ideology. For ideology, which was once a road to
action, has come to be a dead end« ... »The driving forces of the old
ideologies were social equality and, in the largest sense, freedom. The
impulsions of the new ideologies are ec ic develop ts and na-
tional power« (»The End of Ideology« Glencoe, 1960, pp. 369-370,
373).
The forthcoming age seems to belong to specialists and engineers,
to technical intelligentsia and political bureaucracy without ideals.

Philosophers become sodial engineers, artists are required to be the
»engineers of human souls« (Stalin). Theory becomes limited practical-
technical knowledge concerned only with the question of kow to solve
concrete problematical situations in the framework of the existing
reality and disregarding the question of what this reality is. Sacrificio
intelecti becomes a necessary condition of theoretical work. The sacri-
fice is no longer demanded only in the name of the Party, Revolution,
Class, General Interests, but in the name of Science as well. Personal
conviction and dedication to the pursuit of truth are no longer re-
quired. Responsibility towards the existing reality has replaced them
as a norm. The forthcoming age belongs to technology and mass cul-
ture, offering empty amusement as the only form of man’s being with
himself in his free time. Mass culture and empty amusement are a new
opium for the masses, a powerful instrument for diverting thought
from the fundamental problems and difficulties of contemporary life.
Accord between the individual and soociety is achieved through.com-
plete adaptation of the individual to the collective, to the existing
structures. Public activity is monopolized by the organization-man, the
man who thinks, acts and feels as a particular organization (i. e. those
who are ruling it) dictates.

The forthcoming age is an age of anonymity and depersonalisation,
an age in which an authentic personality is often condemned to be a
private individual isolated from the public sphere of society. The
leaders of public life increasingly escape from the control of society,
creating the situation of great irresponsibility. The emblems of revolu-
tions and their ideals become instr ts of ipulation and mere
embellishments, instruments for the defence of bureaucratic interests.
As Adorno says: »The power of reason is (today) the blind reason of
those who hold power« fT. Adorno, in K. Lenk, »Ideologie«, Luchter-
hand Verlag, 1967, p. 326).

Our age is characterized by intellectual emptiness and disintegra-
tion; but new forms of resistance are also present. We are confronted
with the following alternatives. One is presented by A. D. Saharov,
member of the Soviet Academy, in his Manifesto on progress, peaceful
coexistence, and intellectual freedom. This alternative is based on the
technocratic vision of the future founded on the belief in the unlimited
power of science, in the development of technology, which will in-
creasingly mitigate the ideological differences between two great su-
per-powers. The two super-powers will undertake an organized
struggle for »geohygienec, for a higher standard of living, for the so-
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lution of the famine problem, etc. Their mutual contradictions will in-
creasingly be resolved by mutual co-operation and help. An affluent
society might then emerge but, in the framework of the existing bu-
reaucratic structures, it would be a society without personal freedoms.

The second perspective is cc ted with the resi of the young
generation to this affluent society with its authoritarian manipulation
of human beings. But the young generation know what they do not
want better than what they want and they are united in their protest
more than in the forulation of new ideals. This situation is correctly
described by Ernst Bloch speaking of the student unrest: »Brecht’s
words 'l clearly see the goal, but I do not know how to approach it'
are no longer applicable. On the contrary, it seems that one knows how
to approach the goal but is not able to see it clearly. If the existing
reality does not comprise the anticipation of the distant goal there are
no corresponding nearer goals either«. . .

Marx’s iideal of the self-governing social community is the goal of
the young Yugoslav generation. This was also the goal of the student
movement in this country. But the demands of the new generation
cannot be satisfied by the ritual gesture of their joining the Party and
the solemnly presented red carnation at this occasion.

The ideal of the new sodiety must live in the form of practical
freedom of the young generation in order for it to find its own more
humane future in the context of radical debureaucratization. Any
other task jmposed in the name of socialist humanism would mean the
end of that ideal.
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THE PHENOMEN OF »THEORETICAL ANTIHUMANISM«
Ueljko Koraé

Beograd

Humanism is the main theme and preoccupation of all progressive
Marxists and people today. It is a theme which constantly inspires
and impels; a theme which never ceases to be current. At the same
time and perhaps for that very reason, it is a theme which in varied
ways provokes opposition and doubt. It provokes the reactionary bour-
geois as well as the nonhuman socialist bureaucrat or the indifferent
technocrat. It provokes all functionaries and ideologists, regardless of
the system in which they function and the people for whom they create
an ideology. It is essentially foreign to the functionary’s way of think-
ing. Humanism, that rare flower of the most noble of human aspira-
tions, is to the functionary’s mind nothing more than a questionable,
abstract illusion. Hence the phrase »abstract humanism« is a phrase
which functionaries of all ideological block generously use; a phrase
when belongs to all opponents of humanism.

There is no doubt that the most indicative opponents of humanism
are to be found in the spheres of politics and ideology. However, to-
day’s opponents of humanism come forth not only in the name of the
world’s institutionalized political and economic power structures, but
also in the name of those accepted values, which we must often iden-
tify with progress. Modern humanist thought must pay particular at-
tention to these values.

One such value is analytical reason. It speaks in the name of science
and resembles ordinary common-sense empirioism. It comes out against
tradition and ignores history. It restnicts itself to the structure and
function of all things, and either ignores or negates all the rest. It
attempts to turn the effectiveness of structural and functional analyses
into absolute and it brings into fashion a structuralistic and functiona-
listic way of thinking which can be applicable in all systems. In short,
analytical reason would like to impose itself as the most modern way
of thinking.

The French structuralist M. Foucault is characteristic of those who
defend such values and we will therefore take his position as a typical
example of those waves striving to take over modern thought. Against
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all that was, he stands {or the new, the scientific and the progressive.
According to him, the doninating influence of analytical thought, con-
firmed by the successful application of science in technology and by
the opposition to all forms of dialectics, including humanism, is wha
underlines the spirt of the twentieth century. Foucault tells us that
humanism is rejected, precisely because it appears as a postulate of the
dialectics of history, as well as that of human experience and aliena-
tion, — all of which means that humanism is rejected as a postulate of
phutosoohy, which seeks and finds a real possibility for man to realize
his true purpose, his authentic being When analytical reason thinks
along these lines, it is thinking within the limits and framework of
the nineteenth century and not towards the demands of the twentieth
century. Hence Foucault states that Sartre’s humanistic commitment
is typical of that of a nineteenth century man who would like to think
in twentieth century terms. Like all other structuralists, Foucault re-
grets that the forces and manifestations of analytical reason are stili
scattered, but he hopes that the logical critique of philosophical tradi-
tions begun by Bertrand Russel at the beginning of the century will
eventually bring about the complete liquidation of dialectical thought,
and of humanism which is based on dialectics. Such is, in fact, Marx’s
humanism.

That the ideas of humanism never bloomed in the spiritual climate
of scientism and pragmatism, that they never found support in analy-
tical reason even when this latter formally took the humanist path,
shows modern history’s total experience, particularly that experience
which humanity gained from the end of the nineteenth century up until
the present day. Analytical reason’s present campaign against dialec-
tics and humanism demonstrates this once more. Humanist ideas and
traditions are rejected in the modern vaniant of analytical thought as
being a quantité negligeable, and this in the name of a world which
desires to change these ideas and traditions into saientific and techno-
craic visions, a world stiaining itself to show that this is the only possi-
ble road towards human progress, the only possible way of realizing
science and technology’s human mission. That is why, an the current
language ol everyday progmatism, one hears increasing talk about the
so-called »abstract«, about inconcrete humanism, as opposed to the
concreteness of etfectiveness of soience and technology. In analytical
reason, this same concreteness is manifested as a negative stand vis a
vis the ideas and traditions of humanism. One forgets that it is im-
possible to pose a single fundamental philosophical problem today
without directly or indirectly taking into account man's existential
problems, his relation to the world and to himself. These are problems
which, like it or not, give philosophy its modern features. Philosophy
can reject them, but she then b ih istic. Ana-
lytical reason which negates dialectics and humanism cannot take a
middle of the road position (as is believed by those who cultivate
scientific and technocratic visions); it must go all the way towards
negating not only »abstract« h i but all h ist ideas and
traditions. This is only the end result of modern analytical reason’s

431



anti-dialectical adventure which attempts to replace humanism by the
cult of science, in the illusion that science and philosophy do not need
humanism of any kind. .

This, analytical reason’s adventure, takes on the most varied of
forms and dimensions. For modern philosophy and humanism, the most
interesting consequences are still those which appear under the Marxist
mask. Marxism, as Sartre says, is the philosophy of our era, and it is
understandable why such a mask must be assumed. However for the
modern world, this method of expression is particularly interesting
and significant. Marx’s humanism is suddenly transformed into so-
called »theoretical antihumanism«, and justification for such an odd
turn-about is found in the life and works of Marx himeslf.

We can understand the true nature of this turn-about when we read
»Pour Marx« (For Marx«), written by the recognized and increasingly
influential French Marxist Louis Althusser, and published in 1965. It
appears that this book was written, with the sole intention of contest-
ing the anthropological and humanistic character of Marx’s philo-
sophy, and this in the name of inherited dogmatic Stalinistic schemes.

Louis Althusser’s fundamental thesis is nothing new. It is a well
known theory that in 1845 Marx radically and definitely broke away
from all theories which based history and politics on the essence of
man, and that he rejected all theoretical postulates of humanism, only
to transform humanism into ideology. According to Althusser, Marx’s
break with anthropology was so definitive and significant, that his
scholarly discoveries would be incomprehensible if that break was to be
ignored. For in this case, Marx’s anthropology would be nothing more
than ordinary youthful enthousiasm which ended in 1845, the moment
when Marx came forth against Feuerbach’s materialism and philan-
thropic humanism. Althusser concludes that any thought which leans
on Marx and aspires to restore Marx’s anthropology or his theoretical
anti-humanism, can theoretically be nothing more than »ashes«, and
practically, only a monument to pre-Marxist ideology which relies on
real history. The danger remains of its being dragged into sense-
lessness.

How does Althusser justify his stand?

According to him, it is through negation and rejection of the theore-
tical pretensions of humanism that its practical, ideological functions
are affirmed. Therefore, the philosophical basis of humanism is re-
jected in the name of ideological functions. In order to clearly define
this transformation, Marx’s views are termed as »theoretical antihu-
manism.«

Evidently, Althusser’s main aim was to transform humanism into
an instrumental ideology for present needs. Stalinist dogmatism knows
humanism in this way only: — anything that cannot be used as an
ideological tool is either rejected or disqualified as »abstract« huma-
nism. To what degree Stalin was a concrete, and Albert Schweitzer
an »abstraot« humanist, is not matter for consideration, but rather a
question of chaice.

The French Marxist Garaudy, who in the past few years has gone
through a very fundamental personal intellectual transformation, has
shown in his critical contemplations that such an understanding of
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Jahl M.

Marx’s ideas leads y to a vision of the world,
with all of iits consequences from thought to action. When he came out
against Stalinistic dogmatized Manichaeism, he openly presented his
position that Marx’s views, as well as Marx’s humanism could be
clearly defined only when they took their departure from the authentic
Marx. In that case, can the thesis concerning Marx’s »theoretical an-
ti-humanism« have any connection with the authentic Marx?

Marx himself answered this question before it was even posed. He
replied to it in his »Theses on Feuerbach«, in which he clearly and
unambiguously, although fragmentarily, defined his basic viewpoints:
human (or h ) society, or sodialized mankind. This viewpoint ex-
presses the most basic humanistic choice. It does not permit of any
reduction to »theoretical anti-humanism« or to the ideology of Ma-
nichean exclusivity and absolute closed doors. If we ignore such trends,
we deprive Marx’s humanism of that which gives it life — namely of
its universality and roots in the universality of human experience.
Therefore, if Marx rejected Feuerbach’s anthropological orientation
and his philantropic humanism, he did so only in order to base huma-
nism on philosophy, beginning from the dialectics of human expe-
rience.

The theoretician of »theoretical anti-humanism« ignoring just that,
carries through the anti-dialectic adventure of analytical reason to
the end. Today it is perfectly well known that even before him many
evil things were done and said in Marx’s name, however the theory
of »theoretical antihumanism« is of particular significance in that it
attributes to Marx the responsibility for all that is said and done in
his name, and this, all too often without scruple. In this case, analytical
reason does away with humanism in order to devote its time to dialec-
tics, for dialectics, as Ernst Bloch has remarked, is neither for comfor-
table people, nor for the conformity of analytical reason.

Marx’s humanism is unimaginable without the dialectics which make
up the basic essence of his philosophy and which allow him to state
his principles: that philosophy cannot be realized without the abolition
of the proletariat and that the proletariat cannot be abolished without
the realization of philosophy. Accordingly, the concreteness of Marx’s
humanism is measured by dialectical expenience. If Stalinism abolished
philosophy without its realization, then the apology for employing
these methods could not have been presented as anything other than
»theoretical anti-humanism.« Yet this is in essence only one of the
adventures of anti-dialectical reason which will increase in proportion
to the growing tendancy which exchanges the ideas and traditions of
humanism for the cult of science and technology. .

Attempts to reconcile Marxism with and to join it to structuralism
and functionalism, constitute a highly characteristic product of this
tendancy. Oniginally they (the attempts) appeared only among de-
clared structuralists and functionalists who tried to show that Marx
was himself a structuralist and functionalist. They used as their main
argument the »Das Kapital«. Marx was reduced to an absolute system
in which man acts like a function. Althusser’s cxample shows that such
an interpretation is very close to a dogmatic way of thinking, for it
liberates itself from the uneasiness brought about by the dialectics of
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critical humanism. From a dogmatic system in which all is Biblically
plain and clear, in which ontology is reduced to three simple rules of
materialism, logic to four »traits« of dialectics, the philosophy of hi-
story to five stages of the class struigle (amusingly summarized by
Roger Garaudy) - it is easier to find the way towards system which is
based on a vision of society as an entity of harmoniously integrated
acts, in which each part functions in order to maintain the whole, than
to Marx’s revolutionary dialectics of history in which man is the be-
ginning and end of everything. Althusser took just that road and arri-
ved at »theoretical anti-humanism.« The adventure is worthy of atten-
tion. But he who gives in to this or to any other similar adventure, no
longer takes a stand against so-called »abstract humanisme, he takes
leave of Marx’s and every other king of humanism.
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UBER DEN SINN DES LEBENS UND DIE BEDEUTUNG
DES MENSCHEN

Uuko Paviéevié

Beograd

I

Fiir ein Gesprach iiber die Frage vom Sinn des Lebens, wird es
angebracht sein, wenn wir an erster Stelle die formelle Beschaffen-
heit dieser Frage ins Auge fassen. Diese Beschaffenheit bestcht darin,
daf diese Frage eine allgemeinmenschliche ist, eine Frage, die jeder-
mann angeht. Ein jeder Mensch mufl auf diese oder jene Weise dic
Frage beantworten, wie er den Sinn des Lebens auffafit, wihrend auf
zahlreiche theoretische Fragen nur eine kleinere Anzahl von Men-
schen eine Antwort gibt, und solche Fragen zu beantworten imstande
ist.

Diese Universalitat der Frage vom Sinn des Lebens ist von der
Tatsache abzuleiten. dafl das Phianomen des Wertes selbst oder des
Werterlebens in der Natur des menschlichen Lebens verwurzelt ist.
Das Leben 1afit sich nimlich, wenigstens bedingt, als Drang zur Er-
haltung und Ausbreitung der Lebensmacht definieren. Diesem Drang
widersetzt sich jedoch eben jene Gesamtheit der Bedingungen und
der Schichten im Wesen iiberhaupt, die das Leben erzeugt hat, die
es trigt und bedingt.

Diesem Gesetz, nach dem die allgemeinen Bedingungen das ein-
zelne Wesen unterstiitzen, sich ihm aber gleichzeitig widersetzen.
kann kein einzelnes Wesen entflichen. Wir »iiberfihren« dieses Ge-
setz psychologisch durch unsere menschlichen Stimmungen des Be-
hagens, beziehungsweise des Miflbehag die uns igen, ob die
Lebensbedingungen unscrem Wesen entsprechen oder sich ihm wi-
dersetzen. So stellen schon die Stimmungen oder Emotionen selbst,
spontane, natiirliche Wertantworten auf die Bedingungen des Seins
dar, auf die Einklammerung des Lebens in die Welt.

Die Wertantwort des Menschen zur Welt ist jedoch weit davon
entfernt, nur auf die gefiihlsbetonten, emotionalen Reaktionen des
sinnlichen Behagens oder Mifibehagens hinauszulaufen. In diesen
Reaktionen bringen wir nur das zum Ausdruck, ob unsere biologische
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Natur befriedigt ist, ob unseren vitalen Bediirfnissen Geniige getan
worden ist oder nicht. Aber diese Bediirfnisse sind nur eine Grund-
lage, auf der sich ein ganzes System ausschlieflich menschlicher
Handlungen aufbaut, die auf spezifische menschliche Werte ausge-
richtet sind, in den Begriffen des moralisch Guten, Wahren und
Schonen ausgedriickt.

Wir werden uns fiir Zeit enthalten, diese Werte als héhere Werte
zu bezeichnen und die Werte des sinnlichen Behagens (die hedoni-
schen Werte) als niedrigere, denn dies konnte als traditionelles mo-
ralisierendes Predigen anmuten. Wir sind jedoch der Meinung, dafl
wir nicht in die Gefahr laufen, einen theoretischen Fehler zu bege-
hen, wenn wir die Werte des Guten, Schénen und Wahren weing-
stens relativ autonom, autark nennen.

Wenn wir diese griechischen Warter iibersetzen, so wiirden sie
besagen, dafl diese Werte »eigengesetzlich« sind, selbstindig, spezi-
fisch. Dafl sie derart sind, das miifite man auch auf ihren gegensciti-
gen Beziehungen und auf ihrem gemeinsamen Verhiltnis zu den sinn-
lich hedonischen Werten beweisen. Die Beweisgrundlage kann auch
schon allein die Einsicht in unser unmittelbares Gefiihl fiir Werte
und Wertunterschiede sein. Dieses Gefiihl mufi natiirlich nicht in
allen Fillen, bei allen Menschen in gleichem Mafle entwickelt sein,
und am wenigsten kann es das fiir alle Werte gleichméfig sein. Dcch
dort, wo es anwesend ist, wo es tatsdchlich entwickelt ist, kann es
nicht umhin, sagen wir, die Besonderheit der isthetischen Werte im
Vergleich zu den moralischen Werten nicht anzuerkennen. Diese Be-
sonderheit ist schon deshalb offensichtlich, weil wir das Gefiihl des
dsthetischen Wertes auch in bezug auf einen moralisch ginzlich ne-
gativen menschlichen Charakter haben konnen, wenn es dem Kiinst-
ler nur gelungen ist, diesen Charakter den Gesetzen des kiinstleri-
schen Schaffens gemafl kriftig zu formen. Dies wire nicht moglich,
wenn das Asthetische und das Moralische nicht gesonderte Werte
wiren, obwohl sie sich irgendwo in den Tiefen vereinen.

Diese Besonderheit der asthetischen und moralischen Werte 1dfit
sich auch aufgrund der erheblichen Verschiedenheit unserer subjek-
tiven Zustinde erkennen, die in uns durch diese beiden Arten von
Werten hervorgerufen werden. Wir wissen alle, z. B., dafl wir, wenn
wir Zeugen irgendeiner groflen menschlichen Tat sind, wie, sagen
wir, einer Heldentat, einem Zeichen von Grofimut, einem Ausdruck
von grenzenlosem Vergeben, von Solidaritit, nicht nur Bewunde-
rung empfinden, sondern gleichzeitig auch eine spontane Anregung,
ebenfalls selbst so zu sein, sogar eine Art Gebot, die eigene Feigheit,
Kleinlichkeit, Engherzigkeit, Selbstsucht, den eigenen Geiz zu iber-
winden. Diese ganze Skala gefiihlsmifliger Strahlungen und Sugge-
stionen ist, Gbrigens, in dem Worte »Vorbild« ausgedriickt, das wir
fir die genannten menschlichen Verhaltungsweisen anzuwenden pfle-
gen. Es ist offensichtlich, das wir das Wort »Vorbild« nicht mit der
Bedeutung dessen, was einfach gesehen wird, verbinden, sondern mit
der Bedeutung dessen, was wir uns zum Uorbild nehmen, und dem
wir folgen konnen und sollen. Den moralischen Werten entstromt,
also, ein Gebot, eine Aufforderung, ein Imperativ, diesen Werten zu
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folgen, sie zu verwirklichen. Wenn es sich um asthetische Werte und
um kiinstlerische Werte handelt, gewinnen jedenfalls andere Auf-
fassungen und andere Gefiihle oberhand, das heifit, die Stellung des
Betrachtens, des Genieflens und vielleicht auch des Bewunderns.
Doch ein Kunstwerk kann bei dem, der es betrachtet, niemals ein
Gefiihl des Selbstvorwurfs und der Beschimung hervorrufen, weil
er selbst nicht imstande ist, solch etwas zu schaffen, sondern im
aufersten Falle nur ein Gefiihl des Bedauerns.

Dieselbe Methode zur Analyse des unmittelbaren Gefiihls fiir
Werte zeigt uns noch schirfer den Unterschied zwischen den spezi-
fischen, nur dem Menschen zuginglichen Werten (des Guten, Sché-
nen, Wahren) und den hedcnisch-utilitaren Werten, wobei jetzt hin-
zutritt, dafl sich bei diesem anderen Vergleich auch die Einsicht mel-
det, dafl die geistigen Werte nicht nur etwas Besonders, etwas fiir
sich, sind, sondern daf sie vielmehr das axiologische Primat besitzen.
Wenn se kein Gefiihl und keine Einsicht fiir dieses Primat gibe, so
konnten wir keine Erklirung fir das Reuegefiihl finden, das sich
meldet, wenn wir moraliche Werte zugunsten der egoistischen Ver-
wirklichung hedonisch-utilitarer Werte hintansetzen.

Der Begriff von der Autonomie der geistigen Werte, besonders in
Hinsicht auf die hedonisch-utilitaren Werte, weist noch ein Merkmal
auf. Diese Charakteristik besteht in der Tatsache, dafl es unausfiihr-
bar ist, diese Werte voneinander abzuleiten, oder, daf es zumindest
unmoglich ist, sie ohne Rest aufeinander zuriickzufithren. Dies ist
eine These, die eine ins Detail gehende Beweiserbringung durch eine
ganze Reihe von Ausfilhrungen erfordern wiirde. Hier werden wir
sie nur an einigen, an dsthetische und theoretische Werte gebundenen
Beispielen erlautern und illustricrcn-::‘und diese Eeispicle \yollc:: wir

aus der fernen Vergangenheit des h Wir
sie absichtlich aus dieser Zeit, eben aus der Zeit der »Anfinge« der
Entwicklung des Menschen, denn es liefle sich, der alten evolutionisti-
schen Auffassung nach, annehmen, dafl es da nur einen nichtaus-
differenzierten Zustand habe geben kénnen und eine volle Ubermacht
jener Werte, welche Ausdruck des Selbsterhaltungstriebes sind.

Als erstes Beispiel neh ir die Zeichnungen des Hohlenmen-
schen, dic oft so genial sind, daf8 sich Karel Capck einmal gefragt
hat, ob Michelangelo auf der kulturhistorischen Entwicklungsstufe
seines Zeitalters, das grofiere Genie ist, oder der namenlqse. gnbe-
kannte Kiinstler aus dem Zeitabschnitt der Altsteinzeit. Wir wissen,
dafl der Urmensch sein kiinstlerisches Schaffen tatsichlich seinem
Selbsterhaltungstrieb und seinen wirtschaftlichen Bediirfnissen unter-
stellte. Das Zeichnen war nimlich ein Bestandteil seines iiblichen
magischen Rituals, dessen immanenter Zweck das Erzielen besserer
Erfolge in der Jagd und im Kampf mit der Natur iiberhaupt war.
Der Mensch auf dieser Entwicklungsstufe glaubte. dafi man durch
Nachbildung, durch nachgeahmtes Erlegen eines Tieres (oder Téten
eines Feindes), bezichungsweise durch die Darstellung von Pfeilen,
die im Tierleib stecken, mit grofierer Gewiftheit das Erle.gen s;lbst
erreiche. So sehr aber auch dieses Zeichnen an und fiir sich, dieser
kiinstlerische Ausdruck selbst zugleich auch diese utilitare Funktion
besafl, ist er nicht aufgrund des nackten biologischen Bediirfnisses
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entstanden, sondern aus der besonderen Begabung und aus dem Sinn
fir die Darstellung von Formen und die Darstellung des Dynami-
schen der Bewegung.

Als zweites Beispiel wollen wir die verschiedenen Legenden von
der Entstehung der Welt heranziet die verschiedenen Antworten
auf die Frage »worauf die Welt stehe«. Das sind die Ergebnisse
dessen, was wir das Bestreben des Menschen nennen, sich ein »Welt-
bild« zu schaffen, was wiederum bedeutet, sich durch einen Ideations-
prozeR iiber die momentane Gegenwart seiner selbst und iber dic
begrenzte Umwelt, in welcher der Mensch lebt, hinauszuschwingen,
nicht nur das zu erfahren, was jetzt ist, sondern auch das, was war,
was der Vergangenheit angehort, das »Hier« seiner selbst nur als
einen Moment der Ganzheit, der Welt, aufzufassen. Auch dieses Be-
streben 1df3t sich nicht von den ausgesprochen utilitaren Bediirfnissen
des Menschen herleiten. Wenn es sich lediglich um utilitare Bediirf-
nisse handeln wiirde, so gilte das Interesse des Menschen nur seiner
begrenzten Umwelt und der Gegenwart, und nicht der Welt und der
Zukunft.

Es gibt also auch irgendwelche spezifische menschliche Werte. Thre
Seinsweise ist aber ein wenig geheimnisvoll und demzufolge ist es
nicht verwunderlich, wenn manche Axiologen zum Bezeichnen der
Art und Weise, in der die Werte existieren, den Ausdruck »Beste-
hen« iiberhaupt nicht gebrauchen sondern den Ausdruck »Geltenc.
Das Gute, Schione, (Uahre, Humane besteht nicht in der Weise, wie
das gesetzmifige Verhiltnis zwischen der Masse der physischen Kér-
per. deren Entfernung voneinander und deren Anziehungskraft, das
Verhiltnis. welches durch Newtons wissenschaftliches Gesetz der
Schwerkraft ausgedriickt ist. Das Anziehungsgesetz, bzw. das gesetz-
mafige Verhiltnis der Anziehungskraft zwischen den physichen Kér-
pern ist durch die Realitit gegeben. besteht in der Wirklichkeit. nicht
bestehen kann es nicht. Mit den Werten verhilt es sich jedoch nicht
so. Sie sind in der Realitit nur dann gegeben, wenn sich persinliche.
einzelne Wesen, — wenn sich die Menschen dafiir einsetzen und da-
rum bemiihen, die Werte gegenwirtig zu machen, denn sie stellen
tatsichlich den Ausdruck. die Form menschlichen Schaffens, den
Ausdruck von Engagiertsein dar. Die Werte realisieren sich in der
Form von Kulturgiitern, in Normen und Modellen der Kultur. Sie
machen die Kultur aus, und diese wiederum ist in der Natur einge-
bettet. Insofern 148t sich von den Werten behaupten, dafl sie beste-
hen, daf sie gegeben sind (als Kultur oder als »objektiver Geist«, wie
Hegel .bemerken wiirde). Jedoch aktiv anwesend sind sie, lebendig
sind sie nur in dem Mafle, in dem sie von den individuellen men-
schlichen Subjekten als Ziele ihres eigenen Wirkens, Schaffens oder
aber Erlebens akzeptiert werden.

Doch der Mensch kann sich letztlich den Werten gegeniiber auch
nicht eleichgiiltig verhalten. Als Triger einer bestimmten Lebens-
kraft. deren Aufrechterhaltung oder Ausbreitung sich gewifle Dinge
entgegensetzen und andere wiederum zutriglich sind, muff er emo-
tional, gefithlsmiflig und damit auch wertend auf die Welt reagieren.
Andererseits, befindet er sich als menschliches Einzelwesen unaus-
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weichlich vor einem System kultureller Werte, die in seinem sozia-
len Milieu gelten. Er muf also den gegebenen Werten gegeniiber
Stellung einnehmen. Sogar auch dann, wenn er keine Stellung ein-
zunehmen scheint, hat sie der Mensch bereits eingenommen. Auch
wenn er nichts tut, macht er eigentlich etwas, das Unterlassen ist
bereits eine Art des Tuns, so wie auch das Schweigen sehr oft elo-
quentes Reden ist. Ein Wertnihilismus ist in der Tat praktisch un-
moglich. Auch der Selbstmérder ist kein Wertnihilist, er nimmt sich
das Leben nicht deshalb, weil er iiberhaupt kein Verlangen, kein Be-
diirfnis nach Werten empfindet, sondern weil er in seinem indivi-
duellen Leben jene Werte, die er angestrebt hat, nicht verwirklichen
kann. Es scheint, dal man auflerdem noch behaupten kann, daf der
Mensch als ein mit Willen ausgestattetes Seicnde. ein Nichtsein nicht
wollen kann. denn der Wille ist ja gerade der Wille entweder so
oder so zu sein: daf} Spinoza Recht gehabt hat, als er hemerkte. daf
»die Anstrengung, die jedes Ding aufbringt, um in seinem Sein aus-
zuharren, keine endliche, sondern eine unbestimmte Zcit in sich
birgte«,

Sogar auch alle Philosophien und alle Religionen, die eine pessi-
mistische Vorstellung vom Leben pflegen, tun das dann im Namen
irgendwelcher erwiinschter Werte, die es im realen Leben des Men-
schen entweder nicht gibt. oder deren Existenz sie als bedroht beach-
ten. Auch da nicht. in der Philosophie und in der Religion, auch da
kann man sich auf den Positionen des Wertnihilismus nicht halten.
denn wenn man iiber das Leben urteilt. und wenn iiberhaunt geur-
teilt wird. so mufl man das im Namen irgendwelcher Wertkriterien
tun. In dieser Hinsicht erscheint uns auch der buddhistische Beoriff
des Nirwanas charakteristisch. Das buddhistische Tdeal des Uber-
ganes in den Zustand des Nirwanas bedeutet nimlich kein Streben
nach dem Hiniibergleiten in ein absolutes Nichts. wic man manchmal
unkritisch meint. sondern ein Befreien vom Druck der Wiinsche. ein
Erlangen der vélligen Ruhe. also. eines bestimmten Wertes. Es be-
stehen vielmehr Anzeichen, dafl das Nirwana auf dem ontolorischen
Plan ein Vereinigen mit der absoluten Urgrundlage aller Dinge und
Erscheinungen bedeutet.

‘Was konnten wir nach dieser kurzen Analvse iiber die Frage vom
Sinn des Lebens sagen, und zwar als Schlufifolgerune aus dem Fin-
blick in das menschliche Leben selbst, und nicht als personlichen mo-
ralisierend-predigerhaften an den Menschen gerichteten Vorschlag,
wie er leben solle?

Zuerst kann man feststellen, daf die Frage vom Sinn des Lebens
sich begrifflich und faktisch vom Begriff des Wertes nicht trennen
1dfit. Wir gebrauchen zwar den Begriff und Fachausdruck »Sinne«
auch in einer logisch-erkenntnismifigen Bedeutung, zum Beispiel,
wenn wir liber den Sinn oder die Sinnlosigkeit unserer Aussagen, un-
serer Behauptungen sprechen, wobei jene Behauptungen sinnvoll
sind, die im Einklang mit den Gesetzen des logischen Denkens ste-
hen, sinnlos hingegen jene, die diesen Gesetzen widersprechen. Je-
doch auf das Leben des Menschen angewandt, bedeutet der Begriff
des Sinns ein Ausgerichtetsein des Lebens, beziehungsweise des men-
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schlichen Wollens, auf einen gewifien Inhalt. Lebenssinn zu besitzen,
das bedeutet nach etwas zu streben, etwas als Lebensinhalt wollen.
Da man aber im Prinzip nur nach etwas streben kann, was Wert be-
sitzt, so kann auch der Sinn des Lebens nur in Verwirklichung von
Werten bestehen.

Durch eine solche allgemeine Formulierung liefle sich jedoch das
Problem des Sinnes des menschlichen Lebens nicht unterscheiden vom
Sinn des Lebens iiberhaupt, denn alle Lebewesen streben spontan
nach irgendwelchen Werten, zum Beispiel, biologisch-vitalen Wer-
ten. Das, was aber der Mensch mit allen anderen Wesen gemein hat,
kann nicht der einzige Sinn des Menschen als eines besonderen We-
sens in der Welt sein. Ein besonderes Wesen soll zum Lebensinhalt
auch solche Werte besitzen, die ihm eigen sind, die nur ihm ange-
horen. Beziehungsweise, den besonderen Sinn des menschlichen Le-
bens konnen besondere menschliche Werte darstellen, jene Werte,
die das Ergebnis des Menschen als eines schopferischen, geistigen,
sozialen — humanen Wesens sind.

Man kann nicht sagen, dafl der Mensch so spontan nach geistigen
Werten strebt, wie er das nach biologisch-hedonischen Werten tut.
Die Anziehungskraft der biologisch-hedonischen Werte, beziehungs-
weise der Druck der biologischen Bediirfnisse, ist oft stirker als die
Anziehungskraft der geistigen Werte. Es scheint aber, daBl der
Mensch auch die biologischen und hedonischen Werte nicht normal
erleben kann, wenn er jene spezifisch menschlichen Werte nicht ge-
niigend beachtet. Selbst das Gliick — und dieses gehort zu den hedo-
nischen Werten — ist nicht realisierbar, wenn sich der Mensch den
geistigen Werten gegeniiber verschliefit, der sozial-moralischen Seite
seines Wesens; denn der Gliickszustand schliefit jedenfalls auch das
Moment des Geregeltseins in sich ein, das Moment der Gefithlsaus-
geglichenheit, die wir nicht zu verwirklichen vermdgen, wenn wir
uns nicht im Gleichgewicht mit unserer sozialen, menschlichen Um-
gebung befinden, beziehungsweise, wenn wir die individuelle und die
soziale Seite unseres Wesens nicht in Einklang gebracht haben. Die
moderne Theorie von der Personlichkeit und die moderne Psychia-
trie haben das griindlich bewiesen.

I

Und doch gibt es Philosophen, die den Wert des menschlichen
Lebens zu negieren trachten. Sie tun das im allgemeinen auf zwei
Arten: erstens, indem sie beweisen, die Bedingungen des Lebens und
die obiektive Natur des Lebens selbst seien solcherart, dafi die Summe
der Werte im Vergleich zu der Summe der Unwerte immer gering
und unbedeutend ist; zweitens. indem sie sich bemiihen, des Men-
schen Nichtigkeit in bezug auf die Welt, den Kosmos, das Sein iiber-
haupt, zu zeigen.

Schopenhauer hat, z. B., den Wert des Lebens aufgrund folgender
Charakteristika verneint: das Leben besitzt Ahnlichkeit mit dem
Traum; es ist unbestindig, relativ — ist, also, endlich; es ist unsicher
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und elend, weil im Leben der Schmerz nicht nur vorwiegt, sondern
auch der einzig wirklich bemerkbare Zustand des Menschen ist, wih-
rcEddessen das Vergniigen selten vorkommt und sich nicht bemerken
lagit.

Wir wollen bei dieser Gelegenheit nur bei dem Merkmal der End-
lichkeit verweilen, denn daraus schliefit man, in der Philosophie wie
auch im gewdhnlichen Leben, dal der Mensch vor der unendlichen
Welt eine unscheinbare Grofie darstellt. Lafit sich dann iiberhaupt
etwas Sinnvolles bemerken gegen eine solche Ansicht und solch eine
Schlufifolgerung, das zugunsten der Bedeutsamkeit des Menschen im
Gefiige des Seins tiberhaupt spriche? Wir betonen, daf8 sich unsere
Frage jetzt auf die Bed keit des Menschen bezieht, und nicht
auf seinen Wert oder, eventuell, seine Giite. Das heifit, wir erértern
im Augenblick ontologische und nicht oxiologische Dimension des
Menschen.

Zum Betrachten der dargelegten Anschauung ist es jedenfalls er-
forderlich, sich nicht nur in seine explizite Behauptung zu vertiefen,
namlich in die Behauptung von der Belanglosigkeit des Menschen,
sondern sich auch mit dem allgemeinen Zugang zu dem Problem zu
befassen, in die Voraussetzungen einzudringen, von denen aus die
Behauptung aufgestellt worden ist. Der Zugang zum Problem ist
offensichtlich ein quantitativer: die Bed keit des Menschen-
lebens wird durch die Dauer ermessen, also, durch ein quantitatives
Moment, und demnach wird wegen der Begrenztheit des Dauerns
auch der Wert des Lebens verneint. Dahinter miifite folglich die
Voraussetzung stehen, dafl nur das, was unendlich ist, Bedeutsam-
keit besitzt.

Uns diinkt, indessen, dal man aufgrund solch eines quantitativen
Zugangs, sei es nun, da man unter Quantitit die Zeit oder den
Raum versteht, oder beides zusammen, nicht das Recht hat, iiber die
ontologische Bedeutsamkeit oder Belanglosigkeit von irgendetwas zu
urteilen, so auch nicht von der des Menschen und seines Lebens. Wa-
rum? Eben weil die Welt nicht nur aus Raum und Zeit besteht, aus
leerer Zeit und gehaltloser Dauer, sondern gehaltvolles Geschehen
darstellt. Vielmehr, um Zeit, um Dauer begreifen zu kénnen, bediir-
fen wir der Anwesenheit des Seins; das Sein jedoch mufl, wie Hegel
das gezeigt hat, als dieses oder jenes Sein determiniert werden, als
bestimmtes Sein festgelegt werden.

folge ist das einzelne, begrenzte Wesen nicht irgendeine
blofie Ephemeride und Bedeutungslosigkeit in bezug auf das Sein
iiberhaupt, sondern im Gegenteil, das Sein bliebe reine Abstraktion,
wenn es nicht durch das Werden als einzelne Sein bestimmt und
festgelegt wiirde.

Zweitens, die Begrenztheit und die Endlichkeit erscheinen nur
einer oberflichichen und kleinmiitigen Weltanschauung ontologisch
defizient, negativ. Fiir eine dialektische und weltoffene Anschauung,
die sich nicht auf isolierte Gegensitzlichkeiten beschrinkt und auf
ihnen verweilt, sondern die einen Uberblick iiber Ganzheiten, iiber
umfassende Einheiten besitzt, — sind eigentlich Begrenztheit und
Endlichkeit unerlifliche Bedingungen der ontologischen Realitit
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und, wenn wir so sagen konnen, der ontologischen Gewichtigkeit und
Bedeutung. Denn dadurch das dein Dies oaer Jenes, also etwas reates
wird, mup es sich bestimmen, und zwar quanatatlv wie auch quaii-
tauv. Gabe es dieses Bestimmen nicht, aann wurde das dein jener
biblischen, formlosen rinsterms uber dem Abgrund gleichen, uber
der noch bestentals der einsame (Geist scawebt. Loch aas Dies- oder
Jenes-Werden, oder das Bestimmen, stellt gleichzeitig eine unver-
meidliche Begrenzung und Negation etwas sAnderes zu sen, dar, —
omnis determinatio ist negatio. Aber diese INegation und diese Be-
grenzung sind eben die Bedingungen dies oder jenes, also etwas
Keales zu sein.

Diese Rolle der Begrenzug und der Negation in der Realititsaut-
stellung alles linzelnen hat rHegel erkannt und treffend ausgedruckt,
und zwar auf dem ontologischen Plan wie auch aut dem rPlan des
moralpsychologischen Lebens des Menschen. kr schreibt dazu: »Lie
INegation ist im Dasein mit dem Sein noch unmitteibar so identiscn,
und diese INegation 1st das was wir Uranze heisen. ktwas ist nur in
seiner Granze und durch seine Grianze das, was ist. Man dart somit
due Uranze nicht ais dem pasein blon auberlcn betrachten, sondern
dieselbe geht vielmehr durch das ganze Dasein hindurch... Der
Mensch, nsofern er wirklich sein will, mul§ er dasein, und zu dem
kinde muf§ er sich begranzen. Wer gegen das kindlche zu ekel 1st, aer
kommt zu gar keiner Wirklichkeit, sondern er verpleibt im Abstrak-
ten und verglimmt in sich selbst.«

Drittens, dieser quantitative Zugang zum Problem des Wesens
fihrt nicht nur dazu, dafy das Essentielle, das Wesentliche des ein-
zelnen, realen Wesens ibersehen wird, sondern sogar auch jenes
Gr 1 und Unendliche, welches das einzig rssentielle sein
sollte, verwandelt sich eigentlich in eine wesenlose Abstraktion. im
besten Falle verwandelt sich jenes Unendliche, das sich schon nicht
in den begrenzten, bestimmten, determinierten Formen des einzeinen,
bestimmten Daseins realisiert, in jene Unendlichkeit, die Hegel »eine
schlechte Unendlichkeit« genannt hat. Es handelt sich hierbei um
jene Vorstellung und jene Idee von der Unendlichkeit, die wir auf-
grund des Hinzufiigens der quantitativ gleichen Einheit erhalten,
eines Hinzufiigens, das nie enden kann; jedoch auch das beweist, dai§
das Suchen nach dem Unendlichen aufierhalb des Endlichen und des
Einzelnen, vor diesem oder unabhingig von ihm - ein vergebliches
Tun ist; beziehungsweise, dafl das undialektische Trennen des Endli-
chen und des Unendlichen nur eine Abstraktion vorstellt. Die wir-
kliche Unendlichkeit realisiert sich nur durch Einzelheiten und Be-
sonderheiten.

Etwas von dieser Erkenntnis scheint auch in den Religionen zu
liegen, bei religiosen Geistern. Viele von ihnen haben in ihrer Idee,
in ihrer Auffassung nicht einmal das géttliche Absolut ohne ein Stre-
ben nach etwas Endlichem und Relativem, ohne Wiinsche, ohne Be-
diirfnisse lassen kénnen. Nach dem Epos Mahabharata z. B. schafft
Gott die Welt, um sich zu vergniigen, und Dantes Beatrice behauptet,
dafl Gott die Geister nicht darum erschaffe, um reicher zu sein, dafl
er sie doch darum erschaffe, damit sie sein Dasein, sein Existieren
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bestétigten. Hegel, der auf eine pantheistische Art religiés ist, zieht
nach groflartigen dialektischen Analysen der Beziehung des Endli-
chen und des Unendlichen, von Gott und Mensch, dic SchluBfolge-
rung: »Gott ist ebenso auch das Endliche, und ich bin ebenso das
Unendliche; Gott kehrt im Ich als in dem sich als Endliches Aufhe-
benden zu sich zuriick und ist Gott nur als diese Riickkehr. Okne
Welt ist Gott nicht Gott.« Auch Gott mufi, also um Gott zu werden,
sich verendlichen, er ist Gott nur im Werden, im Entstehen, welches
immer auch ein Setzen des Einzelnen, des Besonderen ist.

Eben im Z hang mit der Kategorie des Werdens, des Ent-
stehens, 1dfit sich die dritte und die, unserer Meinung nach, wesent-
lichste Bemerkung iiber jene Ansicht machen, welche die ontologi-
sche Bed keit vom Standpunkt der Dauer aus einseitig betrach-
tet, und in Ubereinstimmung damit auch die Bedeutsamkeit des Le-
bens seiner Verganglichkeit halber negiert.

Das Entstehen, das Werden ist nimlich ein Werden bestimmter
Qualititen und Strukturen. Das Werden ist weiterhin damit auch
ein Entwickeln, ein Entstehen neuer Schichten und neuer Formen
des Seins. Diese Schichten konnen wir als hohere und niedrigere be-
zeichnen, ohne dabei zu befirchten, dadurch in eine beliebige, an-
thropomorphe Wertungseinstellung hineinzugleiten. Sie sind niimlich
ontisch héoher, beziehungsweise niedriger, weil einige von ihnen einc
kompliziertere, die anderen wiederum eine einfachere Struktur be-
sitzen, manche von ihnen verfiigen iiber groflere Moglichkeiten, aktiv
zu wirken, andere wieder iiber solche in geringerem Ausmafie. Die
cinen stellen einc gchemmte, geschlofene Kraft dar, die anderen einc
aktive und selbsttatige Kraft. Die einen stellen eher Notwendigkeit,
die anderen eher Freiheit dar. Natiirlich sind die niedrigeren Schich-
ten, wie das Nikolai Hartmann treffend formuliert hat, von lingerer
Dauer und sind stirker, sie tragen und bedingen jene hoheren Schich-
ten; die hohereren Schichten zeichnen sich jedoch durch groBere
Freiheit aus und sic vermégen dic niedrigeren Schichten aktiv fiir
sich verwerten, sie sich zunutze zu machen, sich aktiv zu ihnen zu
verhalten, indem sie die niedrigeren Schichten als eigenes Material
verwenden. Dadurch sind die hoheren Schichten universcller, sie
assimilieren in sich alle niedrigeren Formen und Aktivititen des
Seins. Solch eine ontische Bedeutsamkeit, Gewichtigkeit und Machi
der lebenden Natur im Verhiltnis zur unorganischen Natur hat de1

jugoslawische Dichter Vladimir Nazor wunderbar illustriert, indem
er seine kleine Grille wie folgt zirpen lafit:

Heute habe ich die flammende Sonne eingesogen

Und meine Adern sind Bichen gleich angeschwollen.

In meinem Inneren wogt das dunkle, tiefblaue Meer.

Ein Wald auf meinem Riicken, durch jihen Schauder

ausgelost.
Meine Flanken sind zu zwei Felsen, zu zwei steilen
Abhingen geworden,

Zur Bergkuppe gewandelt hat sich indes mein Haupt.
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Wir wollen zusammenfassen. Die quantitative Anschauung, welche
die ontologische Bedeutsamkeit nur nach Dauer bemifit, befindet sich
zweifellos im Irrtum, vorallem deshalb, weil sie aufier acht lifit, weil
sie nicht beriicksichtigt, daf8 es ohne etwas Einzelnes auch keine ab-
strakte, endlose Dauer gibt. Die Begrenztheit aber und die Endlich-
keit des Einzelwesens ist eben die Grundbedingung zum Erschaffen
und Erlangen der Werte; denn wenn das menschliche Wesen eine
endlose Existenz besifie und wenn alle seine Bediirfnisse befriedigt
wiren, so bestiinden fiir das menschliche Wesen gar keine Beweg-
griinde, sich zu bemiihen, sich anzustrengen und V\g’erte zu schaffen,
zu hoheren Formen und Inhalten des Daseins aufzusteigen. Ferner,
die quantitative Anschauung irrt besonders, weil sie vergifit, daf§ das
ontologisch Wesentliche nicht nur Dauer ist, vielmehr auch Struktur,
Ordnung, Beziehung. Wiirden wir uns nur an die quantitative An-
schauung halten, so wiirden wir unser Auge verschlieBen fiir die
Wunder des Werdens in der Natur, fiir Formen und Ordnung, die
ebenso im Atom wie auch im Kristall des Minerals und in der Struk-
tur der lebenden Zelle, im Kleinsten genauso wie im Gréfiten vor-
handen und anwesend ist, wir wiirden die Aktivitit und Selbsttitig-
keit im Sein ibersehen.

Wenn wir den Menschen in bezug auf die letztgenannten ontolo-
gischen Merkmale betrachten, so besteht kein Grund zur Befiirch-
tung, es konnte uns ein oberflichliches Verherrlichen vorgeworfen
werden, wenn wir behaupten, der Mensch sei ein ontologisch bedeut-
sames Wesen. Er ist dies vorallem durch seine Fahigkeit, eine aktive
Stellung den Bedingungen und den niedrigeren Schichten gegeniiber
einzunehmen, aus denen er hervorgegangen ist und eine neue, einzig
ihm zugingliche Schicht im Sein zu schaffen — die Schicht der Kul-
turgiiter. Kurz gesagt, der Mensch ist imstande zu erzeugen, hervor-
zubringen, d. h., die Natur, die dufiere und die eigene der eigenen
Idee oder dem eigenen Ideal gemif zu formen und zu prigen, sich
auf diese Weise von ihr zu distanzieren und sich ihr zu iiberordnen,
wodurch er sich eben der objektiven Welt erschliefit. »Religion, Fa-
milie, Staat, Recht, Moral, Wissenschaft, Kunst sind nur verschiedene
Formen der Produktion und unterstehen deren allgemeinem Gesetz«
- bemerkt Marx.

Die menschliche Erkenntnis ist ein Moment oder eine Seite dieses
schopfenden und formenden Verhiltnisses des Menschen zur Welt.
Durch oder vermittels seiner Erkenntnis dringt der Mensch in die
Strukturen ein, in das Essentielle, das Wesen der Welt, und wenn
uns die Existenz beschrénkt ist, so steht uns die Moglichkeit offen,
immer mehr in die Tiefen des Seins einzudringen.

Der Mensch als bewufite Form des Seins kann eines Tages auch
zugrundegehen. Engels setzte, zwar, voraus, dal die Natur, sollte sie
das menschliche Gehirn auch vernichten, es wieder erzeugen, herstel-
len miifie und zwar nach denselben Gesetzen, nach denen sie es be-
reits einmal erzeugt hat. Aber wer vermag das mit Bestimmtheit vor-
auszusehen! Um eine sinnvolle Unterhaltung iiber solche Themen
fiihren zu kénnen, miifite man vorerst wissen, ob der Welt die Frei-
heit zugrundeliegt als Moglichkeit dlich verschied Enste-
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hungsarten oder ob der Welt irgendeine Vorausbestimmtheit der Ge-
schehnisse durch irgendwelche unverinderliche Gesetze zugrundeliegt,
welche dann erneut das hervorbringen wiirden, was sie schon einmal
erzeugt und vernichtet haben, so daB das Werden, das Entstehen
einem Drehen im Kreise gliche. Eines aber kann man doch sagen:
das bewufite menschliche Wesen, welches das Entstehen und Verge-
hen, Notwendigkeit und Freiheit, Ordnung und Chaos, Endlichkeit
und Unendlichkeit erst entdeckt, — befindet sich vermége dieser Fi-
higkeit im Kern der Welt, und es ldfit sich nicht ersehen, weshalb
das Bewufltsein von der Unendlichkeit — obwohl schwicher — ontolo-
gisch nicht hoher sein sollte als die stumme Unendlichkeit.

Der ontologische Kalkiil erweist sich, also, nicht als ungiinstig fiir
den Menschen.

Vor der Welt ist Mensch keine Null.

Er ist heutzutage, vielmehr, ein miichtiges, ein sehr machtvolles
kosmisches Wesen. Er war auch damals machtvoll, als er entdeckte,
wie man selbst Feuer entfacht, und er ist es iiberhaupt, seitdem er
imstande ist, die Naturgewalten zu vereinigen oder sie einander ent-
gegenzusetzen, und sie dabei zu seinen eigenen Zwecken dirigieren.
Jedoch heutzutage hat er in der Tat eine radikal neue Machtstufe
erreicht. Mit der ihm zur Verfiigung stehenden Wissenschaft und
Technik vermag er die historischen Gegensitze zu lésen, d. h. alle
jene Gegensitze sozialer und internationaler Art, die von der bishe-
rigen relativ niedrigen Stufe des Erzeugungsvermégens der menschli-
chen Arbeit abhingig sind. Doch genauso ist er imstande mit der
Kraft, die ihm zur Verfiigung steht, das Universalleben selbst zu
vernichten, und muf sich deshalb, wie Sartre gesagt hat, entscheiden,
ob er als besondere Gattung weiter leben will oder nicht, wozu er
frither in der Geschichte nicht gezwungen war.

I

Gerade diese Tatsache dréingt uns auch eine andere Frage auf:
welcher Art ist die Lage des Menschen vor sich selbst, vor seinen
eigenen Schépfungen? Gleicht er nicht dem Zauberer, der nicht im-
stande sein wird, die von ihm selbst heraufbeschworten Geisten zu
bannen? Bestehen denn nicht in seiner eigenen Natur solche irratio-
nale Krifte, die ihn hindern konnten, das zu tun, was ihm sein Uer-
stand gebieten und ermoglichen sollte — eine Welt der Zusammen-
arbeit.

Wir werden nicht versuchen diese Frage endgiiltig zu beantworten,
denn solch ein Anspruch wire unangemessen, sondern nur einige
Worte zu sagen, indem wir dabei von den Ansichten einiger bekann-
ter Anthropologen ausgehen, wie z. B. von Arnold Gehlen und Erich
Fromm. Was, also, sehen sie als wesentliche Merkmale der men-
schlichen Natur an?

Gleichsam paradoxal, im Wesentlichen jedoch richtig und regel-
recht, gehen sie zum Verstehen der Macht des Menschen von der
biologischen Schwiche des Menschen aus, die in dem Umstand zu
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suchen ist, dafl der Mensch nicht so spezialisierte Instinkte besitzt wie
das Tier, und in einem gewiflen Sinne weder so entwickelte Sinnor-
gane zur Verteidigung und zum Angriff. Das Tier ist in gewifler
Hinsicht biologisch vollkommener.

Aber diese Vollkommenheit (und Vollendetheit) des Tieres stellt
gleichzeitig seine Gebundenheit und Abhingigkeit dar. Es ist an
konkrete Situationen gebunden und von der konkreten Umgebung
abhingig. Das bedeutet weiterhin, dafl das Tier von all dem potenti-
alem Gehaltsreichtum der Welt nur jene Ausschnitte »wahrzuneh-
men« imstande ist und nur in bezug auf solche Ausschnitte »titige
sein kann, die seinen Lebensbedingungen entsprechen und fiir welche
es naturgegebene Organe besitzt. Die Existenz des Tieres ist ein Mi-
nimum der Existenz, ist eine biologische Existenz. Die Tiere sind ge-
schloflene Wesen. Demzufolge sind dann die Spezialisiertheit der In-
stinkte und die Beschrinkheit, die Gebundenheit an eine bestimmte
»Umgebung« korrelative Erscheinungen und Begriffe, wie es Ur-
sache und Folge sind.

Wenn jedoch die Spezialsiertheit der Instinkte bei den Tieren ein
Korrelat zu ihrer Eingeschlossenheit in die »Umgebung« darstellt, so
ist das Korrelat zu der Nichtspezialisiertheit der Instinkte beim Men-
schen — folgert Gehlen nach eingehenden Analysen und Betrachtun-
gen, mit denen wir uns hier nicht befassen konnen, — eben das Offen-
heit der Welt gegeniiber und der Ubergang zum Uerstehen der Welt.
Sollte man als Grundlage dieses Geoffnetseins und Verstehens den
Geist, den Intellekt anfithren, so wire damit natiirlich nichts erklart,
sondern man kime nur in eine dualistische Auffassung der Bezie-
hungen zwischen dem Geist und dem Korper, dem biologischen Le-
ben. Fiir den Geist mufl man hingegen eine biologische Voraussetzung
suchen, sie aber befindet sich vorallem eben in dem Nichtspeziali-
siertsein der Instinkte, und ferner in einem naturgegebenen Antriebs-
itberschuf, der sich bereits beim Kinde in dessen stindigem »Experi-
mentieren« mit den Dingen wahrnehmen lifit. Das Geoffnetsein des

_Menschen der Welt gegeniiber bedeutet gleichzeitig auch eine Unaus-
geglichenheit mit der Welt, und diese wird durch Arbeit liberwun-
den, durch die Aktion, worauf sie sick eben aufgrund dessen immer
aufsneue meldet und sich wiederum abschafft, sich aufhebt.

Es ist jetzt hier weder notwendig noch méglich, in die Komponen-
ten der menschlichen Aktion, wie z. B. das Planieren, das Vorausse-
hen, das Hemmen momentaner biologischer Impulse zwecks eines
kontinuierten menschlichen Lebens einzudringen, in ein Nein dem
Triebe und dem Augenblick, usf. — ohne all das jedoch gibt es keine
menschliche Aktivitdt. Ein besonderes Kennzeichen miissen wir he-
rausheben und uns mit ihm befassen, weil es unmittelbar mit der auf-
geworfenen Frage im Zusammenhang steht. Das ist die Tatsache des

tandigen Ausdeh des Existenzgehaltes durch die Aktion selbst,
!:ezichungsweise, das Entfernen der menschlichen Existenz von dem
in dem Begriff der biologischen Existenz ausgedriickten Existenzmi-
nimums.
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Diese Tatsache ist schon in dem Umstand enthalten und durch ihn
bedingt, dafl die Aktion des Menschen — die Aktion mit dem Instru-
ment 1st, ob es sich nun um das Instrument in konkreter Bedeutung
handelt oder um eine kulturelle und soziale Institution, Einrichtung
oder Errung hatt des M hen; zum Herstellen von Instrumen-
ten aber bedarf es neuer Instrumente und neuer Erfahrungen, so dafl
Jenes, was auf den ersten Blick blofl ein Mittel darstellt, notwendiger-
weise auch zum Ziel und Zweck des Schaffens, zum unmittelbaren

]

Beweggrund der Aktion wird. D folge ist es oglich, auch
eine jeste Grenze zwischen den natiirlichen und den sogenannten
kunstlichen Bedurfnissen des Menschen zu ziehen, denn auch die
»kunstlichen« konnen zur »anderen Natur« des Menschen werden,
und sie werden es tatsichlich und sie konnen »[riebkraft« erhalten.

Was ergibt sich hieraus fiir den Begriff der menschlichen Natur?
Es folgt, aal$ sich jedes Zuricktihren dieser Natur aut einige oder
beliebig viele, vom vornherein fixierte und unverinderliche natir-
liche ‘triebe sich nicht behaupten kann — und in der Tat ist Gehlens
Kritik und Analyse der zahlreichen Versuche von Anthropologen,
ein Verzeichnis dieser ‘Iriebe festzulegen, sehr interessant. Der Zen-
tralbegritf im Bestimmen, Definieren des Menschen ist, im Gegenteil,
der Artionsbegriff. Aktion aber bedeutet hdufig auch das Uberwin-
den eines ‘['riebes. Deshalb gebraucht Gehlen nicht den Triebbegriff
sondern den Antriebbegriff. Er bedient sich auch des Begritfs der
Neigung, der Zuneigung. Und, was fiir unser Thema von noch gré-
Berer Wichtigkeit ist, er ist der Meinung dafl man, schon der Nicht-
spezialisiertheit der Instinkte wegen, die Antriebe als plastische be-
trachten kann, was folgendes bedeutet: Entwicklungstahigkeit der
Antriebe, Autfinden neuer Méglichkeiten des Orientierens die eigene
Lage zu bestimmen, Enstehung neuer Antriebe, indes auch die Mo-
ghchkeit ihrer Degenerierung in M ten wenn die hliche
Haltung ins Wanken gebracht worden ist, und wenn die Aufgaben
schwinden in denen und durch die sich die menschliche Aktion be-
jaht, also affirmiert. .

Wir wiren nun berechtigt, aus Gehlens Betrachtungen im Zu-
sammenhang mit unserem Thema folgende Schlufifolgerung zu zie-
hen: da die menschliche Natur plastisch ist, kénnen wir auch kein
Vorhand in, kein Bestehen irgendeines unverinderlichen Aggres-
sionstriebes voraussetzen. Demzufolge bestiinde auch kein Grund
zur Befiirchtung die Menschen ko die ungeheure Macht, iber
die sie verfiigen, mifibrauchen.

In dhnlicher Richtung verlaufen auch einige anthropologische Be-
trachtungen Erich Fromms. Er betrachtet eben im Zusammenhang
mit dem aggressiven Verhalten auch die psychologische Form in der
es auftritt, nimlich den Hafl, und unterscheidet demnach zwei Arten
von Hafl: den reaktiven oder rationalen und den irrationalen Hafs.
Der reaktive ist jener mit dem der Mensch auf irgendwelche kon-
krete, bestimmte Bedringnisse, die von einem anderen Menschen her-
vorgerufen werden, reagiert. Dieser Haf§ verliert sich gewdhnlich mit
dem Verschwinden der Gefahr die ihn hervorgerufen hat. Der irra-
tionale HaR ist jedoch jener der sich bestindig &ufiert, als perma-
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nente Eigenheit eines Charakters, und der von einer Art Boswilligkeit
durchdrungen ist hassen zu kénnen. Seine Irrationalitit liegt vorallem
in seiner Dauer und in dem Umstand daf} er auch dann wahrt, wenn
keine konkrete Bedrohtheit vorliegt.

Doch nach Fromm ist auch diese andere Art von Haf nicht in dem
Sinne absolut irrational, daf er auf gar keinen Lebensbedingungen
begriindet wire. Fiir Fromm bedeuten der irrationale Hafl und der
Zerstorungsdrang eine Folge, wenn auch keiner unmittelbaren Be-
drohtheit, so doch des Uerhindertseins, der Unterbindung des Dran-
ges nach voller Entwicklung, eine Folge solcher Lebensbedingungen
in denen der Wille zum Leben und die Energie des Menschen blok-
kiert sind. Wenn ihre Entwicklung gehindert wird, so verlduft die
menschliche Energie in negativer Richtung, so artet sie in de-
struktive und negierende Handlungen aus. Deshalb kann man den
Zerstorungsdrang und das Ausgerichtetsein auf das Bose hin nur als
Maglichkeit, als Uirtualitit in der hlichen Natur bezeich
und nicht als etwas Unumgingliches und fatal Anwesendes. Diese
Maoglichkeit 1dfit sich vielmehr in die Gruppe der sogenannten sekun-
didren Méglichkeiten eingliedern, d. h. solcher Méglichkeiten die nur
dann zur Wirklichkeit werden wenn solche Bedingungen und Um-
stinde herrschen die den Existenzbediirfnissen des Menschen wider-
sprechen.

So besitzen wir noch eine, wenn wir es so ausdriicken wollen, aus-
sichtsvolle Anschauung von der menschlichen Natur. Denn, nach
Fromm besteht letzten Endes auch kein wesentlich irrationaler Hafl
und gibt es keine Aggressivitit, weil eben das was er als irrationalen
Haf bezeichnet hat nur unter gegebenen Bedingungen existiert. _

Demgemif kénnten wir jetzt folgern: da die Wissenschaft und
die Technik giinstige Bedingungen fiir alle Menschen schaffen kén-
nen, so besteht kein Grund zur Befiirchtung, die Zukunft der Men-
schen sei bedroht.

Uns scheint es leider dafl eine solche Schlufifolgerung verfriiht
sein kénnte.

Sie wire nur dann gerechtfertigt wenn das gegenseitige Bedro-
hung der Menschen - sei es als einzelnen, sei es als Gruppen, Natio-
nen und dergleichen — bedingt wire nur durch Mangel an mate-
riellen Giitern und durch geringe Produktionskraft der menschlichen
Arbeit, die von Wissenschaft und Technik wahrlich beseitigt werden
!(onnen. (Diese »Theorie des Mangels« wiirde eine besondere und eine
ins Detail gehende Analyse und Kritik erfordern, denn auf sie trifft
man bei vielen bedeutenden Denkern.)

Bezichungsweise, die erwihnte SchluBfolgerung wire nur dann
begriindet wenn sich alle Formen des Machtdranges und der Herrsch-
sucht in Hinsicht auf andere Menschen, die eine geschichtliche und
nicht nur individuelle Bedeutung besitzen, auf den Drang nach wirt-
schaftlicher Ubermacht und Ausbeutung zuriickfiihren lielen. Dies
wire jedoch eine zu gewagte Voraussetzung. Solch ein wirtschaftli-
cher Monismus béte nur eine falsche Ubersicht tber die historischen
Ereignisse und wiirde die Vielseitigkeit, die Dramatik und hiufig
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erscheinende Irrationalitit des geschichtlichen Geschehens verhehlen.
Und wirklich, hat denn das faschistische Deutschland, z. B., die Er-
oberung der Welt angestrebt und hat es sich dazu aufgemacht wegen
Mangel an Lebensraum und Not, wenn doch heute in einem Teil von
Deutschland eine erheblich groflere Zahl von Menschen sehr gut lebt
als vor dem Krieg ~ dank ihrem Fleifle, natiirlich!

Zweitens, die angefiihrte Schlufifolgerung wire erst in dem Falle
begriindet und nicht verfriht wenn wir jenen Gehlensche Begriff
vom »Antriebiiberschufi« in einem ausschliefilich positiven Sinne auf-
fassen kénnten, als ein Haben vom Uberflufl schépferischer Disposi-
tionen. Es scheint jedoch dal wir diesen Begriff vom »Uberschufi«
durch eine andere Bedeutung erginzen miissen, namlich, durch das
Bereitsein der hlichen und besonders der kollektiven Emotionen
Ubermifigkeit zu gewinnen, iiber das hinauszugehen was die gege-
bene Situation oder das konkrete Bediirfnis erfordern wiirde, und auf
diese Weise auch ihre Irrationalitit zu erhalten. Wie lielen sich sonst
Leidenschaften, Kollektivpsychosen und kollektive Zerstorungen ver-
stehen? In diesem »Uberfliefen« liegt zweifellos die Bedingung der
schopferischen Kraft des Menschen, wenn es sich um positive Inhalte
handelt, aber auch eine grofle Gefahr.

Lassen sich z. B. die Aggressivitit und der Hafl nur als Folgen
einer Angst vor wirklicher Bedrohtheit erkliren und deuten, als Fol-
gen tatsachlichen Unterbindens und H der Leb gie
durch andere Menschen? Zumindest in der Bezich zwischen den
Gruppen — ethnischen, konfessionellen und anderen — widersetzen
sich dieser Erkliarung zahlreiche historische Erscheinungen, vorallem
eine der lichsten Erschei -- der Antisemitismus. Es steht
sicher dafl die Juden als eine verstreute und geringfiigige Minderheit
weder ihre Verfolger im Mittelalter noch das Deutschland Hitlers
bedrohen konnten. Es bleibt uns demnach nur iibrig, indem wir die
einzelnen Ursachen als unwichtig abstrahieren. jene Anschauune in
bezug auf den Antisemitismus als hochstwahrscheinlich zu betrachen,
die in ihm eine Form und eine Fortsetzung einer alten, noch aus der
magischen Periode der Menschheitsentwicklung herriihrenden Gepf-
logenheit, sieht. Und zwar, dafl verschiedene ethnische Gruppen fiir
ihre Miflerfolge und ihr Mifigeschick, die von ihnen selbst und von
der Natur herstammen kénnen, die »Ursache« in einem »bosen Geist«
suchen, der in eine andere Personlichkeit oder Gruppe »hineinge-
fahren« ist, moglicherweise auch in den Hiuptling, dem es »nicht
eelungen ist« die guten Geister zu gewinnen und mild zu stimmen.
So finden sie ein Opfer, das »die Schuld fiir alles trigte, sie befreien
sich von ihrer Angst und entledigen sich ihrer Unmut ob des Mifler-
folges. dessen Ursachen ganz woanders liegen, ihrer Angriffslust,
ihres Schuldgefiihls. Und so wire es nicht im geringsten unverstind-
lich, wenn auch die Semiten unter gewifien Umstinden auch selbst
eigentlich - zu »Antisemiten« wiirden in bezug auf andere ethnische
Gruppen. Auf den gleichen psychologischen Nenner konnen wir
ebenso die einst sehr verbreitete Jagd auf »Hexen«, »Haretiker« u. &.
bringen.
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Ob wohl die Gefahr vor der Suche nach einem »Opfer« heute ver-
gangen ist, vorbei ist? Kann man behaupten, die Hexenjagd habe auf-
gehort und gehore der Vergangenheit an, in einem Zeitalter das die
Siuberungsaktionen Stalins erlebt hat, den chmesn:hen Kampf gegen
»Revnsxomsmus«, Viet-nam, die Ansichten vor ei
einem erheblichen Teil der Amerikaner als bemahe etwas Teuflichen,
Déimonischen?

Eben deshalb kénnen wxr nicht mit Entschxedenhext dne Frage posi-
tiv beantworten, ob der M h seine t, hwi ftliche Er-
rungenschaften nur fiir die Verwirklichung einer Welt der Bruder-
schaft und Solidaritit anwenden wird.
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ECONOMISM OR THE HUMANIZATION OF ECONOMICS
Mihailo Markovié

Beograd

Our society is experiencing a serious conflict of opposing tenden-
cies, of mutually disaccordant aims and of contrary scales of value.
In its efforts to achieve economic progress as quickly as possible and
to overcome the present back-wardness and primitivism it has, over
the past few years, increasingly been laying emphasis on market eco-
nomy and the corresponding norms and motives of behaviour: effi-
ciency, industriousness, skill, enterprise, ambition, and material inte-
rest.

At the same time, however our society cannot abandon its project
of creating a new basis for human relations, new cultures and a new
morality; a project whose basic values had already been widely ac-
cepted during the revolution. It involves such ideals as solidarity, care
for the weak and the under-developed, the abolition of large social
differences, the disappearance of all forms of exploitation, the night
to work, the possibility for each individual to develop as a social and
cultural being, the rational channeling of social processes, etc.

Experience has already shown the acuteness of the struggle: these
various goals arc not mutually concordant and the paths towards
overcoming the contradictions have not yet been found.

Human fate is dramatically altered overnight. People who for de-
cades have known who they are and what they want suddenly find
themselves in different shoes. They discover that they are profoundly
confused, divided at the bottom of their souls, torn, incapable of so-
mehow putting the pieces of their being back together, of reuniting
thoughts and attitudes. Some who were in the front-line of the revolu-
tion have fallen behind in the reform, while others who watched the
revolution from the side-lines hastily grab first place in the columns
of reform. Ex-partizan issars become busi repr
ves of capitalist firms. Ex-businessmen begin to interpret for other the
true meaning of socialism.

However, even those people who have not undergone such an unex-
pected transformation, who do not have the feeling that they are swim-
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ming in a river without any visible banks and without a firm bed, who
are convinced that they understand the true nature of the conflicting
situations in which they find themselves, in various and differing ways
experience that situation, — some as the victory of political realism
over utopianism, other as the degradation and down fall of the only
possible ideals of socialism; some as the triumph of liberalism over
conservative forces, others as the massive reproduction of petty-bour-
geois way of life and the bringing into question of the fundamental
aims of the revolution; some as only the latest in a series of inevitable
ebbs and flows in history, others as a great failure in the selection and
realization of the possibilities which history offers. This disparity of
attitudes, this certain incapacity to create a new whole, to unite con-
flicting aims, to overcome the gap between theory and practice, fa-
vours the many one-sided conceptions whose truth is at best partial
and whose morals are usually ambiguous.

Amidst these one-sided attitudes and conceptions particular atten-
tion is drawn to the one which is at the moment very influential, which
attempts to be more »Party-like« than the Party Programme, more
Marxist than Marxism itself, and which derives iits strength from the
simple fact that it is fundamentally nothing else but a rationalization
for il.ind economic forces. Of course, blind economic forces are of de-
aisive importance when they are not opposed by conscious mass action.
It is caracteristic for this view, which way be called economism, that
man is essentially an economic being (homo oeconomicus), and a con-
sumer (homo consumens), that the essential motive of production in
socialist sodiety the attempt to maximize income and that, therefore,
the most important thing for socialism at this moments is complete
liberation of economic laws and the undisturbed development of com-
modity — money relations.

A critical analysis of ec i ation of the entire
situational and theoretical context in which the problem of the deve-
lopment of commodity production in socialism is posed. Therefore, one
must investigate a) its genesis and its meaning in the modern interna-
tional socialist movement, and b) Marx's attitude towards commodity
production and human relations in a society which is based on that
production.

.1

Economism and the classical European concept of socialism.

The classical European concept of socialism, which during the first
decades of this century was the theoretical fundation of the worker's
movement throughout the world, which was the official doctrine of
the Third Communist Internationale, and which directed the moves
of not only the Russian October Revolution but of our own as well all
the way up to about 1950. finds itself confronted with serious crisis.
Typical of this concept was the conviction:

1) that capitalist sooial relations were too narrow a frame-work for
the development of productive forces, considering the enormous possi-
bilities offered by modern science and technology;
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2) that economic exploitation, political oppression and other forms
of human degradation which are characteristic of the modern world,
are chiefly a result of the institution of private property on the means
of production;

3) that the socialist state is by definition the representative of the
interests of the working class and of the widest strata of working
people, and that it is therefore natural for it to dispose of the entire
objectified labour;

4) that the maximum of economic and social rationality can be
achieved by state planning;

5) that the direct concern of the state for science, education and cul-
ture assures their maximum rapid and fruitful growth;

6) that social developement will gradually but constantly and in-

creasingly, without introducing large economic and social differences.
lead to the satisfaction individual human needs.
. Almost all of these assumption have gradually more or less comc
into question. Historical experience has largely confirmed the theory
of private property as a restrictive factor in modern society. It is true,
it turned out that sodieties founded on private property can still deve-
lop, can even secure a relatively long, lasting period of prosperity,!
and can, in individual cases (e. g. Japan) achieve exceptionally rapid
progress. However, after five decades of the practical existence of so-
cialism it must be accepted as a historical fact that, on the average,
social property on the means of production assured a significantly
higher degree of growth. Nevertheless, the example of Japan demon-
strates_that social phenomena can never be explained by only onc
cause. Property relations most certainly exert an influence on the for-
mation of a particular social climate where an accelerated progress
is possible. Yet, that certain climatc of increased social elan, of inte-
grity, order and above-average individual committment can also be
the result of other factors.

History has particularly contested the uncritical earlier belief in the
possibilites and advantages of the state in a socialist society. The over-
sized sphere of functions and rights adopted by the state has unavoi
dably made out of it a modern leviathan, an alienated power, basi-
cally independent of the people in whose name it acts, which has im-
mediately begun to develop according to iits own logic and to repro-
duce much of the irrationality and inhumanity charactenistic of the
old society. Capitalist profit as the form of appropniating surplus la-
bour has been abolished, but bureaucratic privileges has taken its pla-
ce. Decision-making has ceased to be haphasard, but has instead be-
come abstract and voluntaristic. State concern for science and culture
has permitted the large concentrated investment in material equip-
ment and in the creation of cadres, it has ensured the accelerateq deve-
lopment of the natural sciences and of technology, as well as of ideolo-
gically neutral art (particularly music), and it has allowed the fasci-
nating advance in the field of elementary mass culture. However.
that concern, which all too often was transformed into censorship,

! can avoid cconomic catastrophes
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created a »dead sea« in all those cultural fields whose existence de-
pends on creative freedom: in the social sciences, humanistic discipli-
nes, literature and art. Since the individual was in every sense de-
pendent on the state, the fulfilment of individual needs was low down
on the daily list. Socialism increasingly resembled a rich society of

oor individuals. Bureaucracy took care that economic and social dif-
})ercnces did not become too great, but it significantly stood back from
the entire rest of society.

Today, this classical concept of socialism is in the process of re-eval-
uation and partial modification throughout Europe, particularly with
regard to the economic functions of the state. However, in some of its
essential elements it has experienced radical criticism from two oppo-
sing sides, in China and Yugoslavia.

China needed, with regard to her enormous economic backwardness
and utmost overstrained programme of industrialization, a more rigid
model of socialism than the classical one, which had originated under
European conditions and counted on the niveau of at least semi-indu-
strialized countries. Hence, the authority of the central government
had to become even greater that that in the Soviet Union during the
twenties and thirties. As in every primitive society it had to be perso-
nalized into one leader of super-natural qualities. Maximal efficiency
of action, in the absence of technological development, had to be en-
sured by organization, order, discipline and unity of thought, — in fact,
by the complete »ideologization« of the entire culture. Chinese society
with its present low productivity of labour could not ensure both rapid
industrialization and constantly increasing satisfaction of individual
needs. She found herself at the cross-roads of a dilemma: either ena-
ble the present generation to experience not only the collective exalta-
tion of creating a new sooiety and a new revolutionary ethos but also
a significantly higher degree of satisfaction of individual material
needs along with a certain slack in the tempo of material develop-
ment, or seek to conquer the heights of technology with maximal in-
dividual deprivation. There is no cause for surprise that the more ex-
treme of the two courses won out. Any slackening of industrialization
in a predominantly rural country such as is still China would repro-
duce a strong petty bourgeoisie social stratum and would make the
future uncertain. The centuries-long influence of Confuscianism and
of Taoism had already prepared people for personal sacrifice and any
form of depnivation. The new ideology of dignity in poverty and the
subordination of individual to community requests was already there.
it only needed to clear the field of all other alternative ideologies (whe-
ther by origin traditional or foreign), to give an all the more forceful
impulse for its massive appropriation. In fact, this is the meaning
behind the so-called cultural revolution.

Of course, the conditions in China are so specifiic that her ways and
experience is not more relevant to the development of European coun-
tries than the experience of these is obligatory for China. Presentday
enthusiasm among certain leftists for China and for the Chinese cul-
tural'rcvolution is of a complctely romantic nature. It is more an ex-
pression of revolt against the situation in the European and American
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labour movement than an expression of a serious considered belief that
the world labour movement should follow China’s course of develop-
ment.

The Yugoslav negation of the classical model of socialism with its
critique of the myth surrounding the socialist state with its effective,
practical building up completely new, alternative political and eco-
nomic — those structures or self-management of incomparably greater
importance for developed countries.

That which allows for a certain continuity to remain between the
classical and the Yugoslav models, which enables then both to be cal-
led »socialist«, is the resolutc denial of the institution of private pro-
perty on the means of production. The other basic point of resem-
blance is that both models apply to a reality which has not yet reached
the level where the question of abolishing all commodity production
could be posed. What is more, both models are confronted with a pa-
radoxical situation of having at the same time both to find the path
towards abolishing market economy (demanded by any society
which tends to create communism), as well as the path towards thc
further development of market economy, (demanded by any society
which has not yet become sufficiently industrialized and urbanized).

The main thrust of Yugoslav criticism of the classical model of so-
cialism is its contestation of statism, i. e. the viewpoints:

- that the so-called socialist state is the unconditional representa-
tive of the working class and of all working peoples and that, conse-
quently, it has the right to dispose of the lion’s share of the objectified
work;

— that instead of the producers and their true, democratically clec-
ted representatives the state can rationally manage the entire economy
of the country;

— that the state must keep control over all scientific and cultural
activities;

- that only the state can ensure the application of the principe of
reward according to work and overcome the forms of exploitation and
alienation characteristic of the old society.

In our country today, only the most conservative bureaucrats still
accept statism as a lasting and satisfactory model for socialist society.
However, there are efforts to rehabilitate statism (particularly repu-
blican) as a temporary solution, based on the theory that the state is
here to stay for a while, and that our bureaucracy is not alien to the
working class but rather that it governs with its consent and support.
It is not exactly clear how it is possible to claim that, on the one hand,
we already have a self-managing socicty, that there are already
self- managing relations in our economy, and at the same time, on the
other hand, to justify the more durable existence of the state and of
bureaucracy. Of course, it can also be the expression of a certain re-
alism and tacit acknowledgement that the realization of self-manage-
ment has not progressed very far and that a large gulf exists between
theory and practice, between propaganda and reality.
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If, for a moment, we concern ourselves with the theoretical aspect
of the question we will quickly see that there are several alternatives
to statism and that, as a matter of fact, very different things are gro-
uped under the title of »self-management«.

If we ask ourselves: who, in place of the state, should make the de-
cisions, plan production and distribute the surplus objectified labour,
at least three answers are posseble (if we abstract their combinations
and their varying sub-classes):

a) the immediate producer (in a maximally decentralized system),

b) the immediate producer and the organs of the state in the muni-
cipalities, republics and federations,

c) the producer and the organs of sclf-management in municipali-
ties, republics and federations.

These three answers imply in fact, three different theoretical
models, all of which can be called models of self-management
because in principle they recognize the right of the immediate produ-
cers to participate in deciding on the production and distribution of
surplus labour. Naturally, the place and true share of immediate pro-
ducers can significantly vary with each of these models. In addition,
a model is not the same thing as reality, proclaimed but illusory free-
dom is not the same as actual freedom, which can be utterly limited
by the laws of the market and by varied administrative interventions.
In practice, immediate producers rarely enjoy the rights forseen for
them in the system, because, among other reasons, they are unorga-
nized and confronted with compact oligarchic groups and apparata of
enormous power. If we abstract all of this for a moment, we could call
model (a) a system of decentralized self-management, model (b) a
combined system of self-management and statism, and model (¢) a
system of integrated self-management.

What we have at the moment iin Yugoslavia is model (b) (Certain
functionaries and intellectuals would like to see a modification of that
model by strengthening republican at the expense of federal statism).

The further development of self-management, the de-bureaucrati-
zation and de-professionalization of politics under the conditions of
modern technology, which ensures the rationality of only the »big«
integrated systems, would be achieved for us under model (c).

It is typical of what we can charactenize as »economism« that it
attempts to achieve economic and social rationality exclusively through
the mechanism of commodity money relations, totally eliminating and
influence and intervention by political institutions of global sodiety.
As a result, economism identifies self-management with decentraliza-
tion (model a), strives towards greater disintegration and atomisation
of social processes, opposes any planning and direction on principle,
and not because it night re-enforce bureaucracy (to which even some
adherents of economism undoubtedly belong). Economism views the
remuneration according of to work exclusively as remuneration ac-
cording to the success on the market. The increase in social differences,
the appearance of new socialist bosses and new socialist proletenians,
and even the phenomenon of massive unemployment are all seen as
normal occurences within the system. It is natural, according to its
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postulates, t'hat the skill;d and the shrewd should prosper while the
weak are ruined, — anything is moral as leng as it is not explicitly for-
bidden by the law. Culture is worth only as much as it brings on the
market, science is worth only as much as it can be directly applied
to industry.

If we abstract the by-products of economism ~ iits cynicism and its
total spiritual void ~ if we concentrate on its theoretical base (which
is the liberalism of the nineteenth century under the conditions of social
property on the means of production), three preliminary constatations
are possible.

First of all, economism is unreal and naive. A society built upon its
principles would be doomed. A disintegrated industry would be inca-
pable of applying modern technology, which is incompatible with
yesterday's limits and barriers, which demands increasingly large in-
vestments, a growing degree of communication and cooperation, and
an iincreasingly wider field of operations. The atomized society un-
der modern conditions is no longer capable of solving any of the
larger problems such as hunger, shelter, unemployment, efficient me-
dical aid, the modernization of industry, automation, the application of
cybernetics, juvenile delinquency, prostitution, illiteracy, universal
education, mass culture, the development of the modern sciences, and
particularly the mobilization of citizens to carry out great social goals.
While the process of integration is increasingly progressing in the
West, at a time when supra-nationalist communities are already in
operation, we were recommended, until recently, to disintegrate the
already established larger enterprises and communities.

Secondly, economism would like to represent itself as the offical doc-
trine of Yugoslav society which, among other things, strems from the
Programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia. That is, in
fact, a position rather different from the existing system. Under the
present system, the state determines the frame-work of all of econo-
mic politics. By passing laws, numerous instruments and decrees, it,
as a matter of fact regulates and, to a certain degree, directs economic
processes. According to needs it even freezes prices and personal in-
comes, invests in building up large objects, exerts an influence on bank
business the credit system, determines the currency rate, and confirms
the form of exchange with other countnies. All of this is irreconaila-
ble with economism. Therefore, leaving aside the questions whether
or not the state is doing well what it is doing and whether or not eco-
nomism is a progressve or regressive negation of such methods, one
must establish that the doctrine is in practical opposition both to the
political principles proclaimed in the programme of the Yugoslav
league of Communists, but also to those politics which have been so
far really carried out in our country.

Thirdly, economism resembles statism in that both attempt to save
and to durably retain in socialism some of the essential structures of
class society. Statism has been working to this end on the political
level conserving strengthening, justifying and glorifying the state.
Economism tries to achieve the same ends on the economic level re-
taining and glorifying the market. The one created the myth of the
»socialist state« and the other of »socialist commodity production«.
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Of course, socialism will need the state for yet a long time to come.
Similarly, commodity production and market relations will exist for
a while yet.

Undoubtedly, the state under socialism is not the same as the state
under any known previous forms of class society. Commodity money
relations under social property on the means of production and the
first forms of self-management are not the same as commodity money
relations under capitalism.

Nevertheless, the state is an institution of the old, class society; it
is essentially an apparatus of coercion which makes sense only as long
as (sharp) class differentiation exists and as long as reason remains
inferior to power. Is it any different with commodity production? Did
not Marx in every commodity production, not only that under
capitalism discover the presence of the alienation of labour and the
fetishism of commodity? Was not the transition from capitalism to-
wards communism for him a process of transcending the institutions
of commodity, money and reified market relations?

1f this is not so, then economism can pretend to mean something new
for socialist theory and practice. If it is so, then economism is reac-
tionary and cannot be evaluated as anything other than as a not too
ingenious attempt to restore the long ago by-passed bourgeois libera-
lism of the nineteenth century.

Marx's critique of alienated labour.

One needs to get behind the ephemeral iindividual facts of Marx's
»Das Kapital« and the theoretical considerations which more or
less relate to the particular foims of capitalist society during his time,
to be able to penetrate the furthest depths of this work in order to un-
derstand its full meaning. Only then do we see that Marx was far
more than an analist or a critic of a concrcte, and today greatly sur-
passed, histonical reality, that he was, in fact, a theoretician of our
sooiety and times as well, and that he expressed more profound truths
about it than many of our superficial contemporaries and many of his
disciples who, full of self-satisfaction, live under the dangerous illu-
sions that, at least in some parts of the world, the questions which Marx
posed have already been resolved.

In fact, the problem which represents the basis and the starting point
of Marx’s entire critique of political economics continues to be the cen-
tral problem of the present moment and of the entire historical epoch
in which we live. Marx condensed this problem into the concept of
»alienated labour«. The term alone was the cause of many mis-under-
standings and pseudoconflicts. It in itself is not important. What is
essential is the structure to which it refers. The question is what hap-
pens under determined histonical conditions to man in the process of
his work.

. Work is objectification of human powers: shaping the confined ob-
ject man projects onto it his own consciousness, thought, desires,
needs, imagination, and through it realizes the potential qualities of
his being. At the same time, production enables satisfaction of life’s
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needs, his own and those of the other man. Work, therefore, could
be an activity through which the individual expresses all of the fun-
damental characteristics of his human nature, and through which he
produces and confirms himself as a man. Man precisely distinguishes
himself from other animals:

in that he consciously and purposefully changes the prescribed
object;

in that he rebels against any form of limitation, be it from the outer
world or from within himself, from which it follows that he aspires
to over-come every such restriction, and to perfect and further deve-
lop his own self through his creativity;

in that the motive for work is not only the creation of the useful
traits of the object which satisfy some direct organic need or increase
man’s might, but also the creation of those traits which are a goal in
itself, which make the object beautiful;

finally, in that the product of labour mediates between one indivi-
dual and the other and this establishes a social relation bet-
ween them; the product will satisfy a need of the other man, add to
his being in a certain way and at the same time project and confirm
through it the being of its producer.

Work, by its own nature, could be all of this. However, in mo-
dern history these structural characteristics of work have been only
fragmentarily manifested and only in the productivity of individual
creators. The production of humanity as a whole, owing to a series of
historical conditions, still has not got a human character.

In a society in which the scarcity of material objects indispensable
to essential human needs still rules, in which, therefore, abstract need
possession as such emerges as a super-structure of immediate concrete
needs; —

in a situation when the necessity for an increase in the productivity
of labour results in the division of labour, in the partition of society
into professional groups, in the polarization of physical and intellec-
tual workers, of managers and employees, in the crumbling and’ ato-
mizing of the entire working process into individual phases and finally
in operations around which the whole life of individual or groups of
workers may sometimes be fixed;

under conditions when there is not yet enough objectified work in
order to satisfy the nceds of everyone, but there is already enough of
it to secure a monopoly of economic and social power for a certain
elite stratum of society;

under such conditions the entire structure of human work disinte-
grates, and an acute gap between its constituent elements appears: the
product no longer has its determined producer and the producer loses
all connection with the object in whose production he took part.

This is a two-sided externalisation (Entiuferung) for the pro-
duct not only escapes from the control of its creator, but also begins
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to act like an independent power? which treats its author like an object,
like a thing for being used. This phenomenon is possible because be-
hind the object there is another man who uses it to transform the pro-
ducer into a thing, where any h char: istics are completel
irrelevant except for one: a special kind of commodity which can pro-
duce other commodities and needs for its up-keep and reproduction a
smaller amount of objectified work than the amount of objectified
work which it creates. This two-sided externalisation which in essence
is not a relation of a man to the natural object but rather a specific
relationship of a man toward other man, is alienation.?

Marx did not discover the idea itself of alienated labour, it can al-
ready be found in Hegel’s early works. However, Marx re-opened
a problem which Hegel had fictively solved and closed. He gave it a
real historical perspective within the frame-work of a general huma-
nistic philosophical wvision. While working on »Grundrissen der
Kritik der politischen Oekonomie« and in his first draft of »Ka-
pital«, Marx hardly used the term »alienation« itself, but the
conceptual structure expressed therein was the basis for Marx’s
entire critique of political economy. Lastly, the experience of the
Parnis Commune contributed to Marx’s definite formulation of his be-
lief that a free community of direct producers, that is, the realization
of self-management, is the concrete historical path towards transcen-
ding alienated labour.

*

Already in his work »4 System of Morals« (System der Sittlich-
keit), written between 1800 and 1802, Hegel introduced the con-
cept of »general«, abstract and quantitative labour which produces
goods for the market, in difference from that special concrete work
through which the individual attempts to fulfill his own needs.
Abstract labour leads to social iinequality, to the increase in degrees
of wealth and to ever-greater antagonisms. A state ruled by anarchy
is not in any condition to over-come these antagonisms ... Powers
alien to the individual, in relation to which he remains impotent, de-
termine whether or not his needs will be satisfied. The so-called state
of justice attempts through proper legal channels to introduce a cer-
tain balance, but even this cannot completely come out at the end with
special interests. According to Hegel, the only possibility for creating
a unity of general and individual interests ds to transcend the indi-
vidualistic society, and pass into the authority of the state, in which
discipline and preparation for war governs.

? »Die Entiufierung des Arbeiters in seinem Product hat die Bedeutung nicht
nur dafl seine Arbeit zu einem Gegenstand, zu seiner dzuBeren Existenz wird sondern
daf sie auBer ihn unabhingig, frei von ihm existiert und eine selbststindige Macht
ihm gegeniiber wird« (Marx-Engels, Gesamtausgabe 1, Bd. 8, pgs 83-84).

* »Durch die wechselseitige Entiuflerung oder Entfremdung des Privateigen-
tums, ist das Privatcigentum selbst in die Besti des entaufierten Pri ig
tums geraten«. (MEGA, 1, Bd. 3, page 538).

In his paper vHegel und die Entfremdunge. held at the congress of Hegel in
September 1966, the Soviet philosopher Iljenkov refuted the opinion that the
terms »lEl}til‘lf{e‘nmg- and »Entfremdung« were used in Marx's »Economic and
P P « a3 sy X
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We can find a similar analysis of labour in »Philosophic des
Geistes«. Abstract labour cannot develop the true capacities of the
individual. Mechanization instead of liberation only enslaves man:
increase in mechanization means a decrease in the value of labour and
a further restriction on the worker’s capadities. Instead of being the
means for the self-realization of the individual, work becomes the
means for his degradation and self-negation. The relation between
need and labour becomes blind, imable interdependence. For a
society like this to be able to survive, it is essential, according to He-
gel, to have a strong state which will constantly control the wild ani-
mal and hold it on a leash.

Hegel continues this discussion of the problem of labour and the
relation individual - society in his Die Phenomenologic des Gei-
stes. His analysis of the reified world in which objects are the
incarnation of the subject who created them and in which, behind the
relations among the objects, are hidden human inter-relations, is of
capital importance to Marx's philosophy. Marx adopted from Hegel
the idea that man is »the result of his work« and that the »self-creation
of man is the process of reification and of its negation«.t Hegel’s ana-
lysis of master and servant directly prepared the way for Marx’s ana-
lysis of the relationship between capital and labour. The world is po-
larized on the field in which man’s entire being is regulated by work,
and on the ficld in which man appropriates the work of another man.
Such a relationship did not sprout as a result of natural differences
between them; it is mediated by the objects which the one produces
and the other possesses and disposes of. Hegel indicated the solution
to this conflict, but in an abstract, conceptual form: the man whose
self-consciousness is awoken, who has felt that behind the appearance
of things lies his own self-consciousness, is hungry for things, he ap-
propriates and uses them. Yet, at the end of that process he comes to
the knowledge that the true object of his desires (Begierde) are not
things but rather contact with other individuals. Or as Hegel puts it:
»Selt-consciousness achieves its satisfaction in another self-conscious-
ness«.

‘I'hese ideas have their deeper mcaning in the modern consumer ci-
vilization which reproduces on a mass scale a type of man which can
be characterised as a being-for-things and not Hegel's being-for-the-
other-man.

Marx emphasized the enormous significance of Hegel’s Pheno-
menology of Mind, but at the samc time he pointed out at the
fatal loop-whole in this brilliant analysis: all the contradictions of
bourgeois society which Hegel so gemially gcrgelvcd and expressed
in a philosophical language are dissolved within the framework of
pure thought, within the framework of the sphere of speculative, .ab‘
stract philosophy which in itself is one of the spheres of alienation.
This amounts to »over-coming« alienation in an alienated way. Fur-

« MEGA, 1 Bd. 3, page 150.
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ther more, Hegel's entire system remains historically closed and tied
to the existing social framework. The monarchist state solves all anta-
gonisms, reality, in this way, reaches the level of theory, social insti-
tutions become rational (vernunftig).

*

Many Marxists to whom Hegel’s works were unknown have been
contributing to Marx thoughts which he had simply taken over from
Hegel.

Other immediately noticed that unbridgeable differences exist bet-
ween Marx’s ideas in Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts and
their own philosophical convictions. The best thing to do was to declare
his early works as Hegelian.

The ignorance of the first was nowhere near so damaging as the
superfiaial arrogance of the second. Without the Hegelian analysis
of labour and the reified world not only would there not be the philo-
sophy of the young Marx but there would not be Das Kapital
either. When Hegel’s conservative and apologetic conclusions are dis-
carded and his abstract and mystified form of presentation is left asi-
de, certain profound analyses of real human inter-relationships re-
main. These analyses entered the roots of Marx’s thought and reveal
their full meaning in contemporary society.

Without this prehistory to Kapital it is impossible to under-
stand that work, as even Lenin once noted,’ after having read only
Hegel’'s Logic and not even considering Phenomenology of Mind.
What follows is that over the past hundred years there have been few
Marxists who have understood how Marx really conceived the tran-
scendence of capitalism.

Contrary to the wide-spread misbelief that the theme of aliena-
tion can only be found in Marx’s earlier works under the influence
of Hegel, and that the completely discarded this »abstract philoso-
phical phase« in his later, more mature scientific period, it can be irre-
futably shown that the basis of Marx’s critique of political economy
is in his critique of alienated labour, and that, in that respect, there is
complete continuity from the Ec ic and Philosophic Manuscripts,
written in 1884, Grundrissen der Kritik der politischen Oekonomie
written in 1857-58 to Kapital.

Marx’s critical position in Kapital can only be understood in the
light of his hypothesis of true human community and true production
where each man both »affirms himself and the other man«:

1) by objectifying his individuality and experiencing his persona-
lity as an objective, sensuous, unquestionable power;

& Marx's Kapital cannot be letely grasped, especially his first chapter,
without considering and understanding all of Hegel's Logic. Therefore, no
Marxist for the past 50 years has understood Marx.« (Lenin, ﬁhilosophical Note-
books, ct. Filosofskie Tetradi, Moscow 1947. p. 154.).
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2) by the immediatc awareness that his work and the use of his
product will satis{y the needs of anothcr human being;

3) by the mediation between another man and the human generic
being, by the knowledge that this labour contributed to supplementing
another being, that it became a part of hiin;

4) by his life expression the life expression of another man was
created; this is, then, the immediate confirmation and realisation of
his true being, his generic being.®

The analysis of labour in Kapital is the starting point for the
explanation and cniticism of capitalist society, and for any other so-
aiety which is based on commodity production. The character of la-
bour is contradictory. What Marx in his earlier works called »aliena-
ted labour« is now placed under the term »abstract labour«. Only ab-
stract labour creates exchange value and only it has a socially acknow-
ledged importance. However, man’s labour is here totally crippled,
deprived of everything personal, free, creative, spontaneous, human,
and reduced to being a simple suppl t to the hi The only
sooially acknowledged characteristic of that labour will be its quan-
tity which will be judged on the market and will receive its abstract
objective form: money. The fetishism of commodities, the mysticism
of the merchandize world are now the concepts by which, within the
sphere of economics, Marx expresses the same structure of productive
relations which he termed in his earlier works as »alienated labour«.
Again, the point is, as Marx says in Kapital, that »their (commo-
dity producer’s) own histonical movement takes the form of the mo-
vement of things under whose control they happen to be placed, in-
stead of having control over them«.” The conclusion which Marx
draws from his analyses of the production of relative surplus value
reproduces in condensed form all of the clements of his criticism of
alienated labour in early writings:

»Within the capitalist system all methods for increasing social pro-
ductive forces are carried out on the bill of the individual worker, all
means for developing production dcgenerate into means for the ex-
ploitation of and rule over the producer; they make a cripple out of
the worker, a semi-man, they reduce him to the common equipment
of a machine, destroy the last remains of appeal in his work transfor-
ming it into a real torture; they alienate from the worker the intellec-
tual possibilities of the process of labour to the degree in which science
is included as an indepedent force; they deform the conditions under
which he works, subject him in the process of labour to a disgusting
and pedantic despotism, transform his entire life into working hours
and throw his wife and his child under Juggernaut's wheel of capital.®

In Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts Marx differentiated
four types of alienation of the worker:

1) alienation from the product of labour, which becomes an inde-
pendent blind power;

¢ MEGA, 1 Bd. 3 page 546.
7 Das Kapital, Bd. I, Kap. 1, C 4.
® Op. cit. Bd. 1, Kap. 25, 4.
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9) alienation from the production itself, which becomes compulsive,
routine and loses any traits of creativity (which, among other things
implies production according to the laws of beauty);

3) alienation from the human generic being, for whom conscious,
free and productive labour is characteristic;

4) alienation from the other man, because satisfaction of an other’s
needs, supplementing another’s being, cease to be the prime motive
of production.

All of these aspects of alienation can be found in Kapital.

The fetish character of commodity lies precisely in the fact that
»the social characteristics of their own work seem to people be cha-
ractenistics which objectively belong to the products of labour them-
selves, to be properties which those things have by nature.« Hence,
»the determined social relationship among people assumes for them
a fantasmagorical form of the relationship among things.«

This reification of human relations springs from determined cha-
racteristics of labour, when that labour produces commodities. The
labour can take on the character of a commodity only, »when various
speaific cases of work are reduced to a common character which they
all have as the expenditure of working capacity, as human labour in
the abstract.« This abstract labour ceases to be a need and fulfillment
of the human being and becomes the mere necessary means of its sub-
sistence. »The accumulation of wealth at one end is at the same time
the accumulation of poverty, hard labour, slavery, ignorance, growing
bestiality and moral decline at the other, i. e. on the part of the class
which brings forth its own product in the shape of capital.® The aliena-
tion of the producer from the other man stems from the simple fact
that the purpose of the work is no longer the satisfaction of another’s
needs, but rather the possibility to transform labour into money — the
general and impersonal form of objectified labour. The drastic forms
of alienation among people arise as a consequence of the competition,
exploitation and despotism to which the worker is submitted. In order
at to the same time increase production and to prevent a decline in
the profit, rate it becomes necessary to squeeze out from the worker a
growingly large amount of unpaid-for work.!® Hence, the necessity
for the most efficient manipulation of workers possible and the need
for increase in the degree of exploitation of labour.

Criticism of alienated labour, therefore is present in both Kapital
and in all earlier works. He who loses sight of this criticism also loses
the possibility for understanding the deepest ing of Marx’s mes-
sage, and opens himself up to the dangerous illusion that many histo-
rical problems have been already resolved when all that has been
realized are some-preconditions and all that has been achieved are
some first steps towards their resolution.

* Loc. cit.
10 0p. cit. Bd. 1II, K, 14, 1.
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*

A good le of misunderstanding the of Marx’s cri-
nques of capitalist society is the discussions on the disappearance of
exploitation in the modern developed industnial society of the West
and in socialist countries.

One of the frequent arguments used in the West to refute Marx’s
teachings is to point out the fact that, contrary to his predictions, the
process of progressive pauperization of the working class did not take
place. In fact, its living standard over the last few decades has grown
to such an extent that it has lost all of its one-time revolutionary cha-
racter. This seems to imply that under these conditions exploatation
tends to dissappear.

However, the q e of exploitation is not that the worker is
condemned to live in misery because he does not receive equal value
for his labour. First of all, Marx assumed that wages in capitalism
are more or less equal to the value of labour. Secondly, under the con-
ditions of rapid technical progress and the increase in labour produc-
tivity the degree of exploitation can grow regardless of the fact that
wages can also rise.

»The surplus value rate is the cxact expression for the degree of
exploitation of labour by capital.« However, the surplus value rate is
determined by the ratio of surplus value to varniable capital. Therefore,
the moment that labour productivity or the total value of produced
commodities more rapidly increases than the total sum issued to buy
the labour force, the degree of exploitation increases.

On the other hand, contrary to those Marxists who link the pheno-
menon of explcitation strictly to capitalism, one can say that the more
abolishment of private property as a means of production does not
abolish every possibility for exploitation.

Marx carefully explained in his earlier writings that private pro-
perty is not the cause but the consequence of alienated labour, just as
gods are originally the consequence not the cause of religious aliena-
tion. Only later does conditioning becomc reciprocal. In the society
which Marx calls »primitive«, »non-reflective« communism, »man’s
personality is negated in every spherec, all-around envy and levelling-
down appear, »the entire world of culture and civilization is negated
and regresses towards the unnatural simpliocity of the individual poor
and wantless who has not only not surpassed private property but has
not yet even attained to it.«!! In this kind of society, Marx says, »the

ty is only a ¢ ity of work and of equality of wages
pa.xd out by the communal capital by the community as universal ca-
pitalist.«12

That is why Marx felt that the basic question was that of the nature
of labour rather than the question of private property.

»In speaking of private property, one believes oneself to be dealing
with something external to mankind. But in speaking of labour one
deals directly with mankind .itself. This new formulation of the pro-
blem already contains its solution.«'3

" Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts (Marx's concept of man), edited by
Fromm, N. Y.. 1961, pagc 125.
" llud /rage 126.
page 93.
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The solution, therefore, is to abolish those relations into which the
worker comes during the process of his labour, to abolish the situation
in which he becomes only one of the commodities in the reified world
of commodities.

The essence of exploitation lies in the fact that accumulated, objec-
tified labour, i. e. capital, rules over live work and appropriates the
value which it creates, and which is greater than the value of the la-
bour force itself. Marx expressed this major thesis of his in Kapital,
in the following lapidary manner: »The rule of capital over the wor-
ker is merely the rule of things over man, of dead over live labour.«!¢

The specific historical form which enabled the appropriation of
objectified labour in Marx’s time was the disposal of capital on the
basis of private property on the means of production. This specific
feature clouded over the generality of its content and it is no wonder
that to many Marxists it seemed and still scems that the possibility
for exploitation existing in a society in which private property
on the means of production has been abolished is contradicti
in adjecto. Nevertheless, it is obvious that private property on the
means of production is not the only social institution which allows
for the disposal of objectified labour. First, in a market eco-
nomy during the transitional period this institution can be the
monopolistic position of individual collectives which enables them
to sell their commodities above their value. Such collectives, in fact,
appear on the market as collective capitalists and collective exploit-
ers. (Needless to say, within the process of internal distribution this
appropriated surplus of value will be assured of never reaching the
pockets of the producers themselves, but will rather find its way into
the bureaucratic and technocratic elements of the enterprise). Secondly,
it can be a monopoly over the decision-making in a statist system. To
the degree in which a bureaucracy exists and takes over the disposal
of the objectified labour into its own hands, rewarding itself with
various privileges there is no doubt that this is only another form of
appropmating the surplus value created by the working class.

The only way to definitely abolish exploitation is to create the con-
ditions which will prevent objectified labour to rule over live labour,
in which, above all, the night to dispose of objectified labour will be
given to the producers themselves.

*

. Alienation in the field of material production entails a correspond-
ing form of alienation in the field of public sodial life, the state and
politics: politics are separated from economics, and society is divided
into two opposite spheres. One s civil society with all the egoism of
the concrete owner of commodities, with all its envy, greed for private
possesion and indifference towards the true needs of the other man.
The other sphere is that of the political society of the abstract citizen
which in an illusory way personifies within itself the general interest
of the community.

4 Das Kapital, Bd. I, Kap. 6.
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Kant and Hegel outlined two basic but contrary concepts of the
state and law. Kant’s liberal concept starts from the real empirically
given sodiety characterised by the market and the mutual competition
among egotistic individuals, and attempts to reconcile the general
interest and freedom of the individual in a negative manner, by de-
manding restriction on the self-initiative and arbitrariness of the in-
dividual. Hegel correctly perceived that simple common co-existence
and mutual restriction of selfish individuals does not constitute a real
general interest and a true human community. Hegel, therefore, tried
to transcend this negative relationship of one individual with the next,
seen as his limit, by the assumption of a rational citizen and a ra-
tional community in which the individual relates positively to the
social whole, and through it to the other individual. However, Hegel
himself remained within the frame-work of the limited horizon of
bourgeois society, conceiving rationality as an abstract »identifica-
tion of the subjective spirit of the individual with the objective spirit
of the state.« The state as the personification of ideal human com-
munity is a pure abstraction which fictively transcends the existing
empirical reality of bourgeois society.

In his criticism of Hegel’s philosophy of law Marx properly observ-
ed that (1) such a reduction of a concrete possible human community
to an abstraction of the state, (the moment of the objective spirit),
along with reducing a concrete, historically-given individual to an
abstraction of the citizen. takes the form of alienation, and that (2)
this alienation in thought is the result of alienation in the reality
itself: »The picture of the modern state imagined by the Germans,
which abstracts itself from natural people. was only possible because
and in as much as the very state abstracts itself from true people or
fulfills the total man in only an imaginary way.«®

Contrary to »civil society«.in which there is bellum omnium contra
omnes and in which only intersecting and mutually contradictory
separate interests come to expression, in the political state the state-
in-general appears as a necessary supplement, and in Hegel’s con-
cept it »exists an sich and fiir sich«. The state, then, is an alienated
universal and necessarly entails the formalism of the state: bureau-
cracy. Bureaucracy attempts to affirm general interest as something
special, beside and above all other private and special interests.’? In
that way it presents itself as an alienated social power which »treats
the world as a mere object of its activity«.!® On the other hand, the
state and bureaucracy are necessary supplements to the crumbling
world of the owners of commodities who all follow only their special
and private goals: the state also supports a special interest but and
creates the seemingness of its generality. »General interest« can be
maintained iin face of speoial interest only as something »particular«
in as much as the particular in face of the general is maintained as
something »general«.!®

“- l:‘l.zr.x-En cls, Werke, Bd. 1 Berlin. 1955, page 384.

74 Cn'tiquge of Hegel's Philosophy of the State and of Law, page 297, »In I}\lreau‘-‘
cracy the identity of state interests and particular cconomic goals is posed in SlllC
a way that state intercst becomes a separate private goal against other private goals.«

18" Ibid.

® Loc. cit.
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Needless to say, this dualism between bureaucratized state and spe-
cial private interests was impossible to resolve by identifying these
contradictions in an imaginary way, within the framework of abstract
thought.

»'lghc abolition of bureaucracy«, says Marx, »is possible only when
general interest becomes reality« and when »spedial interest really
becomes general interest.«* And that is only possible when the
individual man begins to live, work and relate to his fellow man in
a human way »only then when man ceases to separate his forces pro-
pres as a social power from himself in the form of political power«.
»Only then human emancipation will be achieved.«2!

Marx explained this conception more clearly in Grundrissc.
Here he compares political with religious alienation; both in cases man
projects his general human generic characteristics and meeds either
into an out-of-this-world being, or into the state. Both are a necessary
supplement to the incomplete social reality and can wither away only
when man liberates himself from the idiocy of tying his entire life to
one calling and to wage labour.

Marx shows in Das Kapital that all the basic nights guarante-
ed by the state to its citizens have a formal and alienated character.
Freedom is merely the oitizen’s right to dispose of his commodity.
Equality is in reality merely the application of the principle of
equality to the exchange of commodity.?? Everyone looks out for him-
self and not for the other. General good can only be realized »behind
the back of the individual« by the »unvisible hand« as Adam Smith
says. However, it is a question of striving for the general goals of the
community consciously and freely, in the most rational and most hu-
man way possible. For that, the state is no longer necessary. »Freedom
consists in transforming the state from an organ which dominates so-
ciety into an organ which is completely subordinate to it, and even at
the present, the forms of the state are more or less free to the degree
that they limit the freedom of the state«.2s

Very early, already in his The Poverty of Philosophy, Marx
offered the theory that »in the process of its development the
working class will replace the old bourgeois society with an association
which excludes classes and their contradictions.« Then, there will no
longer be political rule in the traditional sense, because political rule
is precisely the official expression for the class contradictions of
»bourgeois society.«* In the Communist Manifesto Marx says that
achieving democracy is the first step in the worker’s revolution.
The state is nothing more than »the proletariat organized as the ruling
class«.? Marx’s concept of the fate of the state during the revolution
is particularly clear in his analyse of the experiences of the Paris
Commune. He talks throughout of »destroying state rule«, of »smash-

2 Ibid.

*! Marx-Engels, Werke, Bd. I, Berlin, 1955, page 879.

2 Das Kapital, Volksausgabe, Berlin, 1947, Bd. 1, page 184.

» A Critique of the Gotha Programme, (Marx, Engels, Collected Works). Kultura,
1950, book IV, 3, vol II, page 22, »culture« 125-126.

® The Poverty of Philosophy.

# The Communist Manifesto (part 1, page 88).
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ing« it, of its »superfluousness«. With great approval he accepts two,
as Engels calls them »infallible means« for preventing bureaucratism.
First, »the Commune apﬂointed for its official persons elected by the
general vote, persons who are directly responsible and at any time
repl ble by their el « Second, »public office, whether it con-
cerns high or low positions had to be performed for worker's
wages.«26

For the first time in history, if only for a short period, the state was
replaced by self-management.

*

Self-management is really the abolition of every social power alien
to the producers, which would monopolisc the power of decision-mak-
ing over the objectified work. When the associated immediate producers
themselves take over the disposal of the objectified work and the re-
gulation of production, any necessity for state and professional politics
disappears. For the first time in history, determining factors are crcat-
ed for the complete emancipation of the producers from all forms
of alienation, for the development of solidarity and all forms of crea-
tivity.

In his Paris Manuscripts of 1844, the road was not yet clear
to Marx as to how to overcome alienated labour. He only makes a
rough draft here of the general vision of a society in which all indi-
viduals develop freely and realize themsclves as complete persona-
lities. Social relationships are no longer those of envy competition,
abuse or mutual indifference. but rather relations in which the indi-
vidual while fulfilling the needs of the next man, while fulfilling and
enrichening his being, directly experiences his own affirmation and
self-realization as a man.

Marx gives a concrete historical dimension to this general vision of
transcending alienated labour in his Grundrisse. He discards ro-
mantic lamentations over the inhumanity of the new capitalist relati-
ons while idealizing undeveloped social relations which historically
preceeded. It was entirely clear to Marx that new, more humane re-
lations of production will occur only in an advanced society, in the
production relations which, thanks to the scientific and technological
progress, have already become universal, no matter how reified. Only
when man is no longer directly governed by people but by abstract
forces, by reified social laws will the possibility be created to bring
these reified conditions of existence under 1 social control.

In Das Kapital, Marx’s solution for the problem of alienation
of labour is quite clearly outlined, for example, in the discussion on the
fetishism of commodities. »The form of the process of socnal.llfc. i. e
of the process of material production will cast off from itself the
mystical loggy veil only then when the product of freely associated
people is under their conscious, planned control. But this requires such

™ Address to the general council of international workers union of the civil
war in France, Marx. The Civil War in France, 1871, introduction (Marx, Engels,
Selected Works. Kultura, Belgrade 1947, pag 43. 4).
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a material basis and such a set of material conditions which in them-
selves are the wild product of a long and painful history of develop-
ment.«?” One should particularly mark out that famous passage in
Kapital the third volume of where Marx says:

»Freedom in the field of material production cannot consist of any-
thing else but of the fact that socialized man, associated producers,
regulate their interchange with nature rationally, bring it under their
common control, 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.«*

The idea of self-management is enriched and made concrete through
Marx’s analyses of the experiences of Paris Commune. All the ele-
ments of self-management are already given here, namely:

1. The regulation of the process of labour should be left in the
hands of the workers themselves, it cannot remain the monopoly of
any speaial profession of menagers who concern themselves with that
only, and who, as the only historical subjects, will manipulate all
other people like objects.

2. Producers must be associated, and that freely. Self-manage-
ment is not, therefore a synonym for the atomization and dis-
integration of society, as some of its opponents like to represent it
and as it may appear in practice when mistakenly understood, in the
way which factually compromises it. Self-management assumes integ-
ration and this integration must be free and voluntary.

3. The control of production carried out by the associated producers
must be conscious and planned; the exchange with nature must be
regulated in a rational manner, and not abandonned to the rule of
blind powers. Self-management, therefore, assumes constant direction,
the elimination of uncontrolled economic forces. That presupposes the
development of culture and science, and a clear understanding of the
goals of development, for without that it is useless to even speak about
rationality.

4. This communal control and direction of material production
should engage as little human energy as possible, for not even manag-
ing things, and above all people, can be a goal in itself, but only a
means for securing truly free, creative and spontaneous activity.

5. The kind of self-management that Marx had in mind is possible
only at a relatively high degree of development in a sooiety. Accord-
ing to him, it »requires the kind of material basis which is the result
of the long and painful history of development.« However, for anyth-
ing to achieve a completely developed form, it must start to develop
in time. That is why Marx so seriously and with such interest investig-
ated the expenience of the Paris Commune and derived from it conc-
'lu.swns foy the practice of the worker’s movement. That is why history
will certainly justify the efforts in our country to, begin with the intro-
duction of the first, initial forms of self-management even if in un-
ripe conditions.

2" Das Kapital, Bd. 1, Kap. 1. C 4.

2 Das Kapital, 111, K. 48, 2. Kultura, Belgrade, 1948, pages 710-711.

470



6. St.ill, in observing the conditions under which the exchange with
nature is to take place, Marx does not consider the greatest success
and efficiency, the greatest increase in strength over nature, the great-
est material yveal.th as the most important things. For him, the most
important thing is to carry out this process under those conditions
which are the most adequate and the most worthy of the human na-
ture of the worker.

. Marx concludes the third volume of Kapital with that he began with
in Ec and Philosophical Manuscripts and what he explained in
the greatest detail in those earlier manuscripts.

There is no Marxist economy, there is no revolutionary theory with-
out a theory of man and human nature.

Only to the degree that social relations beccme increasingly human
can one talk of real historical progress.

Ec ic rationality and h

1t is perfectly clear, then, what Marx's view-points were concerning
the fate of commodity production during the transitory phase. He had
a good enough sense of history not to expect its disappearance imme-
diately following the worker’s revolution. But it was equally clear to
him that the occurrence of alienation of labour and fetishism of com-
modities was characteristic of cvery commodity production and not
just that performed under capitalism. The transition from capitalism
to communism was for him basically the process of the gradual super-
session of reified market relations. In his opinion, the self g t
of associated producers was the only way to realize this historical
possibility. That is unquestionably the case, and if in addition one
could observe that this model of Marx's is fully applicable to our own

diti any engag t for the »liberation« and affirmation of
the market and (»socialist<) commodity production as a strategical
principle, would obviously have a counter-revolutionary character.

All problems and disputes arise from the fact that, due to unforseen
historical cir t: socialist revoluti broke out at a much
lower level of material development than that which Marx had in
mind, so that the new societies had also to carry out the historical tasks
of capitalism: the abolition of feudal relations and structures of be-
haviour, the original accumulation, industrialization, urbanisation, de-
velopment of commodity production to the level at which its radical
abolition would be historically possible.

In that complex and dramatic situation petty-bourgeois and most
conservative bureaucratic forces sce only two alternatives from which
to choose:

— either the complete liberation of »business initiative« and a ma-
ximal increase in space for a market economy regardless of all that it
could bring to the social, cultural and moral plane;

~ or, the substitution for uncontrolled forces regulating the econom-
ic process via the market, by a »conscious« regulation and direction
on the part of the »socialist« state.
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There is no doubt that this dilemma is entirely wrong. The first
alternative would lead to a restauration of the social relations of bour-
geois society with the essential particularity that private property on
the means of production would be replaced by its own variety of
group property. The second alternative would lead to the restauration
of stalinism, with the possible exception that the once primitive bu-
reuacratic apparatus could be replaced by its own brand of symbiosis
of educated bureaucrats and technocrats. .

The relationship of social forces in our country is such that adhe-
rents of these extreme points of view have no hopes for success, al-
though the direction of social movement is such that it really encou-
rages and massively reproduces the petty-bourgeoisie, and, at the same
time, among the ranks of many partisan veterans, feeds revolt which
thrusts them into radically contrary positions.

The true disputcs which have occurred in our country over the past
few years are centered around the question: how is it possible to de-
velop commodity production and at the same time to continue to de-
velop socialist social relations.

There is no doubt that in a semi-developed society such as that
which exists in our country commodity production with all its impli-
cations (division of labour, exchange of products according to the
laws of value, and the market as onc of the essential regulators of
production) is still necessary.

It is questionable, however, whether a wvirtue should be made out
of the unavoidable, whether one should make an »epochal revolutio-
nary transformation« out of something which is not characteristic of
socialism, which risks great danger, which appears as a demand re-
sulting from the immaturity of historical opportunities and from cco-
nomic, political and cultural underdevelopment.

It is espeocially contestable whether socialist human relations can be
built up if in many important spheres of production and social activity
the roads toward a gradual transcendence of commodity-money re-
lations are not being uncovered already today.

*

One who takes a critical attitude toward economism need not in the
least to deny:

~ that people will liberate themselves from forced routine labour
and production for the market only at a much higher level of techno-
logical development;

~ that only in a society of abundance people definitely cease
to be obsessed by the bare motive of possession and emancipate them-
selves for the development of the whole spectre of deeper and morc
refined human needs.
_ — that the historical phase of commodity production cannot be
jumped over in this ascent towards an affluent society.

- that during this phase the market must continue to play the role
of one of the essential objective indicators of economic efpﬁciency and
rationality.
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However, economism, even when it tries to take a distance from
Adam Smith and laisscz-faire liberalism, is amazingly indifferent to
the fact that one-sided »liberation of the laws of commodity produc-
tions, in the absence of such politics which would already today gra-
dually replace the present »administrative-statist control« by some
new communist forms of rational direction and humanization, must
necessarily lead to a dangereous strengthening of all social structures
which in socialism should be in fact weakening. Labour would increas-
ingly take on the character of alienation and reification, the rule of
objectified over live labour would become more pronounced, exploi-
tation in the form of bureaucratic privileges would be joined by the
classical forms of exploitation in the form of income not based on la-
bour, social differences would increase instead of decrease, culture
would be abandoned to the mercy of the market, and in the last ana-
lysis to that low and primitive level of needs for cultural goods which
was inherited by an undeveloped capitalism.

*

In such a situation the petty bourgeois ideologists who experience
their almost total disonientation and ideological meandening from
Smith and Bentham to Proudhon and the Marginalists as the disco-
very of new socialist roads — become more numerous, louder and more
aggressive. They will deny that Marx ever gave a general critique of
commodity production, he was concerned with capitalism only. They
will utterly naively be surpnised that anyone can even think that com-
modities by their »fetishism could infect socialism itself«. According
to them, »nothing, literally nothing« would be lost by our so-
ciety if the private sector would be allowed to spread out maneuver-
ing space and to employ a larger number of persons. (It is not the
same thing to be exploited under capitalism and under socialism!) In
a situation in which a stratum of socialist nouveaux riches appear who
obviously did not earn their high incomes on the basis of labour, (but
rather thanks to the invested past work of others, or to the monopoly
on the market, favourable instruments, loop-holes in the law, privi-
leges, speculation, myth, usurpation, the formal legal sale of social
property etc.) a socialist newspaper posed the question how can one
examine the origin of high salaries when the law guarantees that bank
accounts and saving accounts will be »safe, unwiolated, secret«. (This
»secrete is printed in separate black letters, as we lived in the time of
Termidor reaction and as if it finally relicved someone that the time
of all of those various Jacobins, Hebertovites and Saint Culottes has
passed. Every revolution has its »Montagne« and its »Marais«, there
should be no surprise in that. It is surprising, though, from how many
sides one nears the voice of »Marais«.)

If critical thought is up to the mark, if its goal is to transcend rather
than to destroy the present, it already contains within itself the posi-
tive solution. I will attempt, however, to formulate in a'condenscd ex-
plicit form what mean by the h ization of ect and how a
connection between the rationality of economics and concrete Marxist
humanism is possible under today’s circumstances.
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1. While economism tolerates very extensive and arbitrary admini-
strative intervention by the state in economics and in some fields where
it is totally unnecessary, for example in science a.nd.lin culture, it, on
the other hand, proclaims the liberation of economic laws from any
kind of social interference there where coordination and direction are
necessary for assuring economic rationality at the level of global so-
oiety, and for preventing and correcting socially unacceptable con-
sequences of commodity-money relations.

It is essential, therefore, to make a typology of various kinds of in-
terventions from the centre, and to differentiate among those which
are irrational and functionless (and which should be much more radic-
ally abolished than economism has so far suggested), and those which
are necessary for either economic rationality or for socialist huma-
nism. The latter, if properly understood, will not be mutually exclu-
sive. True rationality is the maximum efficiency in the realization of
conscious chosen social goals, and concrete and real humanity is the
choice of goals which are historically possible and which suit real so-
cial needs.

2. True social rationality, towards which socialist society should
strive cannot be reduced to a simplified and one-sided formula of the
»liberaton of economic laws«. Commodity-money relations must be
freed from arbitrary interventions by the bureaucratic apparatus, par-
ticularly those which prevent inter-republic integration and favour one
economic group at the expense of the other. However, if an adequate
investigation and the regulation of market uncontrolled forces has be-
come an objective need in the whole world, then that must be parti-
cularly so for socialist society. To be concrete, it cannot permit mass
unemployment, increase of social differences outside certain limits, in-
crease in the lagging of the backward and undeveloped, stagnation and
even decline of production, dangerous disproportion and instability,
and drastic forms of disharmony and anarchy. If such occurrences are,
particularly since 1929, the object of constant concern and control of
social-political institution in the capitalist world, it is ridiculous and
paradoxical to declare such intervention in socialism as »extra-system
interference« and as »centralistic control«.

3. In fact, socialism must make already today a step further. So-
ciety must gradually undertake certain measures toward transcending
[ dity-money relations. Even that historical process is to a large
degree already carried out even in capitalism: there is increasing
quantity of goods and services in the fields of education, culture, social
security and medical aid, in some places alimentation and dwelling,
\«(hlch are no longer commodities. If socialism does not wish to enter
history as only a form of social organization which successfully se-
cures retarded industrialization, it must show and show mow how
production can be successful for man’s needs, and not for profit, i. e.
income, how remuneration can be correlated to work, and not to mere
success on the market, which under our conditions is often quite inde-
pendent of the quantity and quality of labour, finally how »the rule
of objectified over live labour« can be abolished, etc.
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4. The crucial question is: who is to take over all of these mea-
sures of directing, correcting and creating new productive relations?
The competence of the state must definitely be decreased, even though
it will still, for some time to come, maintain certain gerial func-
tions. A growing responsibility for regulating social processes and
formulating socialist politics must be assumed by the higher-level or-
gans of self-government which should fill the great vacuum between
the entreprise and the federation.

Our society is still insufficiently organized. Instead of offering the
perspective of its better organization based on democratic, self-manag-
ing principles, economism refers us to the market laws. If economism
does not really believe in Adam Smith’s »invisible hands, it is still
its duty to concretely show how the immediate commodity producer
can effectively influence the decision-making in global society, and
how it can effectively assure a higher degree of rationality from
that already being achieved in capitalist society.

However, if it were to do that, economism would no longer be eco-
nomism. Only then it would be dangerous for bureaucratism. As it
stands, it attempts to remove from the daily order of things, or at least
to postpone, the question of creating those democratic institutions
which should replace bureaucratic institutions.

Essentially, this is an ideology which consciously sacrifices socialist
humanism in order to eventually assure a higher degree of economic
rationality and there by to rescue bureaucratism. ’

However, a politic of conscious abolition of bureaucratism is neces-
sary in order to assure economic rationality and to rescue and further
develop socialist humanism.
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PHILOSOPHIE IN UNSERER ZEIT
Predrag Uranicki

Zagreb

Die Menschheit steht in dieser unserer Zeit schon tief in der zwei-
ten Halfte des zwanzigsten Jahrhunderts; hinter ihr liegen die bitte-
ren und tragischen Erfahrungen der ersten Jahrhunderthilfte — zwei
Weltkriege, unmenschliche Regime, Konzentrationslager, vollstindige
Verdinglichung des Menschen, Depravation seiner Personlichkeit —
es eriibrigt sich die Aufzdhlung all der moralischen Aberrationen und
Deformationen, die der Mensch in der ersten Hilfte unseres Jahr-
hunderts durchgemacht hat. Und dies alles im Zeitalter des grofiten
Fortschritts der menschlichen Vernunft, grandioser Resultate der
Wissenschaft und an der Schwelle unabsehbarer neuer Perspektiven!

Darin zeigt sich, dafl die Wissenschaft selbst zur Ware geworden
ist; daR die Wissenschaftler mit ihrer Hingabe an die sogenannte
»wissenschaftliche Wahrheit« — weitgehend Vorwand und Ausrede,
vor der Geschichte sich rein zu waschen — selber zu Waren auf dem
allumfassenden modernen Markt und selber Teile eines grofien Me-
chanismus geworden sind, der privaten oder staatlichen Interessen
dient. Mit wenigen riihmlichen Ausnahmen hat sich jeder in seiner
nationalen oder fachlichen Burg verschanzt, den Internationalismus
der Wissenschaft vergessend und der Einsicht sich verschlieflend, dafl
solche Beschrinkung heute zu einer noch grofleren Weltkatastrophe
filhren mufi.

Die Welle der Eingliederung in nationale und fachliche Formatio-
nen hat auch die Philosophie erfafit. Obwohl mich jetzt in erster Li-
nie diejenige Philosophie interessiert, die von Karl Marx inauguriert
wurde, werden die folgenden Uberlegungen nicht nur sie angehen:
denn die Schicksale inhaltlich verschiedener, aber gleichzeitig wirk-
samer Philosophien sind heute dhnlich.

In der allgemeinen Arbeitsteilung hat die Philosophie das gleiche
Schicksal erlebt wie die anderen Disziplinen; sie wurde ein Privileg
bestimmter Spezialisten. Die Philosophie und die Philosophen wurden
gewissermaflen verschult. Die Funktionsteilung erforderte die Spe-
zialisierung eines jeden in seinem Fach; und indem die Philosophen
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sich auf den Rahmen ihres Spezialgebictes beschrinkten, begannen
sie, die philosophischen Probleme mehr und mehr auf eine »objek-
tive«, wert-indifferente, im Zeitgeist »wissenschaftliche« Weise auf-
zufassen — préziser: positivistisch.

Ein Grund fiir diese Entwicklung ist die Stellung der heutigen Phi-
losophen in unserem manipulierten Zeitalter: Experten in ihrem Fach,
fehlt ihnen oft der Kontakt zur Lebenspraxis, und selten fiihlen sie
sich verantwortlich fiir die konkreten Schicksale der Menschen. Da-
mit gerit Philosophie in die Gefahr, den urspriinglichen Sinn philo-
sophischen Bemiihens zu verlieren - oft ging er tatsichlich verloren
und mit ihm das wesentliche Objekt philosophischen Interesses. Je
mehr Philosophie zum Spezialwissen und zum Formalismus tendierte
- sei es im modernen Neopositivismus, sei es im dialektischen Onto-
logismus — um so eher hérte sie auf, die Philosophie unserer Zeit zu

sein.
Im Verlauf dieser Entwicklung erlag man zwei verhingnisvollen
Miflverstindnissen. Zum einen tauschte man sich iber den Wissen-
schaftscharakter der Philosophie. Zum andern zerrann der philoso-
phische Gehalt in zahlslosen ein- und abgrenzenden positivistischen
Formeln (Aussagen, Sitzen, Gesetzen) und in soziologischen Katego-
rien (Nation, Klasse, Partei, Staat usw.). Wir diirfen jedoch das pri-
mum movens jeder bisherigen grofien Philosophie nicht aus dem Blick
verlieren, das Bestreben namlich, die Totalitit der menschlichen Pra-
xis gedanklich zu erfassen und diese Praxis in der allumfassenden To-
talitat des Seienden zu begreifen. Und diese Intention unterscheidet
sich wesentlich von Wissenschaft, die zwangsliufig etwas, das als
Totalitat gegeben ist, partialisiert und eben daraus ihren Wissen-
schaftscharakter bezieht.
Ich habe nicht die Absicht, das Bediirfnis nach solcher Partialisie-
rung zu negieren, also auch nicht, die an ihr orientierte moderne Wis-
haft zu unterschitzen. Es fragt sich jedoch, ob man sich damit
begniigen soll. Ist der Wissenschaftler nur ein unparteilicher Beo-
bachter und Analytiker eines Momentes des Seienden, und soll er sich
allein mit den Resultaten seiner Forschung zufrieden geben; oder ist
er auch ein geschichtliches Wesen, das mit jedem seiner Werke selbst
am historischen Prozef partizipiert und somit auch nach den ge-
schichtlichen Konsequenzen seiner Forschung fragen mufl? Kann also
Philosophie ihre charakteristische Bestimmung in jenem Bereich fin-
den, welcher an sich partiell ist und so weder nach der Methode noch
nach der Intention dem Sinn von Philosophie gerecht werden kann?
Wie in keiner Zeit zuvor erhebt sich in der unseren die Forderung,
da Wissenschaft philosophischer werde. Das heifit erstens, dafl Wis-
senschaft sich nicht im Partiellen und Empirischen verlieren darf,
sondern immer auf ihren theoretischen Fundamenten arbeiten ‘muf},
die jede Wissenschaft der philosophischen Problematik néher bringen
— daher sind die Ansitze berechtigt, eine Philosophie oder Theorie
des Rechts, der Politik, der Naturwissenschaften usw. zu erarbeiten. Es
heifit i , dafl Wi haft nach den gcschichtlicher_l Konse-
auenzen ihrer Resultate zu fragen hat, damit sich ihre grandiosen Er-
gebnisse nicht in den Dienst der Vernichtung der menschlichen Exi-
stenz stellen lassen.
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Heute handelt es sich also darum, dafl Wissenschaft philosophischer
und nicht darum, dafl Philosophie wissenschaftlich werde, denn das
letztere wiirde die Philosophie als Philosophie negieren. (Das heifit
aber wiederum nicht, dafl die Philosophie die Ergebnisse der Wissen-
schaft ignorieren diirfte, denn sie kann dem Geschichtlichen und dem
Seienden gegeniiber nicht gleichgiiltig bleiben, und die Wissenschaft
ist ganz zweifellos eines der wichtigsten M te dieser geschichtli-
chen Totalitit).

Wenn Philosophie »die geistige Quintessenz ihrer Zeit« ist (Marx)
oder, wie Hegel sagte, ihre Zeit in Gedanken gefafit — nicht als Ab-
bild des Bestehenden, sondern als dessen kritisches Selbstverstindnis,
als Enthiillen seines Sinns, als intellektueller und rationaler Entwurf
der kreativen, progressiven geschichtlichen Praxis — dann kann sie
nicht positivistisch sein, weder im idealistischen noch im materialisti-
schen Sinne. Im Laufe weniger Jahrzehnte wurde die marxistische
Philosophie institutionalisiert. In einer noch nicht bis auf den Grund
erforschten stalinistischen Atmosphire verlor sie alle Charakteristika
als Philosophie unserer Zeit: sie wurde schlicht zur ancilla politicae.
Denn das Medium der Entwicklung und des Lebens aller Philosophie
ist die Freiheit, wie noch Karl Marx sagte; und wo keine Freiheit
ist, kein Aufschwung kithnen Geistes, wo es nicht den ikarischen
Flug des philosophischen Gedankens gibt — voll bewufit auch der Ge-
fahr, die Fliigel zu versengen — dort kann Philosophie nichts anderes
sein als leblose Abstraktionen gefesselten Gedankens, das in jedem
Ausdruck auf seine Gefangenschaft weist; es sei denn, als revolu-
tiondre Philosophie triige sie die Negation der bestehenden Situa-
tion in sich.

Das Problem der Philosophie ist nicht nur eine theoretische oder
wissenschaftliche Frage, sondern par excellence eine menschliche,
eine geschichtliche, in einem Wort: Lebensfrage. Philosophie ver-
sucht nicht nur, die ewigen Fragen des Menschen und des Seins zu
l6sen, sie ist vielmehr der theoretische Ausdruck der geschichtlichen
Qualen des Menschen wie auch der theoretische Kompafl — nicht der
des pragmatischen Alltags — ohne den sich der Mensch verlieren muf
im unendlichen Geflecht der Empirie, der tiglichen Kontroversen
und Niederlagen, in den alltéiglichen Situationen des Unmenschli-
chen und darum scheinbar Aussichtslosen.

Die Aufgabe des Philosophen kann also heute nicht in ahistori-
scher Beschrinkung auf formallogische, erkenntnistheoretische und
philosophisch-naturwissenschaftliche Probleme bestehen angesichts
der brennenden Fragen, die die gegenwirtige Gesellschaft des Kapi-
talismus wie auch des Sozialismus dem Menschen stellt. Ihm solche
Beschrinkung aufzuerlegen, hiefle den Philosophen zum Sachverstin-
digen fiir philosophisches Wissen machen. Allein innerhalb dieser
Grenzen zu bleiben, heifit vom Menschlichen und Geschichtlichen
sich abwenden, heifit Opportuni heifit Versoh mit allen
tatsdchlichen heutigen Anachronismen. Mit einem Wort: der positi-
vistische Geist in der Philosophie negiert Philosophie als solche.
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Als sich die marxistische Philosophie institutionalisierte, unter-
nahm sie mit seltenen Ausnahmen kaum etwas, ihre historische Be-
stimmung einzulésen. Auf der einen Seite pflegen unsere philosophi-
schen Lehrbiicher und Schriften voll Bewunderung zu sein fiir einen
Bruno, Servetius, Morus, Diderot, Tschernyschewski oder Blanqui,
die bereit waren, fiir ihr philosophisches Credo auch ihr Leben zu
opfern. Auf der anderen Seite schweigt man jedoch iiber offensicht-
liche Mifistinde auch in den sozialistischen Systemen.

Ist es nicht eine der primiren Aufgaben kritischen philosophischen
Bewufitseins, optimal auf seine Gesellschaft Einflufl zu nehmen fir
die Realisierung von Verhiltnissen, die dem Sozialismus und der
Gesellschaft des zwanzigsten Jahrhunderts angemessen sind, unter
denen beispielsweise kurzsichtige Prozesse gegen Philosophen und
Literaten, die Kritik zu iiben wagen — gleichgiiltig ob zu Recht oder
zu Unrecht - nicht linger méglich sind? Wenn die Philosophen sich
nicht an die Front wagen in dem Kampf um eine neue Struktur der
historischen Freiheit, in der der Mensch Selbstverwalter seines Ar-
beitsprozesses und seiner Gesellschaft ist - und das war, noch einmal
gesagt, der Grundgedanke von Marx, Engels und Lenin - dann ha-
ben sie den Sinn der Marx’schen Kritik am Kapitalismus und der
menschlichen Entfremdung nicht begriffen, dann bleibt ihre Philo-
sophie unter dem Niveau der heutigen geschichtlichen Anforderun-
gen und gegenwirtigen historischen Moglichkeiten.

Wir haben also gesehen, dafi Philosophie nicht Wissenschaft im
oben bezeichneten Sinne sein kann, weil die wissenschaftliche Me-
thode ihr unangemessen ist, weil ihre Argumentationsweise eine an-
dere ist als die der Wissenschaft und weil ihr Gegenstand nicht par-
tiell ist. Wenn man aber als Grundcharakteristikum der Wisscnscha‘ﬁ
ihr Bemithen annehmen will, die Natur und den Menschen allein
mit »diesseitigen« Kategorien zu erkliren, dann muff man betonen,
dafl auf diese »Diesseitigkeit« sich auch die Grundintention der Phi-
losophie richtet; erst dieses Charakteristikum machtg ursprunghc.h
mythologisches Denken zur Philosophie. Doch auch hier bgsteht ein
Unterschied zwischen Wissenschaft und Philqsophle. Zummd;st bis
heute hing die Bedeutung einer Philosophie nicht von ihrem ideali-
stischen oder materialistischen Charakter ab. Im Gegente.ll konnten
beide Formen von Philosophie historisch ebens‘o progressiv wie re-
gressiv sein. Und wie man zugeben mufl, dai} wgle ldcahsuschc Ph}-
losophien in ihrer Zeit einen grofien Schritt in Richtung auf die wei-
tere Selbstbewuitwerdung des Menschen bedeuteten, so waren einige
materialistische Philosophien theoretisch Pmd geschui!\t!nch konserval-
tiv oder gar reaktionir, wie beispiel v der Stal “ In so:
chem Falle gilt noch immer der Lenin sche Aphorismus, dal elln ge
scheiter Idealismus niher ist dem gescheiten Materialismus als ein
dummer Materialismus. i Hiche, d i<che und konvul

ie heutige komplexe, widerspriichliche, dynamisc ‘ -
Aivle) Epochegerfordeprt auch eine komplexe, subtile, differenzierte unld
nuancierte, aber radikale Philosophie, ein marxistisches Denken, wel-
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ches sich nicht den offiziellen Méchten und Leitbildern beugt — Ein-
maleins-Wahrheiten, Illusionen und dhnlichen Phdnomenen, mit de-
nen die Gegenwart iiberladen ist.

Heute, nach so vielen historischen Erfahrungen, stellt sich eine
entscheidende Frage. Bestehen erstens die realen Moglichkeiten und
Aussichten fiir die Realisierung des sozialistischen Grundzieles, der
Selbstverwaltung des Menschen? Nur dieser Prozef fithrt zur Uber-
windung der verschiedenen Formen 6k isch-politischer Entfrem-
dung. Und wenn diese Moglichkeiten vorhanden sind und ihre Rea-
lisierung die historische Aufgabe unserer Zeit ist, dann mufi man
zweitens fiir die Verwirklichung dieser philosophischen Erkenntnis
kimpfen, was zugleich die radikale Kritik aller Mystifikation impli-
ziert. Wenn wir die erste Frage positiv beantworten, so ist das zweite
die einzig annehmbare Losung. Wenn man die erste These nicht
akzeptieren will, so bilden und verfestigen sich als notwendige Kon-
sequenz etatistische Mystifikationen und Ideologien, wie sie im Ka-
pitalismus wie auch im bisherigen Sozialismus einen fruchtbaren Bo-
den fanden.

Es ist nicht notwendig, bei dieser Gelegenheit im einzelnen nach-
zuweisen und zu wiederholen, dafl der Kapitalismus, der friihere und
der jetzige, cin System der allgemeinen Verdinglichung und Ent-
fremdung ist. Uns hat vor allem der Sozialismus zu interessieren,
weil wir seine Biirger sind. Es gibt progressive Krifte auf der ande-
ren Seite, die ihre Situation selber und vielleicht besser kennen, ob-
gleich das nicht einen Meinungsaustausch und auch scharfe gegen-
seitige marxistische Kritik ausschliefit. Ob wir vielleicht auf Grund
unseres marxistischen und internationalistischen Bemiithens auch die
in anderen Gesellschaften sich vollziehenden Prozesse durchschauen
und damit am gesamten Weltgeschchen theoretisch und praktisch
bewufiter teilnehmen konnen, das ist eine andere Frage.

Daf} meine Skizzierungen durchaus nicht iiberzeichnet sind, bewei-
sen die fritheren und zum Teil noch fortbestehenden Irrtimer und
Scheinwahrheiten, die eine Aureole der Unantastbarkeit und der ab-
soluten Wahrheit umgibt. Vergegenwirtigen wir uns einige von ihnen
in der Philosophie:

- das Verbot auch nur des leisesten Zweifels daran, dafi der Stalin’
sche dialektische und historische Materialismus der Hohepunkt des
marxistischen Denkens sei;

- die zdhe Aufrechterhaltung einer kanonisierten Philosophie, die
natiirlich die wichtigsten Fragen unserer Zeit tiberhaupt nicht ge-
sehen hat;

- die Dominanz eines mechanistischen Dialektikbegriffes, der sich
in solcher Interpretation in einen leblosen und langweiligen Onto-
logismus verwandelte;

- die Unantastbarkeit der These, die Abbildtheorie sei die Grund-
lage der marxistischen Erkenntnistheorie, und das Verbot allen
Zweifels an der eventuellen theoretischen Insuffizienz des Lenin’
schen »Materialismus und Empiriokritizismus«;

- die Tabuierung wesentlicher existentieller Fragen — der wichtig-
sten fiir die Philosophie des zwanzigsten Jahrhunderts;
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- die Behauptung, die Theorie der Entfremdung sei eine hegeliani-
sche oder bourgeoise Theorie;

~ die Interpretation des historischen Materialismus als philosophi-
sche Disziplin, die sich auf spezifisch soziologische Probleme er-
strecke (Klasse, Nation, Staat usw.) und daher dessen Formalisie-
rung in den philosophischen Abstraktionen.

Diese unvollstindige Aufzihlung geniigt, um zu zeigen, dafl eine
Konzeption der marxistischen Philosonhie entstand, die ihre Negation
war; daf eine Art philosophischen Denkens sich etablierte, die den
heutigen historischen Forderungen und Problemen ginzlich unange-
messen ist.

Nennen wir hnliche Beispiele in der Soziologie und Ukonomie:
~ in der Theorie Vulgirokonomismus, in der politischen Praxis Su-

biektivismus;

~ die Dominanz einer unmarxistischen Doktrin vom ausgebauten So-
zialismus bei absoluter und totaler Prioritit des Staates und des
Staatseigentums;

— die Fetischisierung des Staates und der Partei, das heifit der staats-
parteilichen Biirokratie mit ihrem extremsten Ausdruck im Per-
sonlichkeitskult;

— das Verbot jeelicher Diskussion iiber das Absterben des Staates
und dber die Selbstverwaltung;

- die Unantastbarkeit der These von der Planuns als dem Gesetz
des Sozialismus, wobei man die Katerorien der Warenproduktion,
des Wertgesetzes und des Marktes ausklammerte;

— die antiouierten Auff gen vom heutigen Kapitalismus und
Klassenkampf;

— die Konzeption einer monolithischen Partei, die undemokratische
Verhiltnisse in Partei und Gesellschaft zum Ausdruck brinet und
rechtfertiet, obwohl fiir solche Verhiltnisse — in der Mitte des
zwanzigsten Jahrhunderts — keinerlei Entschuldigungsgriinde mehr
bestehen.

Dies sind lanest nicht alle Irrtiimer und Insuffizienzen. die im So-
zialismus der letzten Tahrzehnte walteten. Vergessen wir nicht. dafl
das alles so sakrosankte Positionen waren, dafl schon der leiseste
Zweifel an ihnen als Hiresie abrestempelt wurde und man derartige
»Hiretiker« als Feinde des Sozialismus und sogar des Volkes verke-
tzerte. Heute sehen wir ein, daf} es sich um Unwahrheiten oder blofle
Mustifikationen handelte. Dies illustriert auf besonders drastische
Weise, daff niemand das Recht auf die einziz wahre Interpretation
des Marxismus hat, weil gerade solcher Ansoruch ganz unmarxistisch
wire. Das phil hische und wi haftliche und damit auch das
marxistische Denken entwickelt sich weiter wie die Geschichte selbst,
die stets neue Phinomene und Probleme aufwirft. Was an diesen Ge-
schichtsdeutungen marxistisch ist, unter der Voraussetzung ganz nor-
maler und notwendiger Kontroversen zwischen cinzelncl:n Ma.rxlsten
und Bewegungen, beantwortet die geschichtliche Praxls..?w. Ge-
schichte auch unseres marxistischen Denkens wie die geschichtlichen
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Prozesse iiberhaupt sind die einzigen Zeugen fiir das Lebendige und
das Tote in einzelnen theoretischen und praktisch-historischen Be-
mithungen.

Wer garantiert uns, dafl die gegenwirtigen theoretischen und po-
litischen Auffassungen die besten aller moglichen sind? Wir sehen,
daf nicht nur Individuen, sondern sogar ganze Parteien — und auch
sie setzen sich nur aus Menschen zusammen — manchmal in ihren
Bewertungen und in ihrer Praxis sich geradezu unglaublich irren.
Nur die undogmatische Betrachtung der Probleme, die offene kri-
tische Diskussion, gibt uns die Gewihr, vielleicht nicht immer das
Beste zu tun, doch weniger Fehler zu machen und kritischer zu sein
gegeniiber jedem theoretischen und praktischen Schritt. Aufilerdem
ist, bei bestimmten strukturellen Verdnderungen des Staatssozialismus
und des Monopolismus, nur eine solche sesellschaftliche Atmosphire
das einzige Hindernis eines immer méglichen Riickfalls in den Sta-
linismus.

Zeigen nicht alle diese Phinomene, dafl der Sozialismus prinzipiell
eine der wesentlichen Seiten des Lebens der heutigen Gessellschaft
nicht gelést hat? Sprechen denn nicht alle diese Erfahrungen mehr
als irgendeine Proklamation dafiir, dafl Philosophie und Wissenschaft
keinerlei oktroyierte Anschauungen oder »offizielle Wahrheiten« dul-
den konnen, dafl die absolut freie, kritische Diskussion die Grund-
voraussetzung der Entwicklung der heutigen Gesellschaft und beson-
ders des Sozialismus ist und daf der Sozialismus ohne kritische Aus-
einandersetzungen noch immer Deformationen hervorbringen mufi?

Wenn noch Engels im Jahre 1889 in einem Brief an Herson Trier
unter den Bedingungen der biirgerlichen Gesellschaft schreiben kon-
nte: »Die Arbeiterbewegung griindet sich auf die schirfste Kritik an
der bestehenden Gesellschaft. Die Kritik ist ihr Lebensatem; wie
kann sie selbst die Kritik vernachlissigen, das Diskussionsverbot an-
streben? Verlangen wir von den anderen die Redefreiheit nur deswe-
gen, damit wir sie in unseren eigenen Reihen vernichten?« — was
wiirde Engels dann in der heutigen Situation sagen, da der Sozialis-
mus zum herrschenden System geworden ist?

Wir kénnen ohne jede Ubertreibung sagen — und das zeigt uns die
bisherige Geschichte des Sozialismus — dafl jedes Verbot der theore-
tischen Diskussion (darin beziehe ich die politische ein) und Kritik
im Sozialismus seinem Wesen nach antisozialistisch und antimarxi-
stisch ist. Die Biirokratisierung der Politik und die Institutionalisie-
rung des Marxismus haben notwendig die Verstimmelung und De-
formierung der Personlichkeit zur Folge.

Wo sind denn die theoretischen Arbeiten (in der Philosophie und
in der Soziologie) aus sozialistischen Lindern, die in den letzten
Jahrzehnten internationalen Rang erreicht hitten? Wie steht es um
die Bereitschaft der sozialistischen Staaten, die besten marxistischen
Arbeiten aus anderen sozialistischen und nichtsozialistischen Lan-
dern zu verdffentlichen? Wie will man rational erkliren, daf die
besten marxistischen Geister des zwanzigsten Jahrhunderts perma-
nent angegriffen, schikaniert, des Revisionismus, Verrates usw. be-
zichtigt wurden (Bloch, Lukics, Lefébvre, Fromm, Marcuse, Kola-
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kowski u. 2.)? — Und von wem? Von denen, deren ganzes Verdienst
darin besteht, eine bevorzugte Stellung in der wissenschaftlichen oder
politischen Hierarchie einzunehmen und die sich zu unfehlbaren Ar-
bitern in Fragen des Marxismus proklamierten!

Wenn wir also unsere Titelfrage nach der Philosophie unserer Zeit
stellen und besonders nach der marxistischen Philosophie, der man
das Epitheton »revolutiondr« beigegeben hat, dann miissen wir ein
fiir allemal anerkennen, dafl das Grundcharakteristikum des Revo-
lutiondren die kritische Offenheit gegen alles Bestehende ist, das
Theoretische wie das Praktische, wie auch die Kiihnheit und Ent-
schlossenheit, alle jene Schranken zu durchbrechen, die eine unge-
storte Entwicklung des Denkens und der Gesellschaft behindern.

Wenn wir uns darin einig sind, dal der Oktober ein historischer
Akt ersten Ranges war, héchster Ausdruck menschlichen Selbstbe-
wufltseins und historischer Kreativitit, dann konnen wir nicht nach
der Revolution das begeisterte und ehrliche Streben, dieses schopfe-
rische Werk fortzusetzen, brechen, dann diirfen wir nicht die Unzu-
friedenheit mit dem Erreichten und das permanent kritische Ver-
haltnis zur eigenen Tat bekimpfen. Die Marxisten diirften nicht zu-
lassen, dafl der Sozialismus in einen biirokratischen Etatismus und
eine manipulierte Gesellschaft entartet wie der heutige Kabitalismus,
dafl der Mensch nur insofern anerkannt wird, .als er auch integriert
und gehorsam ist.

Die Zeit ist, wie ich meine, gekommen, die hegelianische Konzep-
tion des Sozialismus zu iiberwinden, der zufolge im sozialistischen
(und dazu noch biirokratischen) Staat der objektive Geist die voll-
stindige Identitit mit dem Sein erreicht hat. Waren nicht seit Stalin
alle Proklamationen des politischen Forums der simpelste Hegelianis-
mus? - Jede Etappe wurde fiir notwendig erklirt, und fafit fiir ein-
zig mogliche; die politische Einsicht war immer das vollkommenste
Abbild des historischen Augenblicks, und dies erweckte den An-
schein, als ob das hochste Hegelsche Prinzip der Identitit von Den-
ken und Sein realisiert wiare. Mir scheint aber, dafi es nach Hegel
auch noch Karl Marx und Wladimir Iljitsch gegeben hat!

Bei diesem Bemiihen, den Sozialismus zu einer wirklich attrakti-
ven Etappe der Menschheitsgeschichte zu entwickeln, spielen die Gei-
steswissenschaften und die Philosophie eine hervorragende Rolle.
Dazu miissen aber zuallererst der bisherige Rahmen und die bishe-
rige Struktur des sogenannten dialektischen Materialismus zertriim-
mert werden. Die gingige Aufteilung in dialektischen und histori-
schen Materialismus, dialektische Methode und Theorie, Sozmloggc
und wissenschaftlichen Sozialismus liefert nur leblose Schemata, die
die wahren philosophischen und soziologischen Bemithungen fesseln.
Die Diskussi und Polemiken iiber ihre Beziehungen untereinan-
der, iiber den Charakter der Dialektik, die Dialektik der Natur‘ odgr
der Geschichte usw. sind doch erst die Kinderspiele einer histori-
schen Epoche, die einen durchdringenden und revolutioniren Gedan-
ken, substantielle und kilhne Analysen erfordert.

All das zeigt, daB es eine marxistische philosophische Konzep-
tion nicht gibt und nicht geben kann, sofern wir nicht nur auf glo-
balsten Sitzen beharren. Selbst die blofie Interpretation Marx'scher
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und Engels’scher Gedanken — also von etwas das schon gegeben ist
— ist voller Kontroversen und Differenzierungen, die vom Text, von
der historischen Situation, von individuellen Begabungen usw. ab-
hingen. Wie konnte es da anders sein bei den neuen und selbstin-
digen Versuchen, die vor uns stehenden Probleme zu lésen? Es ist
ganz verstindlich, daB jede Epoche ihren Marx hatte und jede
schopferische Personlichkeit den ihren haben wird. Wenn meine Aus-
fiihrungen sich als PlidoKer fiir die »geschichtliche marxistische Phi-
losophie« verstehen, das heifit fiir die Philosophie unserer Zeit, dann
habe ich damit natiirlich nicht gemeint, dafl die Philosophie in ihrem
Engagement nach dem politischen oder irgendeinem ahnlichen kate-
gorialen Apparat greifen sollte, abgesehen davon, dafl der Philosoph
auch auf solche Weise an den Kﬁmrfen seiner Zeit teilnehmen musf.
Die Einsicht in alle wichtigen Probleme der zeitgenéssischen Welt —
Probleme der Entfremdung, Manipulation, Technik, Freiheit, Kunst,
Revolution, Praxis usw. — mufl ihre philosophische Dimension und Be-
griindung haben. Oft sind sie nur Momente einer umfassenderen phi-
losophischen Problematik, die ihnen als Konstituens zugrunde liegt.
Ich hatte auch nicht die Absicht, hier einen Traktat iiber das Wesen
und den Sinn der Philosophie zu schreiben — auch das hielte ich nicht
fiir lohnend. Die Philosophie wird in schopferischen Akten kreiert und
von der Geschichte bewertet. Das Leben jeder Philosophie, ihre Per-
sistenz im geschichtlichen Dialog der Menschheit wie ihre Verging-
lichkeit liefern hierfiir den Beweis.

Wir widmen unsere Gesprache hier bekanntlich der marxistischen
Philosophie nach dem Oktober. Dafl der Oktober 1917 das wichtigste
Ereignis der neuesten Geschichte ist, dariiber gibt es keinen Zweifel.
Der Oktober ist jedoch kein Baldachin, unter dem nur die Heiligen
in der Politik und der Theorie schreiten. Er ist nicht und kann nicht
sein der Deckmantel und die Entschuldigung fiir alle jene geschicht-
lichen und gedanklichen Insuffizienzen der Jahrzehnte nach ihm und
unserer Tage. Aus diesem Grunde habe ich es fiir notwendig erach-
tet, iiber unsere Zeit und unsere Errungenschaften einige kritische
Worte zu sagen. Denn wir werden am ehesten das Werk des Oktober
fortsetzen, wenn wir gedanklich, wenn wir philosophisch so radikal
sein werden, wie er es historisch-praktisch gewesen ist.
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THE TRENDS AND DILEMMAS OF YUGOSLAV SOCIOLOGY*
Zagorka Pesié-Golubovié

Beograd

When one has made a careful analysis of the concepts which are
held by Yugoslav sociologists, concerning the key problems of socio-
logical science, it will be evident that one is faced with an extensive
network of answers varied both in orientation and content; one may,
then, conclude that our sociology is still searching for its place in
society and the social sciences. But such various conceptions and nu-
merous questions which have been stirred up, prove at the same time
that a question — has sociology its »raison d’étre« in a socialist society
- has been passed over.

We agree with Rudi Supek that Yugoslav sociology today is faced,
above all, with the problem: What kind of sociology does society
need (Rudi Supek, Sociology and Socialism, p. 7); but contrary to
the positivistic orientation, which blocks the critical consciousness and
converts science into a technically ultr dern service, equipped to
accumulate empirical evidence, we consider that the essence of marx-
ist sociology lies in its readiness to pose yet another question: what
social reality do we have and how can we critically overcome the
existing.

In the folowing exposition I shall attempt to show how Yugoslav
sociologists envisage a marxist sociology and what kind of sociology
(or sociologies) they are endeavouring to establish.

There still exists in our country a current in sociology, not so strong
and infuential nowadays, which by identifying sociology with histori-
cal materialism, reduces the entire scope of sociology to a few prob-
lems and principles of historical materialism, neglecting the signific-
ant fields and important problems treated by Marx, R. Luxemburg,
A. Gramsi, A. Labriola, G. Lukasc and other marxists in their the-
oretical sociological analyses; as well as the great body of sociologi_cal
literature which has evolved outside of Marxism, and which has poin-

* Communication given at the international meeting of the cditors of sociological
and philosophical reviews, in Opatija, Yugoslavia, December 1967.

485



ted certain facets of social reality, which have not been analysed by
the marxists. That is why, a number of our sociologists still maintain
the schematic conception of human society, reducing all problems
either to that of socio-economic formation, or to the question of the
relations between the infrastructure and the superstructure, retaining
in this way a model, which can no longer be applied in the analyses
of all the complex relations in contemporary social conditions.

Certain sociologists show readiness to make a step forward, but
halt before the compromises and eclectic combinations, whether it be
that they »slip« into marxist sociology certain problems treated by
western sociologists,! or that together with historical materialism they
set down only the concrete methods and techniques of empirical inve-
stigation.? But certain sociologists see the progress of the social science
simply in the fact that it will give up theoretical problems, seeking
support of the firm ground of empirical investigation.3 Others, ho-
wever, attempt to make a compromise between Marx’s anthropologi-
cal orientation, as expressed in his early works, and sociologisme,
which passed through the stiff interpretation of certain texts from the
»Sunplement to the critics of political economy.«*

The third group, quitting the terrain of general theoretical exami-
nation, attempt to »improve« Yugoslav sociology uncritically accept-
ing the models of Western sociology.’

And finally, one should mention yet another trend. which has de-
veloped last years, and which sets down the demand that, above all,
Marx should be more seriously studied, and the other inheritance of
marxist sociology should be also used, turning back towards certain
almost forgotten marxists. In attempting to find in Marx’ inheritance
a foundation for the establishment of sociological science, representa-
tives of this orientation consider, that one must also critically set out
to study sociology in the West, making use of its results as a possible
means of enriching the marxist conception. But such an orientation
have not yet developed a coherent conception, and it is more an
attempt to overcome a dogmatic version of Marxism, than a new
theoretical construction.

In Yugoslavia, today we basically accept the standpoint that hi-
storical materialism represents a theoretical and methodological ap-
proach to social sciences. But this conception is also expressed in two
ways: according to the first, the principles of historical materialism —
as they are expounded in the textbooks of historical materialism —

! Such is the treatment of O. Mandié in Introduction to General Sociology (1962),
w]\erg he simply adds to historical materialism the theory of social groups, not in-
dicating ho.w group theory arises from the first conceptions.

. * In Sociology (1959) by J. Goritar, it is simply included in historical mate-
rialism the ideration of the methods and techni of empirical i igati

? Such an orientation is characteristic of the greater number of sociologists in
the institutes for social research.

¢ In The Subject of General Sociology (1964), by I. Stanojié, certain anthro-
pological attitudes are given together with sociologistic viewpoint, so that ncither
the conctradiction was seen, nor any attempt made to avoid it.

® For example, taking the functionalistic model of social structure as an attempt
to overcome the schematic division on the inf; an
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are adequate as a theoretical and methodological approach to socio-
logv. and only empirical sociology has to be further develoned;
awother standpoint, however, insists that the principles of a materia-
listic conception of history should themselves be subjected to inspect-
ion and deeper developement, and only than they can serve as a
basis for the development of social sci This second view is still
more a theoretical postulate than a conception practically developed
as a coherent theoretical viewpoint.

Hence there also exists a certain disparity between the development
of general theoretical and methodological principles and the results
which are reached in the concrete fields in sociological science. While
in the first case, the conclusions have not yet been systematically for-
mulated, the results achieved in the development of certain sociolo-
gical fields are evident. Let us recall only a few results in the consi-
deration of certain sociological questions, which undoubtedly show
the creative attitudes as much towards what we have inherited from
Marx, as towards the currents of contemporary sociology in the West:

(1) The attempt to overleap the schematized and simplified picture
of social structure, and discover a more adequate working model,
with which one might explain the closeknit web of elements and rela-
tions, which form the structure of contemporary society; to this one
should add the first modest attempts to build up a model capable of
explaining the structure of a socialist society.

(2) The attempt to build up a ground for a dialectical treatment
of society, contrary to the explicit sociologism in porary We-
stern sociology, and the implicit one in the dogmatic interpretation
of historical materialism, which prevailed till recent times. This ap-
roach poses as its central problem the relation of man to society. (In
this connection there have risen a group of questions which sociolo-
gistically orientated sociology does not treat.)

(8) Much consideration has been concentrated to the question of
the relation between ideology an i v, which has bled Yu-
goslav sociology to liberate itself from dependence on ideology and
politics, which do not appear as the ultimate judge in science, and
do not have a decisive influence on the choice of problems for rese-
arch, or on the formulation of conclusions. Thanks to this necessary
bifurcation (which does not mean a full split) Yugoslav sociology has
far more boldly entered into the investigation of practical experience,
and the examination of certain more significant theoretical questions,
which had been neglected. o

(4) Such question, as penetrate to the very core of our socialist
reality, have been posed and treated with the utmost care; these are
such questions as that of bureaucracy; of the role and functions of
politics in socialist society; dehumanization of hqman relations; pr{d
the forms of alienation under the wing of socialism; the humanistic
implication of the ideas of self-management; and of the conflicts
which arise in the realization of the system of self-management, etc.

However, contrary to such results, which have partly but not suf-
ficiently benefited from the contribution of empirical research, there
has been no widerspread development in systematic theoretical and
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methodological approaches, which should be founded on marxist con-
ception of history. Our analysis of sociological literature indicates
that we lack a coherent theoretical framework (or frameworks) for the
further development of sociological science. This is also evident when
one is dealing with the general methodological principles in socio-
logy, for these certainly can not be automatically extracted from
dialectical materialism, as certain of our sociologists have done, con-
cluding that it is sufficient to apply the principles of dialectics to
the history of society.

What are the problems we have to confront with on the terrain
of general theoretical and methodological approaches in Yugoslav
sociology? These are:

(1) The absence of a coherent theoretical framework in marxist
sociology; concurrently, there exist, on the one hand, the attempt to
sketch out the theoretical frame of marxist sociology, but it has not
yet been formulated: on the other hand, there is the attempt to reduce
sociological theory to the definition of certain principles of historical
materialism, by which one cannot achieve a theoretical basis for se-
lecting and systematizing the problems of sociological science. Furth-
ermore, sociological theory is linked to Marx’s sociological anthropo-
logy, on the one hand, while, on the other the attempt is being made
to breake up all relations with marxist philosophy, so this sociological
»theory« is converted into a sery of principles and instructions for
research. One does not have to go far from here to reach extreme
empirism, which ultimately presents a positivistic orientation, turning
its back upon the substantial theoretical problems, and settling for
concrete research, which most frequently goes no further than highly
partialized micro-problems.

One might say that a number of Yugoslav sociologists are, above
all, concerned with the theoretical questions of social science, without
close relation with the concrete investigations; while another group
is composed of sociologists who carry out the empirical investigations
without having previously come to grisp with theoretical studies and
analyses, which ought to come first both in the choice of problems
and in the creation of research projects. Recently certain theoreticians
have begun to link their theoretical investigations with empirical ana-
lyses; so certain investigators have abandoned the narrow ground of
pure technically-directed research, attempting to give them a theore-
tical meaning. But this partial juncture is not yet sufficiently syn-
chronized, partly because in Yugoslavia theoretical and empirical
research are institutionally divided (the Universities are concerned
with scientific studies, and the institutes carry out the empirical in-
vestigations).

(2) There has not been achieved compatibility between theoretical
and methodological principles in marxist sociology.® Most frequently

¢ V. Mili¢'s book. The Sociological Method, represents an attempt to build up
a coherent theoretical and methodological frame for the treatment of the problems
of sociological methods. The book affirms the opinion of the author that »metho-
dology ... (is) the. domain in which every fundamental social science inevitably
comes to meet philosophy« (p. 9.); and this book is substantially different in its
structure and the problems it considers from many famous works of this kind in
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two kinds of methodological principles are set side by side, but so
wat one cannot see how they are bound: certamn sociologists begin
with the general principles ot historical materialism and the dialectic
method, and most often end with an exposition ot principles tor em-
pinical mvestlg§tnon; or, as most otten occurs, with an exposition of
the very techniques of empirical investigation. Therefore, it occurs
that the first principles are not applied in research, while the others
are suitable only for the investigation of partial micro-problems, and
it is here that their applicability lies, not seeking support from any
general theoretical and methodological principles. 1t is understan-
dable that in such a situation there might develop, on the one hand,
a narrowly orientated empirical sociology, and on the other, a spe-
culative sociology, without finding the bridge which might bring
them closely together.

However, I do not think that this leads to the problem of creating
a »middle-range« theory and methodological principles at that level.
For, the problem cannot be reduced to the attempt to find terminus
medius, which could connect general theoretical and methodologicai
principles with the methods of concrete investigation; the problem is
far deeper, and consists in the need for formulating adequate general
theoretical and methodological principles, from which one can extract
the methods and procedures required both in macro and micro-ana-
lyses. This is something which marxist sociology up to the present
has not done. That is why, I could not agree with certain opinions —
expressed in marxist sociological literature — that researches in marx-
ist sociology have been orientated on the macro-level, while socio-
logy in the West has been concerned with micro-analyses. This is
true only insofar as it is related to the activity of Marx himself and
a few other marxists of his time; in this sense Marx's analysis in
»Das Kapital« is certainly a significant contribution to the study of
the social system. After Marx, however, these macro-analyses disap-
peared, instead it is developed, more than anything, a speculation on
society and socio-economic formations, which I could not call macro-
analysis of the global structure. Hence what is more characteristic of
the Yugoslav sociology in its present-day phase, is th.e same tl@mg
which is characteristic of sociology in the West — a mcltnhng ‘down into
numerous micro-analyses, which do not afford the possibility of get-
ting an overall picture of Yugoslav society.

world i Here the theoretical and methodological arproad\es are constantly
considered in their mutual relation: the author successfully withstands Marx’s
h ical and methodological approach to positivism and f 1 demon-
strating that Marx in sociological analysis does not scparate the structural from
the dynamic, nor does he discern between theorctical prcsupﬁosmons and empi-
rical analysis. Yet the problem remains: the formulation of methods for macro-ana-
lysis, as well as the question of what relation Marx's n\.ztgrnalnstnc conception of
history has with general and particular methodological principles and research me-
thods in sociology. .

Another book on the problems of methodology, that of Mihail Djuri¢, Problems
of the Sociological Method, considers the relatilon bc§w$zn various contemporary
sociological theories from the dpoi ical an 2 :g-
proach, but it scems that no key is given to the solution of the problems already

posed.
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That is why, I consider that in marxist sociology (and here I think
that Yugoslav sociology is not an exception) the problem of the for-
mation of a general theory is far more acute than »the midlle-range«
theory (though the one does not exclude the other). In other words,
the task with which we are faced today is not the »operationalization«
of general principles — which many Yugosl iologists consid
to be the primary task — but rather, above all, the definition of a
coherent system of general theoretical and methodological principles,
as the unique theoretical approach of marxist sociology.

In this light Yugoslav sociology lies today at the half-way mark.
It has been done, we could say, a polarization of theoretical appro-
aches in sociology, and this has contributed to a more dynamic de-
velopment of theoretical attitudes. It is evident that two theoretical
approaches are mostly opposed to one another. The differences bet-
ween these two could be most briefly formulated as follows:

The first approach seeks primarily for the factors of the historical
development of society in forces outside of man, in socio-economic
system, considering this system as a net of relations and factors,
which are formed independently of people as participants in historical
events; thus sociological analyses are most often narrowed down to
the investigation of the character of socio-economic formations and
the institutional el ts of socio-ec ic structure, while man is
treated merely as a unit which enters into the composition of the
structure (here this approach is very close to functionalism), and
which can be learnt exclusively through the analysis of social rela-
tions. Society, in this way, can be considered only as a part of the
general system of nature, and the principles of historical materialim
are drawn from the principles of dialectic materialism, which are ap-
plied to the explanation of the world as such.”

Another approach emphasizes that human history is the history of
people gifted with the power of conciousness, a history which arises
as the result of human praxis, i. e. of motivated human activity, which
is not determined only by material and the economic conditions
(though these elements play an important role), but also by the aims
and values which people themselves select, determining the course
of their history. In other words, they endeavour to find the determi-
nants of human history also in man himself, who cannot be identi-
fied with institutionalized social forces and relations, and to grasp
the real contradictions between individual and social aspirations and
interests as a significant source of social development. Hence, the
principles of the materialistic conception of history must commence
with human praxis, as the uniq of h exist and
cannot simply be taken from dialectical materialism, for human hi-
story is a process qualitatively different in relation to other natural

7 Such a dpoint is more ially treated in the following books of
sociological literature in Yugoslavia: B. Ziherl Historical Materialism, J. Goritar
Sociology, O. Mandié I duction to General Sociology, V. Rakovié, The Founda-
tion of Sociology, M. Milutinovi¢ Social Inf e and Sup. e in Re-
adingbook The %oundaliou of a Science of Society. Somewhat more flexible this
approach is applied in A. Fijamengo's book General Sociology and in a book of
1. Stanojtié, The Subject of General Sociology.
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pr . Thus, logical research cannot be of neutral value, for
history alone — which is the subject of sociological examination —
more or less affirms or negates humanistic aims and values; so socio-
logy must build up its theoretical principles also as a critical instru-
ment in the investigation of humanistic achievements of the historical
praxis of men.®

It is understandable that these two theoretical approaches will also
separate in the consideration of the problem of social structure. The
representatives of the first one think that social structure can be
schematically described as the relation of infrastructure to superstruc-
ture. From this the following consequences arise:

(1) that one can a priori define in human history the primary and
secondary factors;

(2) that human activity can be reduced to the production and other
forms of ic activity included in the infrastructure, while all
other processes are »reflections« of it;

(8) that the superstructure causes only a reflex-effect on the infra-
structure, and hence economics and culture can be considered as two
spheres, the first of primary and the second of secondary importance.?

Others attempt to extract certain methodological principles from
the Marx-Engels sheme of the infrastructure and superstructure, not
identifying the scheme with the picture of social structure. They ex-
press them as follows:

(1) that this scheme indicates how human praxis is determined by
history, and in the entire history up to this day material production
has played a most significant réle (which can be explained by the
relatively low level of growth in material production; but already
in contemporary society this postulate is no longer absolutely valid);

(2) it warns us that in a given historical period certain factors play
a decisive réle, and that one must first establish those links which
will most securely orientate us in research (hence in every investigat-
ion one must find out which is the part played by the economic, ma-
terial factors, what means that we cannot pronounce them as decisive,
a priori, in every situation);

(3) it indicates the relative independence of various human acti-
vities and the differences which exist between material produc.tive ac-
tivity and spiritual creativity, but one cannot express thesc differen-

® This standpoint is displayed in V. Korat's book Marx and Contemporary So-
ciology, R. Supek, Sociology and_also Sociology and Socialism, V. Mili¢, The So-
ciological Metgod. M. Popovié, The Subject of Sociolovy. in the article of P Vra-
nicki Anthropological Elements of Materialistic Conception of History (Praxis, No.
4, 1967), and also of V. Milanovi¢ The Subject of Science of Society in Reading-
book The Foundation of a Science of Society, of Z. Pefié-Golubovié The Place
of Anthropology in Marx's Conception of Historical Materialism (Praxis, No. 8,
1967).

* This_conception of the relation of the infrastructure and superstructure has
repercussions both in the theory and practice of socialist society. The following
authors have critically examined this in their works: R. Supek in the aﬂhoye. men-
tioned books, V. Milié in »The Concept of Al in C porary «
in Socialism and Humanism, vol. 11, Z. Peli¢-Golubovi¢ in »Socialism and Huma-
nisme, in The Sense and Perspectives of Socialism, 1966; V. Koraé, in his inter-
view to the newspaper »Borba« (24. IX. 1967.).
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ces by the term »work« or »apropriation of nature« for the first ones,
and the term »retlection« for the second. lnstead, one must seek for
the ditferences in the specific nature of the intellectual activity,
which, as creations, are distinguished from productive activity in re-
gard to »the object of worke, to the needs which they satisfy, and to
the functions which they fulfill in social life.

These concepts also reflect on the consideration of the very funct-
ion of sociology in a socialist society. Variants of different concepts
of the function of sociology in socialist society may be formulated as
follows:

(1) the ideologization of sociology; that is the apprehension that
sociology represents only a reflection of human praxis and that as
such it needs to fulfill the function of explaining and justifiying the
social reality of the existing form of socialism (however, one should
emphasize that ideologization has never existed in Yugoslav socio-
logy in the sense of identification of the programs of social research
with the programs of various ideological commissions). It is interesting
to stress that the so called »pure« empirical sociology often appears
in this function as an apology for the reality, which it is examining;

(2) the neutralistic conception of sociology as »pure« science, which
has no tasks in connections with social life, except to investigate and
describe it; such a conception of sociology is beyond party ideology,
but also outside of engaged science; some empiricists have settled for
such a function of sociology, considering that the valuable neutrality
frees them from a theoretical standpoint.

(8) the critical conception, which emphasizes the critical function
of sociological science in social life, and endeavours to promote its
engagement in revealing and solving fundamental human problems
(this conception is expressed not only in efforts for the engagement
of sociology, but also in the choice of problems for research).

It is difficult to determine which of these conceptions is dominant
in Yugoslavia today. All of them exist and have their representati-
ves; and this means not only that the attitudes towards the function
of dsociology are different but also that sociology is differently practi-
sed.

Another significant orientation which has set the seal on the the-
oretical consolidation of sociological thought in Yugoslavia in recent
years is the attempt to crystalize marxist sociology, by confronting
it with the leading sociological theories of the West. It is important
to note that the confrontation is not performed in the sense of a com-
plete negation of scientifically significant feature in theories outside
Marxism, but rather along the lines of a critical overcoming them,
affirming those points of contact which might enrich Marxism, which
certainly did not hold in mind all problems and aspects of social
reality. Recently in Yugoslavia much has been written and dicussed
in particular about the functionalistic theory; this is sometimes car-
ried over uncritically into the explanation of social structure, and
sometimes overemphasized from the theoretical aspect.!® However, it
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seems that the critical attitude towards functionalism is more charac-
teristic of sociologists and theoreticians in Yugoslavia. Beginning
from certain 1 ts in funcionalism and Marxism — such
as the end ur to ine the el in the relation to the whole
system — those of our sociologists who have been concerned with
these questions, point to the notable limitations of functionalism and,
in connection with this, to the need for a developed marxist theory
to overcome them, (eg. organistic conception, which is implicit in
functionalism; the unreliability of functionalism in examining the dy-
namics of society; reducing the analysis of elements and determinants
of a system in fact to »tactorial analysis« without the possibility of
determining the chief causal factors; the lack of connection between
causal and functional analysis, etc.). Such a confrontation of marxist
theory and the contemporary sociological theories in the West is cer-
tainly a good way to overcome sterile discussions on the relation of
»the burgeois sociology« to marxist sociology. But these are still be-
ginnings which, up to now have not brought significant results, in the
sense of a sounder formulation of the theoretical principles of marx-
ist sociology, which must be developed in order to counter the limi-
tedness of the mentioned theories (the idea of A. Gouldner is inte-
resting here, which is that undeveloped Marxism is very close to
functionalism — an idea not without foundation).

In the view of another highly developed sociological theory in the
West, so called psychological determinism, there is no serious attempt
to consider it critically. Through this lack one could, may be, ex-
plain the fact, that in a number of empirical investigations one feels
the strong influence of this approach, above all through orientation
on investigation on the problems of small groups.

But as I emphasized earlier, the growth of sociological thought in
Yugoslavia in the post-war period has taken different routes, through
the differentiation of sociological theories in different fields of so-
ciology. One might say that the greatest activity can really be obser-
ved in the examination of certain fundamental problems of sociolo-
gical science. So in examining the problems of social structure and
stratification, there are a considerable number of Y\.)goglav sociolo-
gists engaged. The attempt has been made in these kind of works to
develop a richer categorical apparatus, which would be more ade-
quate in the explanation of the structure of complex society and par-
ticularly the socialist societies. In this sphere certain key questions
have also been posed: what is the basis of structurization of a socialist
society; what are the rules governing structural transfon"natmn in a
socialist society; what social groups are the bearers of social changes;
how can Marx’s theory of alienation be linked to the problems of
social structure. Various answers can be found to }hese questions,
which are still more the result of theoretical suppositions than empi-

10 C ing the probl functionalism, besides numerous articles which
have been written erYugollav authors, there isopl[bl.ished the discusion onht.h;
relation between ism and functional in ?,. No. 84, ll967. whic
has held in October 1967. in Herceg-Novi in the frame of international symposium
on the problems of humanism and the social structure of socialist society.
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rical research of concrete forces and factors, which determine the
structurization of Yugoslav society. Still, efforts in this area show
the attempt of Yugoslav sociologists to build up a more adequate
models for the explanation of our society, and which is still more
important, to approach the examination of the basic social relations
in Yugoslav society critically.

Subconnected to this research, one certainly finds the works of
those sociologists who concentrate their attention on studying models
of the organization of contemporary society, confronting two models:
the model of bureaucratic organization and of self-governing one.
The works in this field indicate the need to use in analysis rather
Marx’s notion of bureaucracy than Weber’s, which is more complex
than previous. I. e. to carry out a critics of bureaucracy as the con-
centration of power, and as such, the basis of a split between the go-
vernment and people, and not only in the narrower sense as admini-
stration and clarkes. Hence also the criticism of bureaucracy is found-
ed on the supposition that such a type of government represents a
basic contradiction to self-government, so Yugoslav sociologists, doing
research in this field, endeavour to show from what social conditions,
and on the basis of what theoretical suppositions bureaucracy arises,
as also, on the basis of what real conditions such a type of organizat-
ion can be overcome. The critical analysis is also orientated to show
the disfunction of bureaucratic organization in a pluralistic contem-
porary society, and particularly in a socialist one. In other words,
the attempt has been made to revaluate Marx’s concept of bureau-
cracy, but that one of Rose Luxemburg and other marxists too, who
have given their contribution to the study of this problem from a
wider point of view than Weber’s. So the investigation of different
forms of the bureaucratic type of organization is significant too, as
much in global society as in working organizations.

Closely connected with this is research of another type — that of
self-governing organization. Up to now, however, the research has
revolved either in the area of the theoretical examination of the clas-
sical heritage and experience of the association of producers, or in
the sphere of empirical examination of self-governing organs as they
function in single working organizations. A more significant attempt
has been made in the examination of the self-governing structure of
working organizations and the construction of a model for self-go-
verning organization at that level. Recently certain investigations
have been carried out on the conflicts, which arise in the frame of
self-governing organization. However, there still remains outside of
sociological investigation self-governing organization as a model of
global society, that is, the study of theoretical principles and sup-
positions for the constitution of such a model. That is why, in con-
crete sociological analyses one approaches the self-governing organi-
zation either as a political model or as an economic one, for no one
conception has yet been theoretically developed to the end, that
would be able to integrate the different aspects of the self-governing
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organization. The need for the construction of such an integral model
is so muqh thg greater as we treat the self-governing organization as
the conditio sine qua non of socialist society.

In pointing to these problems I did not intend to provide an ex-
haustive explanation of all that is happening in Yugoslav sociology.
For, in this brief glimpse it has not been possible to speak of all
spheres in which the activity of Yugoslav Sociology develops, such
as: political sociology, the sociology of work, urban and rural socio-
logy, sociology of family, sociology of culture, etc.

Nor did I intend to give the information concerning all the concep-
tions in the relation to the various problems: my aim was to illustrate
some of the movements which, in my opinion, are the most significant.

From the exposition up to the present, which has only roughly sket-
ched the movements in Yugoslav sociology, one may get the impres-
sion that there exist various conceptions. which are displayed in Yu-
goslav sociological literature. But this multiplicity must be discovered
through careful analvsis, for it does not exist in the form of openly

pposed opini The ab of a public criticism of the different
ptions among sociologists, the lack of polemics on the views
which are expressed in books and articles, the inability of the review
»Sociology« to express this entire span of ideas and thoughts — oc-
casionally creates the feeling of stagnation, as though nothing especial
were happening in Yugoslav sociology. Sociology here, however, one
might assert, has made an impressive progress from its first childish
step in the post-war period (a great weakness of Yugoslav sociology,
however, is a discontinuity between post-war sociology and sociologi-

cal inheritance, which contemporarv Yuroslav socioloev ourht not to
underrate.)

The existence of different ideas and concents. the ever more inde-
pendent orientation in the choice of problems. the critical annroach
as much towards what we inherit from Marx as towards the acquisi-
tions of sociolozy in the West — all these are facts which affirm that
Yueoslav sociology is moving ahead, even more so if one c0n<id.ers
the dominant tendencv in the past to canonize and doematize socio-
logical thought, which has over many years resulted in the sterility
and powerlessness of marxist sociology. .

The bulk of ideas and opposite conceptions are gnnsvdcred as part of
the normal path in the development of sociological thgucht in Y.u-
goslavia. But the problem, which Yugoslav sociology is faced with
today, is the systematization of ideas and the creation of a coherent
theoretical conception, which will facilitate the creation of a _zr.ound
for the development both of theoretical sociology and empirical inve-
stigations. But this means the further develobment of such .theorctuc@l
and methodological principles, as will make marxist sociology sui-
table for research both in macro and microproblems. .

Sociolozv in socialist countries cannot be develoned todav o:vfs:r!e
of the courses of contemporarv sociologv in the worl.d. clasing incide
ones own circle of wirrenroachable sience«. The scientific worth «:\f
marxist sociologv must also he verified and be annma.rhah‘e to veri-
fication like every other scientific achievement. That is why, marxist
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sociology can be affirmed as a science only if it becomes opened to-
wards contemporary social sciences making use of the results of them
and presenting its own discoveries to the world public. Such a require-
ment is connected to the development of criticism towards ones own
results, which up to now in Yugoslav sociology has not been manifest.
There is a lack of criticism in the sense of »scientific opinion« towards
the results, which have been achieved in sociological literature as it
exists.

But one may justifiably charge the Yugoslav sociology with the
fact that its »research works have not yet break out the frames of
scientific circle, and come out into the publicity of society« (I. Kuva-
&é: »On perspectives of the development of our sociology«, »Sociolo-
gy«, No 1-2, 1966, p. 155). That means that sociological research has
not yet found its place in society, that it is not yet nublically known
and acknowledged. However, is sociology alone to be blamed for this?
Certainly, yes to some extent, for one may put the question: how much
does the selection of research problems and their results meat the
acute problems of Yugoslav society, on the one hand, and on the other
hand, do sociological studies and investigations help society to learn
and understand itself. But the reasons must be also sought in the lack
of understanding of the importance of sociological science and its role
in the development of society, which plays a signifacant part in shutt-
ing sociology within its own framework. Here one should add that
also the intention of sociology to carry out a critical function, concern-
ing the existing forms of social organization, often result in the creat-
ion of a belligerent attitude in state and political functionaries towards
it. On the other hand, the minuteness of study projects; the absence
of co-ordination between the research workers and the groups; often
proving trivial truths through the aid of virtuous research techniques,
and at great expense — all these creates disbelief in the social function
of sociological science.

Individualism, so essential for every creator who is searching for
new solutions and needs to overcome the status quo — can set the break
of the development of our sociological science in its further growth,
if it is not combined with necessary co-operation amongst experts
working on similar problems, as well as the indispensable exhange
and even the conflict of ideas. The absence of this creates the impres-
sion that every Yugoslav sociologist writes and works exclusively for
himself, taking no interest in the critical esteem of the public, nor in
the practical consequences which his conception or research results
may have upon the society in which he lives.

Hence repeated critical examination of ones own results is the first
demand with which Yugoslav sociology is faced today.

This exposition did not have as its aim the performance of the above
mentioned function; the aim was far more modest — to point out the
problems and dilemmas which we are confronted with today, as an
incentive towards the deeper investigations. But at the same time, to
provide an incentive to the search for points in common and similar
moy ts in the develop t of sociological thought in various so-
cialist countries, which has been lacking, up till now, in relations bet-
ween Yugoslav sociology and sociology in other socialist countries.
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MORALITY IN THE LIFE OF THE YUGOSLAV PEOPLES
Uojan Rus

Ljubljana

The purpose of this essay! is to describe the specific role played by
morale (morality) in the life of the Yugoslav peoples particularly in
the recent past and at the present moment.

Such a motivated paper can lead to y misund g
for the result of its »applicative« nature is that the author’s theoretical-
ethical concepts remain of necessity only implicit. In addition, this
field is the victim of much theoretical vagueness.

That is why it may appear to some readers that I am unclear when
I ascribe morality the central and highest place in the life of our
peoples. It may even seem that I am only extending that pre-war na-
tional-romantic, lemonade kind of moralizing which, for example,
ascribed a »lyrical«, »European« or »religious« soul to the Slovenian
people and »chivalrous-epic« soul to the other Yugoslav peoples, etc.

Between the theoretical hypotheses of this essay and pre-war ideolo-
gies basic differences exist, starting with the concept of the essence of
morals. However, these hypotheses also differentiate themselves from
some ethical concepts in modern Yugoslavia.

I will mention only that difference which is fundamental for under-
standing the view-points taken in this essay. A large degree ?f past
and porary philosophical concepts, which are other-wise in con-
flict, such as Heideggerism, »Marxists« sociology, neo-positivism,
neo-Kantism, must under-rate morals, even if they wish to defend
them, because they are understood psychologically as well.

»Marxists« sociology appears with its claim that morals are merely
social consciousness, just as Kant, from the same psycholognca! posi-
tion, claims that consciousness of duty and pure w.ll are essential for
morals. In the same group is psychological neo-positivism which kno\«(s
only of value judgements, or Heideggerism which imagines man's
essence as pure contemplative practice in which morals become invol-

m

! Written in 1965.
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ved. As a result of such psychology none of these paths can differen-
tiate socially active morals from empty moralizing or from false
morals.

For all of these otherwise conflicting concepts, morals are merely
a kind of consciousness, merely something spiritual, in the best of
cases communication, social talk. That is why it seems, if we start from
any one of these conflicting paths, that morals are a social weakness,
that they are merely the foam on the flow of real life.

Not one of these trends is capable of seeing that morals are always
a determinate social force, that they are always a social relation, that
morals are that system of conscious social relations which are not prin-
cipally formed by state power or by uncontrolled forces.2

Such an understanding of morals (or morality), founded upon the
historical experience of humanity, leads to the conclusion that general
human morals were already partially in the past, and can especially
become in the present the highest form of humanistic relations, created
in a conscious and democratic manner by an increasing number of
people. In other words, today these relations can be called self-ma-
nagement.

If we define morals in this way, there will hopefully be no great
theoretical misunderstandings if we point out already in the introduc-
tion three basic theses of this essay:

- morality was the marrow of all of the greatest heights reached by
the Yugoslav peoples, particularly during the last two centuries:

— creativity on the moral-political, humanistic plane, together with
its artistic expressions are the most authentic contribution of the Yugo-
slav peoples to the cultural fund of humanity;

— moral potential is one of the most significant, but (relatively) least
utilized and realized possibilities of modern Yugoslavia.

Some of these hypotheses are valid for humanity as a whole, but
they were especially vivid during the recent history of our peoples,
and they form a particularly important perspective for us.

By saying this, I am not by any means pretending to »discover« mo-
rals as some innate, eternal, harmonic, peaceful and always assured
essence of the Yugoslav peoples.

Since morals are made up of all the newly created relations of man
as an internally always contrary being, with complex and dynamic
social relations, it is impossible to conceive of morals as an expression
of some kind of man’s permanent essence. This is also true, of course,
for the morals of the Yugoslav people.

Our morals were also always subject to opposing elements; there was
filfth, and ups and downs. However, as with some other smaller na-
tions, general human morals were and remain our life question, if we
wanted to live our own true human life in our space and time.

* This is only a partial starting definition of morals. In one of the next issues I
will give a more detailed discussion of the essence of morals.
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Precisely our national and social defeats and humiliations only ser-
v_ed a new to give us bitter experience: morality is the midlle possibi-
litv for our human life: on the open plains of Europe the small nations
of Yugoslavia can stand straight only in a moral way, that is above all
the conscious mobilization of all of its »pure« human forces and their
firm union built up around common humanist aspirations.

I

The position of the Yugoslav peoples in Europe and in the world
is one of those long-termed constants which involve moral effort and
progressive humanistic contents. Such morals are indeed one of the
strongest mutual connections which our people have and with them
thev are most intensivelv included in the progressive flow of the world.

The relative constancy of our position in Europe demanded both
long-term continuity in construction and the enrichment of that which
is most valuable in our moral fund. It made up the basic link for the
whole of Yugoslavia and made morality an essential part of our pers-
pective for humanistic development.

Finding themselves at one of the important cross-roads of the
world, directly in the path of the advancing great powers, numericallv
and economically weak, and under the perpetual pressures of the most
organized of imperialism, often used and at decisive moments aban-
doned by various »allied« super-powers. our peoole were able to find
an efficient, live basis for their communities onlv in morality, in the
conscious community. in the belief of their own strength and their own
action and in the immediate force of humanity.

Conscious, moral discipline, with a nrogressive content. forced out
of Yugoslav nation and out of all ot them together often new social
qualities which compensated for the economic and numerical weak-
nessses and enabled the greater material and demographic quantities
to be resisted.

It is useless to idealize this historical moral tension. It was not cons-
tant, and when it did exist it appeared through internal strurgles.
failures and praise. Yet in spite ot all this, historical experience shows
that the greatest achievements on the Y ugoslav olain, the revolts in the
X VIlith and X1Xth centuries, the national-detense war, the national-
liberation struggle and the socialist revolution, the resistance against
Stalinism, were conditioned hy the moral mobilization ot ali. even the
most latent human cnergy.

1t does not look as 1t the position of Yugoslavia in the world will
change so radically in the tuture that morais will cease to be a real
and ettective way for us to exist as a part ot humanity. It would be a
ridiculous 1llusion to behieve that the Y ugoslavs, several decades hence,
it they achieve a higher economic devewpment, would be able to re-
nounce morality as a basic position 1n tne world, and begin to seck
the ego-centriuity of the »nignt ot the stronger« and would avach itselt
to any »club ot the strong«.
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It is not only nor mostly a question of Yugoslavia’s never achieving,
in the material and military sense, enough force so that she could gain
anything significant from the politics of »force«. It is far more im-
portant tha such politics represent not only a danger but an anachro-
nism for the whole world, and that in the near future the existence of
the world will depend mainly on the development of international
moral-democratic relations, wi};ich are not only the product of utopian
imagination but also the only real and constant possibility for the life
and growth of all nations. Yugoslavia already has enough political ca-
pital for creating such moral international relations that it would be
absurd for her to play around with it. It is the best promise for Yugo-
slavia’s future progressive and important role in the world.

The claim that the Yugoslav peoples, especially in recent times, gave
significant cultural contributions to just such moral creativity will be-
come even more clear when our greatest moral values free themselves
from all mythical, nationalistic self-indulgent ingredients and when
these contributions are judged strictly scientifically, comparatively,
and in relation to the entire experience of humanity.

Morality has played an important role in the evolution of humanity,
a much greater role than is recognized by some dogmatic »Marxists«.
However, all nations, even the most advanced, experienced fundame-
tal inner weaknesses, inciting contradictions: the duality and hypo-
crisy of the ruling morals, their alienation and the irreconciliable re-
sistance to the generally human elements of morality in its own coun-
try, the egotistical resistance of nationalistic morals to generally hu-
man ones, the subordination of the individual to hierarchical-autho-
ritative, irrational morals.

Morals, which achieved the greatest success here, by their very na-
ture, had to essentially out-grow the dual and hierarchical-authorita-
tive morals in order to be able to exist under our conditions and in
order to be able to efficiently mobilize inner forces. The maximal mo-
bilization of human psychic and other sources at decisive moments for
the individual peoples of Yugoslavia enabled such an essentially diffe-
rent structure of morals to exist. These morals were conscious, rational,
morals which dictated to almost each participant his duties on the ba-
sis of clearly observed and humanly justified interests, (the defense
of national independence, a more just society). That mobilization was
possible only on the basis of a polaric link between the appropriate,
disciplined actions of the ities with such a conscious individual

articipation in the creation of these communities, making them to a
arge degree subjects of morals.?

3 The strict military discipline of the revolts, wars of independence, and parti-
cularly the national revolution of 1941—45, did not in themselves mean the suppres-
slon of personality, but rather more often the fulfillment of personmality, when that
discipline was iousl pted, in respect to the circumstances and to the pro-
Eresslve goals. Naturally, even then it was not »pure«; elements of hierarchical-

ureaurocratic double-faced discipline did appear, but this must still be sharply

differentiated from military-revolutionary discipline. We are talking of the pola-
rity between the individual ‘and the community because this progressive structure of
our morals, which can grow into lasting socialist morals, did not contain, as is
i believed d ists, a one-sided subordination of the personality to
i ial developing progressive

4
the »collective«. Instead, the p ty was r
social level; that is why it cannot be reduced to this level.
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Only did this linking up with the international progressive flow
show itself to be a lasting guarantee for our existence. Consequently,
only those moral forms which were a part of the world progressive
moral-political currents lasted. Such historically progressive elements
of morality, which can directly flow into modern socialist morality,
if they are not already a fundamental part, certainly found their full
expression for the past 25 years, although they were also frequent for
the previous 150 to 200 years.

The moral substance of our peoples in a true rather than in a lite-
rary sense, was often the reality of our history. Many of the »plain«
people of Yugoslavia became, in the most difficult moments, an orga-
nic whole of individuals (regardless of the fact, for example, that con-
crete circumstances were dictated by military organization and disci-
pline), and never a passive and blind »mass«.

The peasant and generally the »common man« who took part in the
rebellions and wars against conquerors was, in spite of his sometimes
folklore appearance, often far above, in his moral-cultural niveau, the
»educated« and »civilized« officers and politicos of the imperialist
armies, when he consciously fought for his own national liberation,
and when his fight did not contain any kind of last thoughts on enslav-
ing other peoples.

This phenomenon is not an exception, but rather a general law of
our modern epoch. The moral creativity, the moral culture of many
socalled undeveloped nations is not backward, but on the contrary,
often supercedes the moral stagnation or slow evolution of more ad-
vanced countries. Peoples oppressed and impoverished by imperialism
simply could do nothing else (since they had hardly any military-ma-
terial sources) but to discover their existence and possibility for deve-
lopment in the utmost tension and uniting of all human forces. That
could only be realized as morality, for morality is the most profound
force of many national-liberation movements and national-democratic
systems and represents a precious range in modern man’s culture.

The creativity of the wider strata in the free, i. e. moral formation
of its relations has taken on in our country the most varied forms. Be-
fore it realized the present possibility for self-management, it had for
hundreds of years appeared in the organizations of the working class,
in the national organizations of the liberation war, in ‘the battle for
autonomy and co-operation which would respond to the interests of the
workers, in the cultural organizations which our people founded way
back as a form of resistance against imperialist denationalization.

All of these diverse forms of free association by the Yugoslav
peoples under the most varied of conditions bound together the basi-
cally similar already ioned el t: of‘moralnty: the pglanc'ba_-
lance between conscious personal participation and collective disci-
pline in progressive actions. .

These elements already represent the basic integrating force of the
Yugoslav peoples as an equal, organic socialist community. Historical
experience has shown that such a community can exist only if the com-
munal moral bond survives. It is obvious that the kind of, in many
ways, centrafugal heterogenity inhereited after the dissolution of old
Yugoslavia cannot be kept together by a state apparatus alone, not by
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any kind of bare force, nor by any »Yugoslav« or »Slav« myths, nor
by similarity of languages. There is nothing to take the place of that
morality which originally sprang up out of each Yugoslav nation as
a result of its equal position in the world and their common fundamen-
tal interests, a morality which contains basically the same humanist
elements and which can therefore represent one of the strongest un-
hierarchial integrational forces of Yugoslavia.

Precisely this kind of systematic comparison of roles held by mora-
lity during the progressive life of Yugoslavia, the roles of statehood,
ethical moments and economics, prove that the introductory thesis of
the unique role of the moral factor is not unreal. !

The fact that we did not only find ourselves on the roads of the
imperialist advance but also directly within the sphere of Europe, in
which the most turbulent social processes and class struggles were
necessarily followed by the most lively of moral seethings, is a special
element in the development of our morality. In such a spiritual atmos-
phere, because of the life meaning it had, the moral intensiveness of
our people found high-level and original spiritual expression.

The morals expressed in Prefern’s poetry (and espeoially in »Zdrav-
ljici«) is certainly one of the great moral achievements of its time,
for moral democratic relations between peoples — if we consider only
this aspect — are understood as a general moral imperative and he
sees the place of his people only within the framework of such moral
legality (which is essentially different from the concessions made by
many European progressive and socialist politicians, even in the later
period, who saw their people as something «special«. Such an attitude
represented the basic fault of shovinism and the spiritual beginnin,
of the worst of nationalist deformations in Europe). A high degree o
morality is also represented by Njego¥' »Gorski vijenac« with he
thought that the beginning of moral action and moral reality is repre-
sented by a firm, free, »inner« decision, aimed at a progressive social
goal, and that the life of a people is only possible with the ¢ quent
realization of such moral decisions, regardless of the entire weight of
consequences which are the result of its realization.

The continuity of such original »national« morality is present in the
views taken by Tucovi¢ and Cankar in regard to the national question,
and to our most recent history.

These spiritual expressions of our morality — and we have only
mentioned some of them — do not have such a theoretical forms as do
many European philosophical systems.¢ However, by their basic orien-
tation, by their originality and positiveness, the afore-mentioned mo-
ral expressions surpass many of the worked out moral »systems« and
stand up next to the progressive moral conceptions of their time. As a
measure of the degree of moral creativety and culture it is also of essen-
tial importance to mention that our peoples often actualized progressi-
ve moral concepts, that a large part of the people actively participated

¢ It would be senseless to claim, for example, that no one among the communists
und.er.stood a thing about the significance of morality, but such concepts did not
suffi ly become the taking-off point for united action.
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in their realization, that they often represented the prevailing state of
society. while the original, progressive moral concepts of many other
economically developed neighbours frequently remained a wailing
voice in the desert.’

L;t us once again point out that in our country these concepts were
realized because there was absolutely no other way to endure and
move aheagl. and not as a result of some hidden national qualities.
The »prosaicness« of the causes from which our morality grew does
not lessen the historical fact that in our more worthy moral realiza-
tions we were no imitators or passive importers from other countries,
but rather co-workers in the creation of a progressive general-human
cultural fund, and that we have no need to be imitators. Experience
shows that as moral imitators (when the prevailing circles were of
that ;ogio:political orientation) we were always both political and eco-
nomic imitators, and the other way round - with all of the practical
consequences of gemeral imitation.

11

Yugoslav moral problematics in the last decade have been particu-
larlv characterized bv the contradiction between important moral po-
tentials, the possibility for free (= morally) realized inter-personal
relations to gradually become the center of social life. for morals to
eain in this way an essentiallv hizher place than they have in present
human historv. and as a result. for our society to be orranized abnve
all as a moral society or, which amounts to the same thine. as a free
association of producers. versus, on the other hand. the disinteerated
forces and hindrances which prevent that potential from being realized
to its fullest deeree.

One of the sources of the impossibility to collect all positive factors
in the realization of morality is the lack of an ideo-conceptual marrow
in snch a gathering.

The lack of this marrow is particularly blatant in that the forces
which are its positive bearer often do not understand either the theore-
tical or our specifically moral problems, specific potentials and spe-
cific destructive forces. Although all of this conceptual murkiness has
been gradually fading recently, we still need principle discussions on
the concepts of morality in our development, the destruction of preju-
dice, the creation of unique essential stand-points without which long-
term and basic creation is impossible. One of the manifestations of the
conceptual vaccum, which is felt in many socialist countries, is the
great gap between the appearance of positive moral practice by the

ists th lves, especially before the end of a political revolu-
tion. and the backwardness of the theories of that practice.

This theoretical lag has its roots in both the simplicity of the pro-
gressive and socialist moralities during the period of destroying the
bourgeois-imperialist rule, and in some appertaining theoretical one-

® The theoretical uncultivated nature of our moral concepts ia certainly not an
dvantage, and the sy ic devel of our ethical view-points is becoming

an ever-growing necessity.
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sidednesses. Morality during the period of the revolutionary political
destruction of the old system is extraordinarily intense, (because social
conflicts are acute, and it is impossible to win without strong morality),
but it is also very simple, because the contradictions are clearly, almost
physically outlined. Evil, represented in this period by capitalism and
imperialism, is almost tangible, and humanistic good is the uncom-
promising struggle against evil with all the moral implications within
the revolutionary movement and the peoples which it collects (firm so-
lidarity and revolutionary discipline, the subordination of lower to
general interests).

As a result, it seems that during that period, ~ and it is to some degree
true — any theoretical treatment of morality is not at all necessary,
and that what 1s needed above all is real social action. Such an intense,
simple, and theoretically unfounded morality, remains to quite a de-
gree functional, even when — after the fall of the old political system
— leaps of increased accumulations begin aiming at speeded up econo-
mic development. Since the process of first accumulations often evol-
ves in conditions of low national income, its economic-moral logic
seems relatively simple: the less spent, the better and more harmonious
work. Under conditions of low income and high degress of accumula-
tion the fundamental moral duty seems (and is) quite uncomplex and
simple: to secure above all the physical existence and functioning of
people; a deeper differentiation between income according to work is
not possible (the privileges of the bureaucracy are serious and mo-
rally-politically crude, but they are not one of the greater theoretical
problems).

In such simple circumstances (often theoretically even more simpli-
fied than they in fact are) it appears as if everything in the socialist
and progressive movement is subordinated to outer duties: the appro-
priation of rule and economic construction. A theoretical, ethical-po-
litical analysis of the social subject (political parties, the state appa-
ratus) and of the whole of society does not seem so immediately ne-
cessary. That illusion cements still further the economical and sociolo-
gical dogmatization of Marxism, according to which the whole of so-
cial development is reduced to the setting-up of power and to economic
development, and the illusion exists that morals, science and art must
be followed by economics, as a passive super-structure.

Morals presented in this way and other subjective factors in prac-
tice soon take their revenge. As a result of these prejudices, existing
moral potentials are not used consciously and systematically as a fac-
tor in the development of socialism. Among ¢ ists th lves,
one can notice the signs of disorientation and surrender to unsociali-
stic moral evaluations, where in begins the corrosion of the very mar-
row of the new morals. So, after 1945, within our very own ranks, it
first came to the manifestation of bureaucratic-hierarchical evaluations
(»adoration« within state and political ranks, the subjugation of all
values to those ranks). Then followed, especially after 1950, the break-
through of the elements of classical bourgeois values (vulgar mate-
rialism, privatization, shovinism, localism, anarcholiberalism). Both
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value systems have numerous connecting points: their basis is egotistic
interest, and they have in common the absolutization of material-eco-
nomic values and hierarchical-autocratic positions.

That is how the gap between practical morality and the non-exis-
tence of its worked-out theoretical concept, after taking over power,
was increasingly reflected on morality itself.

Already at the time of the revolutionary struggles, morality in the
worker’s movement was not that much without its problems and that
accomodated to the needs as it may have appeared. Tha morality was,
on the average and in comparison with the morals of other social
groups, high, but it was within itself in conflict against certain unso-
cialist appearances (the struggle of groups and fractions for influence,
the appearance of hierarchical valuations, elements of careerism).

However, the moral problems became far more complex after power
had been taken over, and especially after the realization of economic
advances, liberalization, and other elements of the socialist democracy
during the fifties. Under those conditions the consequences of the »dis-
armament« activists into moral-value concepts became even hcaVvie.r,
because the moral problematic extended and shifted in some new di-
rections. Even those communists who were not consciously guided by
narrower interests became increasingly defensive, impotent and open
to negative influences. .

In spite of essential bonds with their people, the participants in
armed political revolution were (in prisons, in Partizan units, in their
own illegal organizations) relatively isolated from »evil temptations«.
They found themselves in front of a firm wall of terror, poverty, and
often literally cut off from any influence of the »normal« life of the
citizen or peasant. The transition from the »prison and fprest« to the
center of complex social life after the political revolution, left the
communists and activists more open to the dnflpences of that com-
plexity. Lacking worked-out ethical concepts, which would find com-
plete and concrete answers to these complicated question, the m?ral
orientation of the revolutionary activists and of the whole of society
became more and more difficult. The theoretical-conceptual vaccum
forced many communists with positive dispositions onto the defensive
in the moral-political field and into withdrawal into dreams of the
»complete«, »pure«, revolutionary past. » .

The lack of such concepts became, after the political revolution,
even more pr d also b besides the known complcx}ly
into which the revolutionary forces had become unYolved after having
gained power, with time new forms of society yvhlch tl}c c.ommu.msts
themselves created became complex as well. V‘/_nth the rise in national
income the moral-value problem of economic apportionment, fqr
example, became more difficult, because now greater def;renc;§ in
income were possible, and the question posed 1{self concerning ot 13§~
tive moral-economic measures for it, new relatnonshlpg between indi-
vidual spheres of the economy and of society (between investment ang
standard, between some social services and .industry, industry an
culture in a narrower sense).
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A freer development of social relations and their greater complexity
require a worked-out ethical concept as well. The gradual development
of socialist democracies and liberalization create a wealth of new rela-
tions and enable a freer movement of social forces, which are impossi-
ble to morally-politically differentiate through simplified, black and
white standards. At the time of such deeper moral problems many
prejudices over morals still ruled.

The bias that morals are the passive fellow-traveller of the economic
base supplemented the prejudice that our moralness cannot have any,
not even relative continuity, because alledgedly the conditions of the
liberation war and the Stalinistic blockade have totally disappeared,
so the old mora! quality is condemned, in better life conditions, to
slackness and ruin. Various subjectivistic concepts had similar impli-
cations, by which the one source of morality is a unit with its limited,
immediate existence. Thus, in the theory that our existing original mo-
ral potential, especially that from the immediate past, has practically
vanished, completely opposite one-sidednesses have been discovered:
dogmatic economism and technocratism, religious conservatism, ego-
tistic modernism and subjectivism.

Of course, a theory which would reduce morality to an idealized
immediate past would create myths which fog up the present and hide
primarily bureaucratic tendancies. Our morality depends and will al-
ways depend especially on continuous, actual activity, the only means
which can conquer the actual conditions and at the same time, extend
the achieved, already created moral potential by permanently remak-
ing and developing it in accordance with new situations. However,
missing the meaning of the already existing moral potential also limits
the swing of moral actions today, because it then does not sense any
stronger support, because it feels Don Quixote-like, and it then either
abandons itself to the uncontrolled forces of the economy or it isolates
itself into narrow groups, which literally are the only ones to »protect
the unit«, or it flees into the memories of the past.

That flight and faint-heartedness appears to its actors as some sort
of realism which alledgedly follows from existing moral, and particu-
larly bureaucratic and pusillanimous deformations. In fact, that atti-
tude in itself is neither realistic nor activistic. Still stronger existing
bureaucratic and other deformations will be repressed, they will aquire
their real, still narrower form than today’s, only if all positive, moral
potentials are more rationally mobilized, and they are essentially
greater and more endurable than they may appear to fpositivist:ic-su-
perficial observations of the weaknesses and to quests for basic moral
sources outside our reality. A more courageous moral struggle is more
realistic, for it results from real conditions, conditions wider than
these narrow observations can perceive.

The real tendancies of contemporary international relations, and
the real position of Yugoslavia within them, as we have already said,
are such that the struggle for international morality, closely linked
to internal, will for yet some time to come represent the most valuable
and most real position of Yugoslavia in the world.
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As a result of the liberation war (and the progressive traditions
which it absorbed), the resi against Stalinism, the destruction of
the entire bureaucratic system and the partial development of self-
management, changes in our internal balance of political forces have
occured which will essentially increase the influence of and possibi-
lity for the affirmation of positive moral factors. That real relation-
ship of forces, rather than of individual personalities or small, narrow
groupings (no matter how deserving for having created such a relation-
ship), is the greater guaraniee that the progressive moral struggle in
our country today need not be an act of lonely, desperate men or iso-
lated groups — regardless of all of the difficulties and temporary con-
sequences which can even today occur to the bearers of the resulting
socialist moral actions.

The continuity of the moral potential enables the facts which show,
among other things, our own experience as well, that people, at least
in part, are capable ot governing and out-growing a given situation,
that they are not always and completely, as it seems in sociologism,
its powerless slaves. An important ber of Yugoslav ¢ i
and activists (all were not one of these two) in one way or another
actively supported, or without resistance accepted the measures taken
against bureaucratism, priveieges and the appearance of moral deca-
dence within their own ranks. As a result, the progressive section of
communust, at least 1n part, tr: ded 1ts own »sutuat which they
themeselves created upon comung to power, through €Conomic progress
and the activity ot commodity exchange. ihese turee moments naced
pulled parucuiarly the communists themselves as the governing group
towards some of the mentioned moral detormations. 1he fact tnat the
communists, or at least one section of them, hmted those derorma-
tions, was above all made possible by their own moral strength, tor no
one directly torced them to do anything, and especially not to go so
far. 'L his shows that some predispositions tor such a proportionately
far-reaching action of morais were already a part of the communists
themselves. L his means that new conditions, which were to a great de-
gree ditterent, could not interrupt, eventhough they acted in that di-
rection, the previously attained moral strength of those, who really
had once achieved it, but rather that something remained from that
achieved strength and at least partially helped to conquer the new con-
ditions.® The attack of Stalinism, to be sure, also speeded up the de-
velopment of democratic relations, but the positive sector of commu-
nists went even further in that direction than was necessary in order
to get the immediate support of the people against outer pressure.

¢ There is nothing irrational or special about this which would be true for only
modcme;:n;utiom.s’l'he generalion%f ac!ivisltlv in tre revolution tv;vhu:h (:r::ldt :)r;
inti i 1 and all-together value view-points, as a 3
:I?emil'mat'e N e stances. themaclves (illgegal work, pri_son‘l,'the struggle against
Slalini‘m), the experiences which forcefully penctrated individual persons, had a
ignifi number of ind Is who did mot renounce such positions so easllly.
Even here certain realities exist which vulgar sociologism cannot sce. For example.
individuals exist who do not wish to discard from their own healthy ambitions (':u
that they would be worth even more) any values which they consider to be of ld_c
highest order, even if objective circumstances should pull them in the opposite di-
rection (for example, towards the desire for rull, or towards vulgar utilitarianism).
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The view-point that the most significant source for today’s morality
is represented by our present moral action, based on already establi-
shed original potentials, is also founded on reality, and not on illusion.
True, in our environment the most various of elements of morality
have existed for quite some time, which are not the result or compo-
nent of newer progressive movements.

One part of these moral elements from ancient tradition is also re-
presented by positive potential, which it would be very irrational and
senseless to discard, in the sense that all Yugoslav peoples can give
speoial contributions.?

However, these old-fashioned elements can prolong their life only
if they are differentiated and re-worked by those moral tendancies
which are the characteristic fruit of the most recent history.

That theory does not lean on national self-admiration or on ideolo-
gical fanaticism, but rather on the fact that our newer moral values,
even under the measuring of strong, objective comparisons, stand in
many essential aspects, above the traditionalistic moral and that as a
result, the call to completely abandon »the new restitution of a moral
movement« by organizing the bearers of traditional understandings
and customs (religious organizations) is groundless. Traditional mo-
rals, along with those religiously formulated, indeed did have elements
of general-human morality (for example, respect for the next man’s
life, the obligations between parents and children), of which we have
already said that it is impossible to escape of evade them. However,
even these positive traditional elements were and are only elements
of general-human morals, but the concrete form of these elements,’
and even less the global moral system ‘into which they would be in-
Cllglded (as a result of its duality and hierarchy character) is not accep-
table.

Basic moral values — for example, the penetration of individual mo-
ral committments and the progressive moral unity of the community —
which are the only possible condition for a socialistic moral system,
were already implanted in us duning the struggle for national libera-
tion. The modern socialist morality of self-management, which is still
more of a possibility than a reality, can have its deepest historical
base in that newer moral fund, and not in the traditional one. The
original newer fund is objectively compatible with the new possible
morals of self-management, because man, an individual in the con-
cept of self-management, also appears as a personality, as a possible
creative participant of morality and as a member of homogenous pro-

? The great heterogenity of the social and cultural inheritance of the Yugoslav
peoples contains, besides' the negative, many positive traditional moral elements
which we do not want to absolutize as being h ble, but which »a priori«
modernists are not capable of observing and absorbing. For instance, in some parts
of our country, which until recently did not seriously take to the capitalist market,
to the privatization and ization of society within frame-work of capitalism,
we have or we had until recently, less egotistic, and more traditionally solidary ele-
ments than in the economically developed areas, while in the more advanced areas,
where the society of organized labour is more developed, the clement of modern
social responsibility and duty was more prevalent.

® Even as general-human, these elements were already adapted while transcen-
ding social forms.
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gressive communities. The most positive elements of our latest mora-
lity can, therefore, spill over without discontinuity into the future
socialistic-self-managing morals (eventhough this transition will not
be quick or easy ecither, for we have to transform the present, espe-
cially in less developed areas, more political into a producer moral).
Contrary to that, traditional morals, and most particularly the bases
of the especially hierarchic ambiguous morals of European class so-
ciety (for instance, let the servant listen to his master; give to the Czar
what is his) are basic disharmonies with the new morals on the horizon.?

Neither can our moral possibilities feel the passivist view that our
country will go in all fields, even in the moral one, systematically
along the same road trod my industrialized countries; there is nothing
left for it to do, then, but to introduce their solution. It is impossible,
however, to build our morality in neglect of other experiences, for we
will most certainly also be faced with some problems similar to those
already gone through by developed countries. However, it is possible
to by-pass these problems in a different and more successful way.
Owing to the simple fact that he who comes historically later can learn
from the experiences of others, we can still approach these new pro-
blems with an essentially different moral fund.

We are already coming up against the rapid disintegration of the
works of morality of pre-industrial society, with the appearance of
loneliness and the moral disorientation of the city man, and particu-
larly of he who came into the city suddently from the country, with
the new relationships between young and old, with the question as to
how to fill the leisure time of the man in an industrial society. Never-
theless, the already existing political and moral relations, concepts
and potentials with which we approach these problems are specific.
The institutions of self-management and their further development
offer the chance, although certainly a difficult to realize and long-term
proposition, to integrate human society in a completely new way, not
as a mechanism of hierarchically ordered and subjugated groupings,
but rather as a ity of morally itted persons who colla-
borate.

Does not such a potential relationship between the community and
the individual offer certain possibilities — which, of course, can be reali-
zed only through special efforts — for the moral loneliness of the city
man and the old-young relationship in modern society to collaborate in
greater harmony than in the hierarchial, liberal-capitalist, bureau-
cratic or state-capitalist frame-work?

III

Our institutions of self-management represent — especially when
they are developed at »higher« levels — an already real, although lar-
gely unrealized possibility for continually taking advantage of the pre-
vious moral fund, as well as for building up a moral which will quan-

* This means that the morals of ancient tradition is cognﬁofed of two different
components: one which is class hicrarchy and the other which is general human.
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titively by-pass the morals of present history, for a human society
whichwill be, after the whole history of of class society, truly integra-
ted for the first time on the basis of morality, i. e. of freely accepted
mutual responsibilities on the part of the majority of the people, and
not on the basis of power and the monopoly of the minority. The rela-
tive possibilities offer an already extended institutional-legal system
of self-management in Yugoslavia. If the insitutional-legal possibili-
ties would now be extended so that the working man in Yugoslavia
participates in the formation of all essential decisions to a more inten-
sive degree than he has so far in present history, still greater possibi-
lities for a moral of a new quality would be openned up. The prin-
ciple meaning behind the self-management system, eventhough we
have only realized it to a lesser degree, certainly does not lie in that it
will ever create completely harmonious human relations, but rather
that in the self-management process each individual must, as a result
of the objective situation itself, go through the difficult, but only possi-
ble school of new, free, socialist morals. In a relatively developed and
realized self-management system each person would feel the weight
of a part on his back of the real consequences of his own inactivity,
the faulty or correct social activity. Already now — because it is im-
possible to completely escape from the process of self-management -
each person must to a certain degree consider how he exerts and in-
fluence on the decisions of the narrow social community, how he par-
ticipates in the creation of the morals of mutual responsibility. Of
course, it is impossible for the individual to avoid feeling the conse-
quences of the mistakes of others, as well, although in the self-mana-
gement system, developed at all levels, it would be far clearer just
what and whose individual mistakes and contributions they were. In
as much as real (and not merely formal) possibilities for self-manage-
ment would be greater, so much less would the individual have to
answer to some unknown, alien powers who determine the social whole
and who therefore bear the entire moral responsibility in place of him,
the individual.

By this we do not mean to claim that the responsibility of those
people who have greater social authority is not always more than of
those who do not. However, that responsibility already in partially
developed self-management is no longer exclusive nor monopolistic.
The participation of an increasingly large number of conscious persons
in mutual social responsibilities, in the creation and realization of mu-
tual social deoisions and duties — that ds the possibility for a new, not
absolutely harmonious or without contradiction, but true, all-around
human moral, offered by self-management.

Institutional-legal and historical possibilities for the development
of humanistic morals are not nearly used or realized to their fullest in
our country. The real making of decisions, and consequently the for-
mation of morals, still remains to a large degree in the hands of a
small number of people, so that in practice the association of producers
still has not finally won, nor has socialist morality already taken over
as a firm basis for socialist society (which is the same thing, but seen
from the other side). The reasons for this are complex.
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The weakness of many of the propaganda reviews of self-manage-
ment lies in the fact that they conceal how much needs yet to be done
until its (relative) complete realization. Along with elements of bureau-
cratism, the obstacle to wider committments in self-management is re-
presented by the insufficiently formulated, the even mistaken, ethical-
value formation of the producers themselves (for example, trivial sel-
fish ;:c;ncepts, opportunism, the taking of neutral-disinterested view-
points).

As with the obstacles, so are the steps towards the complete develop-
ment of moral potential complex. In that respect, a certain problem
is still posed by some communists, or more precisely, by those who
have declared themselves as the activists of our society.!

The education of the majority of the population as socialist mana-
gers, i. . as the creators of soocialist morals is a long-term and difficult
process. However, its intensity both now and in the long run depends
on its real historical marrow.

The declared activists of our social development do not represent
any homogenous bureaucratic obstacle for self-management. Ho-
wever, they are the key question of socialist morality both as a result
of their place in society, and as a result of the internal logistics of
socialist morality. Communists have such political positions as to make
the development of social relations and morality depend above all on

em.

Sooialist relations, as a result of the specific nature which separates
them from other types of social relations, cannot endure for long in
any other form than as general applicable, relatively coherent and
human activity, as constantly reproductively conscious, i. e. moral re-
lations. Whether or not they will endure for long depends - especially
now — above all on the morality of the communists and their under-
standing and realization of morality in socialism. Owing to the very
nature of socialist relations, communists cannot (nor can anyone, since
it would be a paradox, a contradictio in adjecto) create more compre-
hensive socialist relations by largely force nor so that it applies other
social measures to itself than it does to the rest of the citizens. The
moment when it secures for itself a special position in terms of privi-
leges and a monopoly of power, the ruling political force of socialism
already necessarily creates unsocialist relations within itself and its
immediate environment, it already accepts the logistics of alienated,
class society. Thus, it interrupts the existence of socialist relations at
an essential source. . .

The main guarantee for the reproduction of socialist relations can-
not be state power, regardless of its relative justification during the
transitory period. The wider use of power and administering in the
creation of socialist relations is in the best of cases a sure sign that a
great number of people have not yet sufficiently accepted socialist re-
Tations. When socialist relations appear as morality which the majo-
rity of ordinary people accept and create, then, and then only, does an
active relationship of people towards socialism exist.

10 Activist and formally organized communists are not separate groups. Almost
all activists are today also organized communists, but all organized communists are
not activists.
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This means, that the logistics of moral relations in socialism greatly
differs from the logistics of morals in class society, because socialist
morals can in its basic principles exist only as all-applicable, accepted
by the majonity of people and a realizable moral. Contrary to this,
class differences can be supported only by an ambiguous moral, morals
which differ under subjugation and when in command, and morals
which formulates these essentials differences into a principle. That
moral can therefore no exist in any other way save as dependent on
state-physical power and subject to it. Consequently, the appearance
of such hierarchical moral logistics in the socialist wing means the ap-
pearance of unsooialist elements or insufficiently developed socialist
elements, and nothing else. Since a relatively developed and stabilized
socialist morality means a relatively developed and stabilized socialist
society, the formation of socialist relations in the form of conscious
moral relations among the majority represents the true, certainly very
long-term, but more comprehensive goal of socialist activists. Selt-
-management represents the most adequate form of development of
all-around morality.

The connection between the essence of socialism and socialist mo-
rality is such a direct and objective law that they are, in fact, the one
and the same. That is why that link is not possible to avoid by any
kind of politikant subjectivistic »willingness« or maneuverings. It is
only possible to either realize it or not. That connection is increasingly
gaining expression at the relatively higher levels of socialist relations.
Precisely b socialist relations in Yugoslavia have already to a
large degree abandonned primitive, beginning, administrative shells,
the development of socialist morality and the existing moral potential
exist as a directly political question. That is why the obstacles to the
development of socialist morality become one of the significant bottle-
-necks of socialist relations themselves, of soaialist politics.

v

Antisocialist forces also feel that in Yugoslavia one of the centers
of the battle for socialism is transferring to the field of a new moral,
they feel that socialist morality already represents a great potential
power. Therefore, they attempt to guard their positions, taking on a
socialist-moral appearance and using socialist mimicry. The analysis
and destruction of these illusions represents in this phase not only
a scholarly but a practical, political act, as well, particularly since
moral illusions and ambiguity are often original, and it is often more
difficult to penetrate through them than through open reactionary
manifestations. It is much harder to separate an unsocialist essence
from a socialist appearance, than it is to understand an unsocialist
essence in its crude, obvious vulgarness.

Socialist 1llusi are most dangerous there where, logically, so-
cialism is (or where it should be) the source of socialist relations:
within the ranks of the activists of socialism. The most typical and
most dangerous form of the further activity of bureaucratic elements
within the socialist ranks themselves is today its moral ambiguity, its
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loud declarativeness in view of self-management, democracy, divis-
ion of labour, which has no connection with its practice. By this it
often stiffles the birth of socialist relations at their very beginning and
thereby deaden the extraordinary moral potential of our society. The
mimicry by bureaucratic elements with soocialist moral illusions is,
therefore, one of the basic obstacles which stands between the high
moral potential of our society and its significantly lower realization.

Not only bureaucratic but other egotistic interests as well, under
the conditions of the greater potential sources of socialism, maneuver
under the illsuion of socialist morality. Vacillating but ever-present
elements of bureaucracy are increasingly tied to other backward for-
ces. Both the illusions which serve the classical bureaucratic element
and the illusions which the classic bourgeos uses to cover himself
classical conservatism, shovinism, localism, more and more mingle,
become increasingly complex, acquiring a »modern« socialist appea-
rance, conceal more and more their essence and growingly represent
the only obstacle to the realization of socialist moral potentials. Ow-
ing to the originality of these complex and new combinations of all
backward appearances, which cover themselves with socialist pla-
cards, in their egotistic interest they succeed in disorienting the public
to a greater degree than is their real historical force. They not un-
frequently succeed in attracting elements to their own illusions which
are not characteristically theirs or which are contrary to them.

The entire plexity of the illusions of socialist morality is im-
possible to show here. It is merely a question of some of its more
typical manifestations. .

Bureaucratic elements try to decorate their backwardness, their
desire for monopoly and their insincerity towards the socialist de-
mocracy by alledged tendancies towards unity and maintaining the
currents of the revolution. Both bourgeois and »local« bureaucratic
elements are often involved in such ish« for the independence
of the firms, small communities or republics, which only conceal ego-
tistic interests. There are bourgeois fighters for »democracy« and for
»freedom«, who in fact, aim to destroy the moral du.lnes in the essence
of our progress. Certain bureaucrats who fear losing contact »with
the youth«, with the »future«, and with »modern timesc, find some
support in this. There are bureaucrats who come on as the special
protectors of the lower income stratum, because with less knowledge
and effort they can balance out the »wages« (except for themselves)
and so remain the »arbitar politicuse, instead pf. efficiently organiz-
ing the v, taking advantage of the existing possibilities and
in this way really helping those with a low standard.

Socialist justice is also turned upside-down'by those who speak as
if every realization of income on the market is at the same time the
realization of the principle of the division of labour (although it is
obvious that behind the income realized on the market a monopolistic
position can stand just as easily as contributed labour). X

The complexity and dynamics of contemporary moral Droblen:;tlcs,
the diversity of obstacles and illusions which try to stiffle and divert
the strong moral potentials, all of .thls only goes to show that every-
day, empirical »common sense« i no longer capable of orienting
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itself amidst the numerous real and illusory crossways. The essence
of the concrete moral appearances is observable, analysable and prac-
tically out-growable only within the frame-work of a worked
position on the entire moral potential of our society, particularly
owing to the present theoretical vacuums and lags. Without pretens-
ions for any kind of a complete evaluation of our theoretical ethics,
some suggestions are necessary only in the light of these roles that
they play.

The positive results of present specialized work on ethic are above
all connected with a fundamental introduction to and study of the
old and new ethical theories. The critique of these theories also aided
in the clearing up of one section of the basic ethical problems, but
at the same some of their onesidedness was accepted, making the con-
struction of their own coherent theoretical theories and their success-
ful application difficult.

Those fundamental unclarities and difficulties already really begin
with the definition of morals. From the point of view of the primary
aspect of this paper, it is interesting to note that a large part of to-
day’s definitions, neglect the fact that morals are above all a complex
of social relations Fand in no way the whole of relations). To this
one-sidedness has been especially added the understanding that the
greatest values and moral positions are those which are apriori or of
»unconditional« origin, for they are alledgedly absolutely original,
and that there are no general objective measures for evaluating such
basic, (and perhaps contrived) moral views, that is the only source
of the progressive and social morality the individual and that all
moral institutions and traditions uniformly stiffle the person.

Crossing modern, and particularly Yugoslav, moral problematics,
with such ingredients, it is impossible to discover all of the real
problems, potentials and legalities. Absolutized antisociological, anti-
deterministic and subjectivistic understandings'! must, if they wish
to remain consistent, conclude that for theoretical ethics, whatever
kind of research of real social, economic and political relations is
totally irrelevant, even though they significantly enter directly into
the sphere of morality. From the point of view of these onesidednes-
ses, any kind of continuity of morals is impossible, as is polaric unity
between individual and collective creativity, in spite of the fact that
general experience, and even the peoples of Yugoslavia, discover
even these possibilities. Such absolutizations would not only prevent
the construction of a coherent scholarly ethic, but would also make
it more difficult for it to participate in the dicovery, differentiation
and more complete formation of the present potentials in our society.

‘f By this we do not wish to reduce methodology and the object of ethics to
sociology and to negate the significance of special psychological research etc., but
nor was it our purpose to systematically explain this kind of methodology.
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THE PROBLEM OF MOTIVATION IN »CRIME AND
PUNISHMENT«

Nikola MiloSevié

Beograd

»Dostoevsky’s literary works«, Mere$kovski wrote, »have such force
and boldness, youth and freshness. .. that it is sometimes possible to
put the following confusing question: Is it possible that the writer could
gain knowledge of all the things he wrote about only on the basis of
some abstract experience, and only through observation of other
people? (...) Naturally, Dostoewsky did not have to kill some old
woman to put to the test Raskoljnikov’s feelings. Much of that must
be put down to the far-sighted of the ingenious creator, but by
now means all«.!

Writing in this way about the author of Crime and Punishment, Me-
reSkovski in fact accepted two well-known interpretation of literary
creativity. According to one interpretation, a great writer, thanks to
his artistic talent, is able to penetrate into the »most hidden corners of
the human soul«. In other words, literature is a sort of instrument of
knowledge with the help of which it is possible to discover the deepest
truths about man.

According to a second interpretation, which is primarily accepted by
Meregkovski, a writer's insight is mainly drawn from the examination
of his own personality, and in that sense, it can be said that literary
works are one form of the author’s confession.

Both of these viewpoints, and especially the second one, have been
widely accepted by the critics who have worked on the literary opus
of Dostoevsky. The character of Raskoljnikov is often brought into
connection with the personal experience of his author and at the same
time, a convincing proof of that unusual ability of penetrating into
the »secrets of the human soul« can often be seen in this character,
which is said to be the ability of every true and great writer.

For some critics, however, Crime and Punishmgnl represents among
other things a singular literary form in which it és possible to perceive

1 Monmoe 1 C ToMB
IX, Mocksa 1914, c. 139.
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some of the writer’s psychological problems. In connection with this,
Lav Sestov puts the question as to why Dostoevsky calls Raskoljnikov
a killer and Sonja Marmeladova a prostitute. »Why was it necessary
for Dostoevsky, who never let the Gospel out of his hands, to use these
terrible expressions in order to make ugly a starving Raskoljnikov or
a girl like Sonja whose own shame was the means for providing for
her family?«®

In answer to this question, Sestov replies that Dostoevsky ». . . need-
ed some special rights and privileges. He needed these special rights
and privileges, as a man from the underworld who had to draw back
before an officer ... the writer credits himself for his inability to
overlook the existing rules.«3

In another book, Sestov puts another question: ». . . if Raskoljnikov’s
ideas was so original that no one but Raskoljnikov himself had thought
of it, why was 1t necessary for Dostoevsky to fight against it? Against
whom is Dostoevsky in fact fighting?«*

This time, Lav Sestov replies: ». .. against himself and only against
himself. He is the only one in the whole world who has shown envy
for the moral greatness of the transgressor and, not daring to express
openly his true convictions, he created for himself different »excuses«
for their expression«.’

From Sestov’s viewpoint, therefore, Crime and Punishment is also
a kind of confession, but in another sense of that word. According to
Sestov, the literary heroes in this novel are not the result of the writer's
self-examination, but the function of the author’s problems, a screen
for certain standpoints which Dostoevsky was unable to express in
some other, more explicit form.

This last assertion is of special interest. Having in mind the expla-
nation which Lav Sestov uses as his starting point, literary works
could be looked upon as some kind of hiding-place in which the author
keeps his most intimate beliefs. Raskoljnikov is in a sense an instru-
ment or the means of a certain hidden and secret preoccupation of the
author. This interpretation also takes for granted the opinion accord-
ing to which Raskoljnikov is a totally exceptional and independent
character.

However, a large number of critics tend to see in Dostoevsky’s novel
an artistic equivalent for the author’s public confession of certain phi-
losophic and religious beliefs. For example, Nikolaj Strahov main-
tains that in the character of his main hero, Dostoevsky »According to
his old habit . .. showed a human being even in the killer himself«.®

When Strahov uses the expression »according to his old habit«, he
then naturally has in mind that earlier period of Dostoevsky’s creati-
vity, in which the writer's literary opus was marked by humane con-

% Kobpo B yuemun rp. Toncroro u ®. Hurme , Bepsmn, 1923, c. 4.
* Ibid.

¢ Rocroesckift u Hurme, Bepaun, 1923, c. 71.

® Ibid.

¢ Kpurueckift xom. x cow. @. M. X, coB. B. 3emmcxift, wacts sropad, M.
1015, c. 234.
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ceptions. It is Strahov’s opinion, therefore, that the humane traditi
of The Humiliated and the Offended is continued in Crime and 4;’?2
nishment.

Together with this humane component of the novel, Strahov also
puts accent on Dostoevsky’s religious message: »The basic root from
which Raskoljnikov’s monstrous idea grew is made up of a certain
theory which the main hero holds ... the murder itself, however, is
brought about by his terrible tendency to apply in practice his theory«.?
In other words, Crime and Punishment is for Strahov a form of reli-
gious criticism of some ideas of »the younger generation«, combined
with some of the author’s attitudes from his humanistic period.

According to this interpretation, the religious orientation of the book
can mainly be seen in the writer’s idea to explain the murder of the
old woman and her sister as an inevitable consequence of the indivi-
dualistic and the unchristian conception of the main hero. The author’s
»close relation« to the character of Raskoljnikov, Strahov explains
with the »already known« author’s tendency to see a human being in
the transgressor.

If we envisage all those theoretical consequences which such an in-
terpretation of Crime and Punishment presents, we come to the con-
clusion that a literary work can be an artistic instrument by the use of
which the author is able to present his religious and sociological be-
lief; that it can be a kind of public artistic platform for the author.

There were, however, some critics who pointed out the possibility
that such a subjection of che artistic creations to the demands of the
author’s religious or political beliefs can lessen the specific artistic
value of the novel. In 1867, the critic Ah$arumov, who was oriented
towards the conservative, maintained that the character of Sonja Mar-
meladova was »pale« and that the artistic incompleteness of that cha-
racter can be explained by the fact that it is the product of certain
ideals.®

Later, other critics will develop more fully and more consistently
the idea that the so-called positive characters in Dostoevsky's novels
are in general incompletely rendered and that the root of this must be
looked for in the author’s religious and political interventions into the
organic whole of the novel. From this realization, only one further
step was necessary to come to the conclusion that the key for the inter-
pretation of Crime and Punishment, and of Dosgoevskys work as a
whole, can be found by examining some of the immanent characte-
ristics of the literary phenomenon and the literary evolution.

What this course in the interpretation of the literary work of Do-
stoevsky looks like, and in what way it differs from the other courses,
can be illustrated by an example from Sklovski’s book For and Against.
It is Sklovski's opinion that »Sonja Marmeladova carrics iin herself
traces of the literary tradition which might go back to the novels of
Sie and Victor Hugo.«®

7 Ibid., s. 240.
¢ Ibid., s. 270.
* Buxrop Mixnoscmh: ,3a 1 npoTus”, Mockea, 1957, c. 199.
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Dostoevsky’s novel, therefore, can also be examined from the pers-
pective of literary influences. In this way, the accent of the examina-
tion is naturally moved from the relations of ideology and literature
to the problem of relations which belong to a more or less independent
literary order of subjects which have their own course which is con-
ditioned by the rules of their own internal evolution.

This type of examination of Crime and Punishment Sklovski, na-
turally, as a former »formalist« does not develop consistently, stopping
only to make incidental remarks such as the one we have already gi-
ven, remarks which only distantly bring to mind his »erroneous« for-
malistic past.

Sklovski’s discussion is especially interesting due to the fact that it
generalizes and applies in an original way the already known idea in
the criticism of Dostoevsky’s work about the manyfold meaning of
Crime and Punishment. »Raskoljnikov is not only moved to give him-
self up to the police and to repent because of his disappointment in
himself and because of Sonja’s persuasions, but also b of Svidri-
gajlov’s threats. In his way, both Raskoljnikov’s crime and his repen-
tence have a double motivation.«!?

According to this interpretation, in Crime and Punishment the
author developed two parallel but different systems of motivation.
Raskoljnikov gives himself up to police due to two different reasons.

Many different opinions have been said about this theme, often
with an inadequate terminology and from a view-point which presu-
mes the negation of the autonomy of an artistic creation. In that res-
pect, Pisarev’s viewpoint is especially characteristic. Pisarev believes
that the social-economic interpretation of the transgressor’s character
has inspired the system which plays a decisive role in the system of
parallel motivation which Dostoevsky uses. This well-known critic
completely rejects all the other motives in the structure of the novel,
which can also be seen from the following text: »Two open questions
can be put in context with this crime: first, can we say that Raskolj-
nikov is mad, and second, is it probable that Raskoljnikov’s theoretical
beliefs had a perceptible influence on the excecution of the murder.
It seems to me that we have to give a negative answer to both of these
questions.«!!

By accepting exclusively the social motivation of the crime, Pisa-
rev at the same time accepts, as opposed to many other critics, the
viewpoint according to which the character of Raskoljnikov is far
from being the character of an exceptional and eccentric person.«
... The largest number of those people, Pisarev states, who decide to
steal and plunder experience and live through the same phases that
Raskoljnikov experienced. The crime descnibed in Dostoevsky’s novel
differs from other ordinary crimes only in the fact that his hero was
not an illiterate wretch, totally morally and intellectually backward,
but a student who iis able to analyse down to the last details all the
motives and feelings of his soul, and capable of creating complete in-
tricate theories in order to justify his actions, a man who at the time

10 Ibid,, s. 217.
1 D. L Pisarev: »Izabrane rasprave i studijes, Kultura, Beograd 1962., s. 261.
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of the greatest mistakes still maintains his subtle and manyfold sensi-
bllltngl;)d the moral subtleness of a highly developed man.« (Ibid.,
page .

This interpretation of Dostoevsky’s novel also has its theoretical

resumptions. At the very beginning of his analysis of Crime and

unishment, Pisarev states: »...1 will leave out completely the sub-
jective viewpoints of the author who is able to set forth facts in a very
correct and thorough way, but who is unable to explain them well.«
(Ibid., page 254-255). In other words, Pisarev believes that the author’s
views can be »separated« from the literary creation in which they are
expressed, and that disproportions exist in the literary structure itself
between the author’s interpretations and the »objective« meaning of
that structure. In this context, it is characteristic that the critic talks
about the literary reality as if it were the reality of »real life«. It is
characteristic, for example, that Dostoevsky »describes« the crime as
if Raskoljnikov were a real person who had killed a real old usurer
woman in an existing time and place. In the same way, literary visions
are for Pisarev »facts« which the author »exposes« before the reader.

All of this together leads us to a speific conception of the literary
work. According to this dnterpretation, the literary work has its own
internal logic which does not depend on the author’s beliefs and whose
basic principle is to express as faithfully as possible the social realities.

This vision of literature has also inspired interpretations made by
later critics of Dostoevsky in which the accent was laid, with more or
less determination and consistency, on the decisive role of the system
of »social« motivation, which was mainly concieved as highly objec-
tivistic.

The idea that the characteristics of Dostoevsky’s novel can be ex-
plained by some internal traits of the literary structure and the literary
evolution has probably found its best expression in the works of Leo-
nid Grosman. Grosman believed that the singularity of the literary
construction of Crime and Punishment could be seen in the ingenious
combination of different principles of artistic expression whose origin
should be searched for in some foreign literary influences. According
to Grosman, the basic principle of composition that Dostoevsky used
could be said to be »...diametrically opposite elements of relating
which have been subjected to the unity of a philosophical conception
and to a turbulent development of events.«!?

Grosman starts from the standing-point that all of Dostoevsky's he-
roes, even though they are psychologically complex, are straightfor-
ward, and that his novels have numerous episodes, very complex and
intricate plots and an unusually large number of events. Naturally,
these are not new realizations; these characteristics of the literary
architecture of Dostoevsky's novels have been already percieved much
earlier. That which is new, however, is that Grosman searches fqr the
origin of the forms of literary architecture we have already mentioned
in those literary traditions which have originated from the »English
school of terror«, the French sketch-novel, and in Russia fro!'n the
historical novel of the thirties. Naturally, according to Grosman's opi-

19 Jleomun Tpoccman: ,lostura Hocroescxoro”, Mocksa, 1925, c. 174.
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nion, Dostoevsky did not simply take over the literary tradition of the
West, but joined it with a thoroughly thought out phylosophic dialo-
gue and in that way effectuated that ingenious literary synthesis which
we have already mentioned. Therefore, Grosman maintains in a para-
doxical way that Dostoevsky’s novel is ,,...Fedon in the middle of
»The Secrets of Paris« or a combination of Plato and Eugene Sie.”13

Grosman also interprets the character of Raskoljnikov from the
viewpoint of the problem of literary influences. This critic believes
that the theory of the main hero was inspired by the novels of Balzac,
in the first place by the famous book »Le Pére Goriot« in its first edi-
tion. In the first edition, namely, Rastinjak is unable to resist the temp-
tations which Votren places before him. It is consequently quite under-
standable that Grosman insists that the theory of the main hero is un-
original, adding to his opinion R ihin’s »stat t« that Raskolj-
nikov’s views were »something we have all heard or read a thousand
times«.

However, Sklovski substantially corrects this analogy with Balzac
pointing out that Rastinjak »wants the million for his personal be-
nefit. What he needs is a carear and not the verification of the law of
morals and the estimation of his own possibilities.«!*

All of these interpretations are partly based on some existing cha-
racteristics of the literary structure of Crime and Punishment. It is,
however, impossible to deny that specific places in the novel bring
about some direct associations with the private life of Fjodor Mihaj-
lovié, with the writer's most private and personal experiences. For
example, the writer compares twice the mental state of his hero with
the mental state of a man condemned to death. In one place, it is said
that Raskoljnikov was filled with the feeling of a »full and mighty«
life which was similar to the feeling that a condemned man might
experience when he is told, suddenly and unexpectedly, that his death
sentence was abolished.

It is well-known that something similar happened in real life to the
author of Crime and Punishment. In his youth, Dostoevsky belonged
to the revolutionary group of Petrafevski. The members of this group
were condemned at a quick trial to a death sentence and were pardo-
ned at the last moment. This amnesty was in fact a brutal cruelly
planned »pedagogical« measure. The emperor believed that young re-
volutionaries should be told that they have been pardoned when they
have already been brought to their place of execution, thinking that
this was a good way of influencing their future political activity.

Dostoevsky’s death sentence was changed to enforced labour in
Siberia, where the writer spent a long time living among criminals
and political prisoners.

These well-known facts concerning Dostoevsky's political career by
themselves motivate the creation of an analogy between the novel
about Raskoljnikov and the author’s biography. Like his main hero,
the author himself was a transgressor, fought with the inquisitors, and
like him, he was sent to serve his sentence in Siberia.

13 Ibid., s. 68.
4 Buxtop LIknoBcuit: ,3a u mporus”, Mocksa, 1957, c. 179.
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The material and social position which Dostoevsky held also moti-
vated the creation of corresponding analogies with the literary work.
While still a pupil of the army engineering school, Dostoevsky had to
fight against large matenial difficulties. Although he entered into the
field of literature as a very young man, this was not enough to enable
him to solve his financial problems. His material situation did not
change much even after his return from Siberia. Moreover, Dostoev-
sky’s material situation became even worse in the period just before
the publication of Crime and Punishment. This was due to the fact
that the author had generously taken over all the real, and even the
fictitious debts that his dead brother had made, which naturally ment
a veritable small financial catastrophe.

Under these conditions, Dostoevsky was forced to accept the usu-
rer’s conditions which the inconsiderate publishers put to him, in which
group a certain Stelovski was especially prominent. Therefore, the lite-
rary vision of the situation of a poor student who is at war with usurers
or with middle-class business types like Mr. LuZin, has in itself many
linking points with the events which happened in the real life of the
great writer. N

It is also possible to see an analogy with the novel about Raskolj-
nikov when we are talking about the author’s religious views in regard
to Crime and Punishment. The religious theme of this literary work is
expressed most fully in the dialogues between Raskoljnikov and So-
nja, as well as in some remarks which the author makes in his own
name at the end of the novel.

As we know, the writer chose expressly the charaoter of Sonja Mar-

ladova as the repr ive of certain christian beliefs. The essence
of these beliefs is conoisely expressed in the following advice which
Sonja gives to Raskoljnikov: »To accept suffering and to redeem your-
self through it, that is what you must do.«!® Sonja’s advice carries in
itself a complete philosophy inspired by Christianity, which can also
be explained in that polemical context characteristic for the time in
which Dostoevsky’s novel was written. The fact that people syffer and
that they are unhappy, has always been an argument against faith
in God. If man is unhappy, why does the almighty God do nothing to
change this, unless his omnipotent might is limited. The basis of such
an atheistic criticism is the ideal of a happy human being. = .

In Crime and Punishment, the author does not reject this starting
point of the anti-religious philosophy. The novel ends with the author’s
note that Raskoljnikov found happiness with Sonja, such happiness
in fact that the seven years he had left of enforced labour seemed like
seven days to him. X .

Before, during, and after the crime, the main hero is rendered as a

erson who is deeply unhapfy. In this way, his suffering has its justi-
?ication. Suffering is the only way which leads to happines, the way
which leads to a renewed and better life. . X

By means of this polemical method, the author tries to neutralize the

sharpness of the atheistic criticism. If the road to happiness can be

® O M. m: ,,C ", ToM nATLIA, Mocksa, 1857,
c. 439,
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reached only through suffering, then we can completely understand
and justify the fact that God did not do anything to keep man from
suffening.

There is no doubt that Dostoevsky expressed very similar opinions
in regard to the problems we are discussing, in his articles and even in
the preliminary notes for Crime and Punishment. In the same way,
there is no doubt about the fact that Dostoevsky’s views on the pro-
blem of the relation of the environment and the crime, are in a way
analogical to some forms of the structure of the novel. As we know,
Raskoljnikov does not make use of the money and other valuables
which he took from the house of the murdered usurer. In one place,
the main hero tells Sonja Marmeladova that he would be happy if he
had killed only because he had an empty stomach, in which statement
we can sfce a further similarity with the beliefs that the author held
in real life.

In order to understand these views and beliefs, it is also necessary
to have in mind a certain polemical context. We have to add the char-
ges against the so called »environment« to those against God, for in
Dostoevsky’s time, in a society which was as backward and as marked
by class differences as tzarist Russia was, they were very actual. One
of the most effective and most characteristic forms of criticism of the
existing social status was also expressed in the viewpoint according to
which the blame for all the harm that befalls man s attnibuted to spe-
cific social conditions. In such a context, the literary vision of Raskolj-
nikov’s crime obtains a polemical intonation. From this viewpoint, the
social motivation of the character of the main hero can also be inter-
preted as the means by which it is possible to accentuate the thought
that the crime was not the result of the action of the so-called envi-
ronment and that, even in the most difficult social conditions, the mo-
tives for the infringement of moral laws come as the result of certain
theoretical preoccupations, precisely those against which Dostoevsky
fought in his political life.

The viewpoint according to which Crime and Punishment repre-
sents the synthesis of different types of literary structure can also, up
to a certain point, be confirmed by the literary construction of the
novel. Moreover, a careful analysis would show that many more ty-
pes of literary organization can be found within the context of this
famous book than is at first apparent. However, before we separate
the relatively independent structures which make up this novel about
Raskoljnikov, we must first form with care the criterion according to
which this separation should be made. The basic indicator for the re-
lative independence of a line, or of a course within a prose structure, is
the fact that such a course can be separated into a complete whole
which has its own individual system of motivation.

If we take this criterion as our starting point, we will be able to se-
parate several different types of organization of the literary material
in Crime and Punishment. One of them is the religious theme with the
thesis which could be »retold« in this way: a killer who commited
wrong under the influence of atheistic, individualistic ideas, returns
to the righteous path under the influence of a religious prostitute with
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