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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

360



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.
2 rraxis 865



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-
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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.
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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.
896



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.
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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.

410



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
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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
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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

422



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-
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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
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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.
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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

483




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.
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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).

507




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.

515



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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whom he finds happiness. This aspect of the structure of the novel cor-
responds to those religious views we have already had the occasion
to make a short analysis of.

The second relatively independent structure in Crime and Punish-
ment which has its own specific system of motivation, can be described
as melodrama. It has two subclasses: a tragic one and a gay one, and
of the two, the tragic one is dominant. For example, melodrama with a
tragic point is present in the story of Marmeladova and her family. All
the members of her family do wrong only under the pressure of tragic
circumstances, and in spite of this, they all have a »pure heart«.

The story about the sister of the main hero of this novel belongs to
the group of similar literary creations, with a similar system of moti-
vation, but with an optimistic outcome. His sister was created as a no-
ble, but poor girl who wants to sacrifice everything for her brother.
Mr. LuZin, a sly man, wants to take advantage of this, but his plan fails
and Dunja chooses Razumihin who is just as good as she, and even a
sober man. The episode in which LuZin’s unsuccessful attempt to de-
grade and disgrace Sonja Marmeladova is given, also belongs to this
type of literary expression.

The third type of organization of the literary structure is the psy-
chological-criminalistic story about the fight of the clever inspector
Porfirij Petrovi¢ with the intelligent but mentally unstable killer Ra-
skoljnikov. The presence of this course of literary rendering, which
again has its own system of motivation, can mainly be noticed in the
method which Dostoevsky chose for the hunt of the criminal. This is
not a search for the facts concerning the crime, but a purely psycho-
logical persuit calculated to give purely psychological effects.

The fourth type of literary structure is marked by the author's inte-
rest for the artistic formation of psychologically exceptional charac-
ters with more or less pathological characteristics, and interest which
is linked to a message which is usually deeply pessimistic about the
weakness of human nature. The characters of Raskoljnikov and Svi-
drigajlov belong, due to many of their characteristics, to this type of
literary expression. In this respect, the story about the crime of the
main hero and the story about Svidrigajlov have a mutual denomi-
nator.

The analysis of these four types of literary structure which make up
the literary construction of Crime and Punishment holds, according
to our opinion, the answer to the question concerning the degree in
which all the interpretations of Dostoevsky’s novel, about which we
spoke at the beginning of this paper, are acceptable. In this way, for
example, the study of the psychological-criminalistic type of the lite-
rary structure of Crime and Punishment will give us the answer to the
question about the degree to which the personal experiences of the
writer were used in the construction of the literary architecture of the
novel. .

The internal logic of the story of the shrewd examining ma__znstfatc
Porfirij Petrovi¢ does not correspond very much to Dost.oevgky s direct
personal experience. According to facts we know, the inquiry, whose
victim was the author himself, was primarily held on the basis of cer-
tain facts, and not on the basis of witty psychological inventions, it
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was held, therefore, with the use of much rougher, simpler and more
rosaic methods than those used by the invented examining magistrate
li':'orfirij Petrovié.

If we insist on finding an analogy between reality and literature, it
is then evident that Porfinijev’s method of inquiry is much more like
a psychological study of the criminal’s character than the method
which real examining magistrates use in real life. In other words, the
author used his personal experience as material for the creation of a
psychologically inspired literary vision. The scenes of the inquiry in
Dostoevsky’s novel are a kind of motivation for the full expression of
the author’s tendency towards an artistic formation of such a literary
construction which will contain many associations with subtle, hardly
perceivable shades of different psychic mechanisms.

The same can be said, naturally in a somewhat different context,
for the theme about social unrighteousness. In the novel, it appears
not merely as a »copy« of the author’s experience, but as a pessimistic
or sometimes optimistic melodramatic story. In both cases, the author’s
experience serves only as material for a literary vision of the world,
and not as an internal organizational principle of a literary whole.

In any case, already in principle, by comparing the literary work
with the author’s private life, we cannot get an answer to the question
which of these four types of literary structure determine to a great
extent the physiognomy of Crime and Punishment.

In order to determine which of the four types of literary expression
we mentioned is most important for the architecture of Dostoevsky’s
book, we must first find out whether these forms are joined in a sort
of »higher« synthesis, as could be concluded on the basis of Gros-
man’s examinations. At the same time, we must also determine whether
a novel or a literary whole is a successful synthesis of the different
types of literary structure, or just an attempt of such a synthesis.

The first most obvious and most important sign that the writer was
not quite able to encompass the different components of the literary
structure in a synthetic way is the fact that the »hems« which joint
these different components together are too visible. The degree to
which they are apparent can best be determined by the degree of in-
cogruity which exists between the different systems of motivation.

Here are two examples of such incongruity. Among other things,
Dostoevsky showed Raskoljnikov’s tendency towards murder as an
external mechanical force which drove the protagonist towards crime
with an unbelievable and irresistible force. The day before the crime,
Raskoljnikov felt ». .. as if someone had taken him by the hand and
pulled him, irresistibly, blindly, with an unnatural force, without any
resistance«.'® At the same time the writer presents the origin and the
psychic nature of this feeling of his main hero from a psychiatrist’s
perspective. The protagonist is conceived as a monomaniac, in other
words, as someone who is pathologically obsessed by a certain idea.
A speoial system of motivation which completely »covers« Raskoljni-
kov’s literary action should be seen in this.

1 Ibid, ». 77.
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On the other hand, the writer envisaged the course of the novel in
such a way that his main character kills the old woman only after
having received the letter on the basis of which he comes to the con-
clusion that he can help his sister only by obtaining a large sum of
money at once. Before, as we know, Raskoljnikov checks his readiness
to commit murder, and comes to the conclusion that he is not able to
execute the »feat« he planned. This system of motivation is also able
to »cover« the literary action which we are discussing.

If two different s{stems of motivation cover equally well one and
the same »action« of one and the same literary hero, it is then clear
that a certain incongruity exists between them. This is also an indi-
cation that Dostoevsky was not completely capable of joining diffe-
rent aspects of organization of the literary whole into a separate and
complete synthesis.

This incongruity between the different systems of motivation in the
structure of Crime and Punishment will help us to ascertain which of
these four types of literary structure is dominant in the novel, and
therefore, which interpretation is the most acceptable when speaking
of Dostoevsky’s literary message.

This incongruity between the different systems of motivation in the
structure of Crime and Punishment will help us of ascertain which of
these four types of literary structure is dominant in the novel, and
therefore, which interpretation is the most acceptable when speaking
of Dostoevsky’s literary message.

However, it is primarily necessary to clarify what is understood by
the expression »dominant«. We can understand this expression in such
a way that it relate to the »most conspicuous«, »most outstanding«
characteristics of the literary structure. In our case this could be, for
example, the theoretical statements of the author, especially if they
happen to be in some privileged place in the architectue of the novel,
such as the end of the book. 1'his would mean that the religious com-
ponent of the book is dominant in the whole literary architecture, as,
at the end of Crime and Punishment, that omniscient person who is
telling us the story about Raskoljnikov, in other words, Dostoevsky,
as the author, announces that the protagonist has finally found a new
life, and happiness by the same token. . .

The dominant element can also be viewed, as we be.lAiev.c‘ ina diffe-
rent and more adequate manner. It is with far more justification that
the dominant element can be understood to be that system of motiva-
tion which is applied more profoundly and concretely. However, what
will be taken. as profundity and concreteness in such a system depends
on what the author has selected as the basic principle of motivation for
the characters and the plot.

In Dostoevsky’ case, it is not difficult to show what the above men-
tioned principle consists of. We shall define it on anot.her.cxample. of
the incongruity between two different systems of motivation. For in-
stance, Dostoevsky decided to punish his prot.agomst‘wuth only eight
years of forced labour. A lawyer would certainly point out that such
a decision does not really correspond to the possibilities existing in
reality. In real life, and before a real court, even twenty years in Si-
beria would be too little for such a brutal murder of two human beings.
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It can always be said in reply that literary reality has its own laws
and that Crime and Punishment is not a textbook for the study of legal
sciences, but a literary work. This wisdom, on which formal approa-
ches to the study of the architecture of the literary whole are often
founded, however, has its serious drawbacks. We must know whether
Dostoevsky chose those eight years of hard labour for his protagonist
because he believed that an internal logic of literary structure existed,
which did not in the least take into account that which is probable,
or whether perhaps Dostoevsky chose this detail for some other reason.
That some other reasons are in question can be seen from the fact
that the author motivates the length of the sentence for his hero by a
whole series of so-called »alleviating« factors. This means that the
author has chosen a principle of motivation which is based on proba-
bility, in view of our knowledge of the internal logic of true events.

But if and when the author chose such a principle for the organi-
zation of the literary structure, he unwittingly chose also such a system
of motivation by the aid of which the critic could, naturally taking into
account the concreteness of artistic narration, measure the dominant
element of the literary creation.

Let us demonstrate how this looks on the example we have before
us. One of the »alleviating« factors which the writer uses to motivate
Raskoljnikov’s lenient sentence is the main hero’s concern for his poor
and sick friend. The narrator tells us that Raskoljnikov supported this
friend for almost half a year, and that when he died, he supported his
father. The author also informs us that on one occasion the protago-
nist saved two small children in a fire, almost burning to death him-
self, which, in its own right, influenced the court to pass such a lenient
sentence.

However, such a system of motivation can hardly be considered con-
vincing. It is probable that in reality some real court would take into
account such alleviating factors, but it is not probable that such ac-
tions, such as unselfish sacrifice which goes so far as to despise mortal
danger, correspond to the basic characteristics of the protagonist’ per-
sonality. Such melodramatic, romantic traits are incompatible with the
personality of an antisocial, egotistical, mentally susceptible monoma-
niac. The author did not even try partly to link up these characteristics
with the psychological portrait of his protagonist. Dostoevsky satisfied
himself merely to indicate these feats of Raskoljnikov’s without giv-
ing them concrete artistic form, so that they have turned out even
more vague and unconvincing.

Such a deviation from the basic principle of motivation which the
author chose can be interpreted in two ways: either the genious of the
great artist failed him at this point, or the author of Crime and Pu-
n.shment was subject to certain »non-artistic« motives, In our opinion,
the latter explanation is applicable, as can be seen from a dialogue
between the protagonist and his sister. Having in mind Sonja’s idea
of redemption through suffering, Raskoljnikov asks himself: ». . . Shall
I comprehend things better than I do now when, destroyed by hard-
ships, idiocy, weak with age, after twenty years of hard labour, they
let me come home, and of what use is my life to at all in that case?«?

1 Ibid,, 5. 544,
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This question indicates the non-artistic reasons which influenced
Dostoevsky when he digressed from his basic principle of artistic mo-
tivation. Had the author completely implemented the logic of the
aforementioned principle, his religious message would obviously be-
come open to question. It does not seem probable that there is much
time and opportunity for a new, happier life after twenty years of hard
labour. Therefore, the author »decided« to limit his protagonist’s sen-
tence to only a few years.

Sensing, however, that such a solution was a drastic deviation from
the basic principle of motivation he had chosen in his book. the author
attempted to restore the disrupted balance by introducing a supnle-
mentary and improvised system of motivation. This is why there had
to be incongruity because of which this supplementary system quite
obviously showed its large internal weaknesses, and primarily its abs-
tractness in the negative meaning of that word.

There are always clashes between opnosite princinles of the archi-
tectural construction of Crime and Punishment with the same result
where the author was governed exclusively by the need to transform
the book into a plea for his own »public« relirious conceptions. This is
particularly evident in the manner in which the novel ends. The point
of the book carries in it visible traces of a conflict between two prin-
ciples of motivation, with markedly negative consequences on the va-
lue of the artistic expression. On one hand, it is said of Raskoljnikov
that he has already undergone a religious conversion — albeit under
the influence of Sonia’s love, and not because of the benevolent in-
fluence of suffering. On the other hand. at the end of the novel we
read that the story of the gradual re-birth of the main character is the
theme of some other novel, and that, therefore. it does not belong any
more in the structural cycle of Crime and Punishment.

The author’s fluctuations between different systems of motivation
are most clearly seen on the example of the relationship of the main
hero towards the Gospel. Before the beginning of his illness Raskolj-
nikov asks Sonia for a Bible. This could be a sign that the author has
decided in favour of a religious conversion for his protagonist, that
he has decided to underline his artistic narration with the vision of
such a conversion. However, it was not enough for Raskol]nikpv me-
rely to ask Sonia give him the holy book; he should also have immer-
sed himself in the reading of that book. But the author had not de-
cided on such a solution, probably because it would contrast too sharply
with the basic principle of motivation of the literary structure - the
forming of characters and action so that they leave the impression qf
something that has been adequately perceived psychologically. This is
why Raskoljnikov does not open the Bible, after all. But in order at
least to some degree to preserve the religious course of the literary nar-
ration, the author injects into the mind of his protagonist t}-ne following
»thought«: »Can her convictions (the convictions of Sonia Marmela-
dova — N. M.) now not be mine? In the long run, her feelings, her
desires. . .«1®

 Ibid., s. 574.
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But even this »thought« carries in itself obvious signs of the author’s
hesitation. The first sentence says only that Raskoljnikov accept So-
nia’s religious convictions because they are the beliefs of the woman
he loves, and not because he himself is convinced of their truth. The
second sentence expresses reserve even with such an interpretation.
That is, Raskoljnikov does not accept Sonia’s convictions, but only her
feelings and desires. Such a literary vision of the main hero’s relation-
ship towards the Bible and towards Sonia’s views is far removed from
any religious and moral re-birth.

To this we should add the »negative« abstractness of the novel’s
final passages. All the passages which speak of the present, or future
happiness of the protagonist are generalized, pathetic, and even sen-
timental to a good degree.

These, then, are the decisive reasons why the religious component
of the novel cannot be considered dominant as an element of the lite-
rary structure. There is, however, yet another important reason to
prevent the examiner from being blinded by the seemingly overbear-
ing religious orientation of the basic course of the narrative. At some
crucial points of this course the author avoided conflicts between diffe-
rent types of motivation to the detriment of his religious message. The
fact that Raskoljnikov did eventually deoide to turn himself in to the
police can only superficially be understood as a consequence of Sonia’s
religious ‘arguments, that is, as proof that the main hero has decided
to follow the Gospel. His repentance is convincing only under the
assumption that the author motivated the action precisely as an action
inspired by religious motives. However, even in prison, according to
the narrator, Raskoljnikov does not feel repentance for what he has
done. »...He did not repent of the crime he had committed,«!* says
Dostoevsky quite explicitly. Therefore, in what was most essential for
the motivation of the psychological course of »repentance« in the pro-
tagonist, the writer did not decide consistently to apply the internal
logic of the novel’s religious conception.

If we must not seek the dominant element of the literary structure
in a religious message, we must know which of the other three forms of
literary organization is the one which decisively influence the book’s
artistic profile. Adhening to the standards we have already adopted,
we can i diately eliminate the melodramatic line of literary archi-
tecture. The weak points of this line are most obviously seen when
considering the role which the main hero plays when the author brings
him into some melodramatic situation. In such situations Raskoljnikov
gains characteristics which, on the one hand, seriously clash with his
psychological portrait, and on the other, are not at all in accordance
with the basic principle of motivation. A monomaniac and a nervous
man, Raskoljnikov transforms on the melodramatically intoned pages
of the novel, into a romantic knight who, with unbelievable ease, gets
the upper hand over his wily and immoral opponents. The character
of Raskoljnikov here passes into bare abstraction, into the »ideal« he
teclqll'(nes. as Aristotle would say, the character of the man he should

e like.

* Ibid, s. 567.
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However, as soon as a »should« becomes the principle on which to
form a literary construction, it inevitably results in those, in the arti-
stic sense, highly unfavourable consequences, which have been dis-
cussed at some length, and the artistic narration becomes far more im-
poverished and pale.

In view of this, only the two remaining forms of literary organiza-
tion can appear in the role of the dominant element of the literary
architecture of Crime and Punishment: one which is in the spirit of a
psychological-criminological tale, and the other signifying a story
about the pathological characteristics of the main hero.

We can convince ourselves that these courses of the literary struc-
ture of Crime and Punishment really make up the real artistic axis of
the book if we ask ourselves which characters of the novel, and in
which phase of the narration, strike us with the greatest possible ar-
tistic force. There is no doubt that the deepest impression on the reader
is made not by the Raskoljnikov who plays the role of a knightly pro-
tector of threatened innocence, or that Raskoljnikov who is preparing
for a new life at the end of the book, but by the monomaniac who kills
the old usurer woman, that »nervous wreck« who passes through such
deep and complex crises after he has committed murder. In the same
way, we do not forget the Svidrigajlov who tells of his hallucinations,
that Svidrigajlov who kills himself, but we forget the Svidrigajlov
who pathetically melodramatic, leaves his money in trust for the po-
verty-stricken children of Katarina Ivanovna. The character of Por-
firio Petrovié reaches its artistic culmination only where the examiner
submits the criminal to ruthless, exhaustive, painstaling analysis in
order to catch him in his net.

It should not, however, be concluded that in these two dominant
courses of his book the writer remained faithful to the end to one sys-
tem of motivation which remains within the limits of what seems to
us psychologically possible. One of the forgotten Russian critics, Ah3a-
rumov, whom we have already quoted, wrote once with Raskoljnikov
in mind: »But how such a lyric spirit, such a Hamlet, such a faint-
hearted and emotionally impressionable dreamer can find within him-
self ever, and in any way, sufficient determination to realize what he
has conceived was not quite clearly depicted in the novel.«*

Although the terminology Ahfarumov uses is not quite adequate,
since it eliminates the difference between literary and living reality,
it is unquestionable that a certain incongruity exists in the construction
of the portrait of the protagonist of Crime and Punishement. It is
certain that, from the point of view of the basic principle of the moti-
vation of the novel, such a radical act as is the act of murder does not
correspond completely to the internal logic of the psychological pro-
file of the protagonist Raskoljnikov. Namely, this act cannot be exe-
cuted »without remnants« from the psychological characteristics which
the author chose for the character of his main hero.

® Kputudeckift kom. K cox. ®. M. X, cob. B. BenuHckift, YacTb BTOPas,
M. 1015, c. 265.
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This, of course, does not mean that Dostoevsky left the action we
are speaking of without motivation. The murder of the old usurer
woman is strictly and consistently artistically »treated« from the view-
point of another system of motivation. The criminal’s monomania gives
the literary vision of the crime the depth and force which impresses
the reader of Crime and Punishment.

The fact remains, however, that here too we are dealing with a
special form of incongruity between two systems of motivation. How-
ever, as opposed to the form earlier discussed, this incongruity does
not have serious consequences to the detriment of the artistic expres-
sion. This phenomenon can be explained by two vitally important
facts. In earlier cases the systems of motivation which conflicted were
of completely different artistic values. The religious and melodra-
matic-humanitarian systems of motivation have in common the fact
that they not only do not »cover« literary acts without any remnants,
but also the fact that they make them abstract and unconvincing. How-
ever, when considering the incongruity which we are faced with, the
different systems of motivation each in themselves represent artisti-
cally equally well and convincingly conceived types of literary
structure.

Furthermore, in this last case, the gap between the principles on
which the mentioned systems rest is far smaller. The portraits of the
psychological and psychopathological aspects of the character of the
main hero have certain things in common, and therefore their clashing
has far from dire consequences on the novel’s artistic value.

Of course, it is true that the question of the dominant element
of the literary architecture of Crime and Punishment has not been
completely solved. It is necessary to determine which of two types of
literary organization is prevalent in the structure of the novel: the one
which is based on the psychological-criminalistic story, or the one
which is based on the tragic story of a pathological weakness.

This problem can be solved with the help of this methodological
instruction: when we have before us two artistically nearly equally-
well formed systems of the organization of the literary work, in the
same artistic structure, the one which is prevalent is the one to which
the author assigned a more prominent and noticeable place. There is
no doubt that Crime and Punishment represents in the first place a
story about that which we have called a tragedy of a pathological
weakness.

Under the assumption that our conclusion is correct, some serious
remarks can be placed against many established interpretation of Do-
stoevsky’s novel, remarks which inevitably have corresponding reper-
cussions also on a wider theoretical plane.

Apart from remarks whose implications can already be noticed in
our examination up to now, there are other things to which we would
like to draw the reader’s attention at the end of this study. If the do-
minant factor in the novel is that system of motivation the basis of
which is the formation of neuro-pathological and psycho-pathological
characteristics of the main hero, Raskoljnikov is then primarily ima-
gined as an exceptional and quite specific human being. In that case,
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this literary character cannot be similar to a character like Rastinjak,
just as he cannot be a character of a completely ordinary murderer,
of which there are thousands.

Furthermore, if the tragic story of human weakness and futility do-
minates in the novel, the book should not be comprehended as a type
of literary illustration of the »public« religious convictions of Do-
stoevsky himself, or as the expression of the writer’s melodramatic
humanitarianism from the period of The Humiliated and the Offen-
ded. Lastly, if the »hems« are very visible in those places where the
writer is trying to join the different courses of literary structure, this
novel is not a new, creative synthesis of earlier artistic forms, and the
agglomeration of events as well as the giddy speed of the action, re-
present the result of a generally unsuccessful attempt at joinging the
incompatible systems of artistic motivation.

On the theoretical plane, and in connection with our conclusions,
it should be pointed out that that course of artistic expression which
contradicts the author’s »public« standpoints is not an »objectivisti-
cally« correct picture of the world, but a system of motivation which
assumes a specific viewpoint, a specific and tragically coloured inter-
pretation of the world which, as such, cannot be a correct »picture«
of the world, but an artistic vision which is biased in its own way. The
ingenuity of the literary genious does not appear in the form of the
»correct« reproduction of the essence of that which exists, but in the
form of its partial »distortion«. At the same time, this is an argument
against diverse »biographicale, interpretations of Dostoevsky’s novel,
as well as »biographical« interpretations of literary creation in
general.

Concerning Lav Sestov's critique, from the perspective of this ana-
lysis we should also emphasize that the writer did not »attack« his hero
in order to solve or try to solve one of his private psychological pro-
blems. If this were so, Raskoljnikov would not be a tragic character
in the least, which he, without any doubt, is.

Hence stems the theoretical conclusion according to which the true
and authentic incentive for artistic creation does not come from such
experiences (as is for example the experience of envy) which presup-
pose an »external« relationship towards man and the world, but one
of those which presupposes a certain removal from the so-called living
reality, and which, in fact, represents a system of interpretation of the
real world. In any other case, it would not be comprehendable how,
according to Mereskovski’s words, we complain when Porfirie Petro-
vi¢ does not want to extend his hand to the main hero, and we are
anxious about that same main hero when he is in danger of being
discovered.

Only in this sense, the sense of the capacity for removal from our
practical tendencies, be they envy, love, or.h.:ste, can we speak of the
objectivity of artistic creation, that objectivity which perhaps found
its supreme literary expression in the structure of Crime and Pu-
nishment.

531



PO RTRA\TS ET SITUATION

ZEITGEMASSE ANTHROPOLOGIE
Gerd Wolandt

Bonn

1. Unbehagen und Protest

Das grofie Unbehagen in unseren Tagen nimmt Partei fiir den
Menschen. Der weltweite Protest richtet sich gegen die Unmen-
schlichkeit. Die Mifivergniigten sind zwar verstindlicherweise in
vielen Punkten uneins. Einig sind sie sich indessen darin, dafl der
Mensch unterdriickt oder bedroht sei. Diese Unterdriickung und diese
Bedrohung haben nach Meinung der Mifivergniigten ein doppeltes
Gesicht. Der Friede des Menschen ist von zwei Seiten her gestort.
Das Verhiltnis des Menschen zum anderen Menschen ist nicht in
Ordnung. In Unordnung ist aber auch das Verhiltnis des Menschen
zur Sache und zu den Sachen: zu den Maschinen und zu den Giitern
dieser Erde beispielsweise. Die Protestierenden fordern eine Ande-
rung dieser Verhiltnisse. Sie fordern, dafl der Mensch nicht durch
den Menschen unterdriickt werde und dafl der Mensch nicht der
Sache untertan sei. Sie fordern k t das Gegenteil, nimlich
dafl der Mensch dem Menschen gegeniiber frei sei — eine Gesell-
schaft der Freien, ohne Herren und Knechte, und dafl dem Menschen
die Sache untertan sei, dafl er die Maschine, und nicht die Maschine
ihn regiere, dafl er seine Bediirfnisse, und nicht die Bediirfnisse ihn
bestimmen.

Das sind zwei Gesichtspunkte, die nicht voneinander getrennt wer-
den konnen. Eine Herrschaft des Menschen iiber den Menschen (die
Unterdriickung der einen Klasse durch die andere) ist allerdings nur
moglich, wenn der eine Mensch mehr Gewalt iiber bestimmte Sachen
hat als der andere. Die Untrennbarkeit der Gesichtspunkte besteht
auch dann, wenn die Sache ihrerseits Unterdriicker und Unterdriickte
unter ihre Herrschaft bringt.

Die Ideen der Miftvergniigten sind nicht alle neu. Warum sollten
sie das auch sein? Und vieles von dem, was in diesen Gedanken alt
ist, ist schon so oft »iiberwunden« worden (wie die Aufklirung), dafl
das Uberwinden Unsinn geworden ist. Was indessen nicht bloff alt
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ist, das sind die Verhiltnisse und das ist die Anwendung dieser Ge-
danken auf diese Verhiltnisse. Bei alldem aber ist vom Menschen
die Rede - nicht von diesem oder jenem Menschen, sondern vom
Menschen schlechthin, von seinem Geschick, von seiner Lage, von
dem, was er ist, und von dem, was er sein will und was er sein soll.

Kein Zweifel, dal wir es hier mit einem Humanismus zu tun ha-
ben, allerdings mit einem besonderen, mit einem sozialistischen Hu-
manismus, vielleicht hier und da auch mit einem anarchistischen
Humanismus. Von ilteren Humanismen scheint sich dieser neue da-
durch zu unterscheiden, dafl er sich radikaler gebirdet. Den fritheren
Humanismen war es darum zu tun, das Recht menschheitlicher Bil-
dung zu erweisen und schliefilich Gesittung und Kultur gegen Ver-
rohung und Barbarei zu verteidigen, dies vor allem in den vergan-
genen Jahrzehnten gegen einen sich ausbreitenden Faschismus. Der
altere Humanismus durfte sich selbst als eine bewahrende Haltung
verstehen, welche die Werte einer alten Kultur gegen neue Verder-
ber und Verhunzer in Schutz nahm. Wer im Banne dieses konserva-
tiven Humanismus steht, dem mufl Vieles, was sich nun als Vertei-
digung des Menschlich bietet pekt erschei Der neue
Humanismus ist erklirtermafien nicht bewahrend, sondern verin-
dernd. Um des Menschen willen soll das Bestehende — notfalls ge-
waltsam — einem Neuen weichen. Die Gesellschaft, wie sie ist und
wie sie zu einem guten Teile dem Faschismus in seiner krafesten
Gestalt getrotzt hatte, soll grindlich verwandelt, die bestehenden
Herrschaftsformen sollen vernichtet werden. Eine Anderung durch
Gewalt strebt vielleicht nur eine Minderheit der Mifivergnigten an,
eine grundlegende Anderung ist aber gleichwohl, so scheint es we-
nigstens, das Ziel aller.

Die Mifivergniigten nehmen auf ihre Weise die Veranderung, die
sie anstreben, vorweg. Was die bestehende Gesellschaft schitzt (und
was die bestehende Gesellschaft hilt), das verhoh die
radikalsten unter ihnen: Erwerbssinn und Hygiene, Karrieredenken
und Staatsrison, »Kirche und Staat«, »Ruhe und Ordnung«, »Sitte
und Anstand« und viels mehr — sie verhdhnen zumindest jene er-
starrten Formen, die niemand mehr in Frage zu stellen schien. Und
sie verhohnen gerade die modernen Erscheinungsformen eines ge-
ordneten und zivilisierten Daseins. Sie finden Huxleys »schéne neue
Welt« schon lange nicht mehr schon.

2. Rulturphilosophie und Anthropologie

Dafl der Mensch nicht der Sache ausgeliefert werde und daf der
Mensch nicht vom Menschen mifibraucht und »manipuliert« werde,
Tist eine Angelegenheit, die zur Zeit jedermann aus vielfiltigen An-
Tassen bewegt. Es ist moglich, dafl die Philosophie hier oder dort

Orientierungshilfen geben kénnte. Ich mdchte nur zeigen, wo man
diese Orientierungshilfen vielleicht finden kdnnte. Shaw hat gesagt,
es gebe keine Waffen gegen Ubermacht aufier Gedanken. Oder —
um einen anderen Dichter (Gide) zu zitieren — wenn es stimmt, dafl
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»wenige die Welt retten werden« (und jeden Tag zu dieser Rettung
aufgerufen sind), dann kann diese Rettung allerdings von nichts an-
derem als von der Kraft des Gedankens erwartet werden.

Wenn die Welt und wenn die Gesellschaft menschlicher gemacht
werden sollen — und wer konnte das Recht dieser Forderung leug-
nen? — dann ist es erforderlich, zu sagen, was »menschlicher« heifien
soll. Das setzt voraus, zu wissen — so gut wie moglich zu wissen —
was der Mensch in seinem Wesen ist und was der Mensch um seines
Wesens willen (und vielleicht auch um Gottes willen) sein soll.
»Menschlicher werden« bedeutet, dafl unsereins sich in der Spannung
zwischen dem, was er von Natur aus ist und dem was seine Bestim-
mung ist, bewidhre. Was aber ist der Mensch von Natur aus, und
was ist seine Bestimmung? Eine der Errungenschaften unserer Epoche,
so scheint es mir, ist das Bewufitsein der »Menschenrechte«, der
Gleichheit des Humanen und die fortschreitende Befreiung der Men-
schheit von dem Druck iiberlebter Privilegien. Wir wissen gut, daf}
das ein Prozefl voller Fehl- und Riickschldge ist. Aber der Geist ver-
mag auch des siegenden Unsinns zu spotten, und gegen die Vertreter
der Inhumanitit (Thomas Mann sagte: »gegen so etwas wie Hitler«)
wird der Geist der Menschlichkeit immer recht behalten. Was aber
ist das Menschliche in seinem Wesen? Das herauszufinden, miiht sich
mit wechselndem Erfolge die philosophische Anthropologie.

Die philosophische Anthropologie ist eine vergleichsweise neue
Disziplin. Sie ist jung und durchhaus noch nicht so wohletabliert, dafl
jeder Philosoph ihr den gleichen Platz einzurdumen bereit ware. Mit
dem Menschen hat sich die Philosophie zwar von alters her beschif-
tigt. Die antike Skepsis hat ihn bekanntlich fiir das Maf} aller Dinge
gehalten, aber eine besondere Disziplin, die sich eigens mit dem Men-
schen zu befassen gehabt hitte, hat es deshalb noch lange nicht in der
Philosophie gegeben. So kann man wohl sagen, daf§ Platon und Ari-
stoteles »anthropologische« Fragen behandelt haben, nicht aber, dafl
es bei ihnen oder bei einem anderen der Denker bis in die Neuzeit
hinein eine philosophische Anthropologie gegeben habe. Als Titel
einer bestimmten Disziplin finden wir die Anthropologie allererst im
18. Jahrhundert, interessanterweise (darauf hat Marquard! hinge-
wiesen) ungefihr gleichzeitig mit der philosophischen Asthetik.

Kant hat vom Wintersemester 1772/73 an eine Vorlesung iiber
»Anthropologie in pragmatischer Hinsicht« gehalten und diese Vor-
lesung 1798 als Buch veroffentlicht. Von der Wende zum 19. Jahr-
hundert an sind dann vor allem naturwissenschaftlich und medizi-
nisch orientierte Denker mit eigenen Anthropologien hervorgetreten,
unter ihnen Vertreter eines spiten und nachhegelschen Idealismus
wie Hermann Lotze (mit sei »Mikrol ) und I 1 Her-
mann Fichte.

Bei Kant bildet die Anthropologie noch kein Glied der philoso-
phischen Systematik. Sie ist hier nur eine — freilich philosophisch
orientierte — »Weltkenntnis«. So wenig die von Kant iiberwundene

1 0. M d, Zur Geschichte des philosophischen Begriffs »Anthropologies
seit dem Ende des achtzeh Jahrh derts, in: Colll gi Philosophi (Fest-
schrift fir J. Ritter), 1965, S. 209 ff.
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Schulphilosophie einen Platz fiir die Anthropologie hatte, so wenig
kann die neue Transzendentalphilosophie der Anthropologie eine zen-
trale Stelle einrdumen. Der Spitidealismus I. H. Fichtes versucht das,
aber doch ohne wirklichen Erfolg. Fichte bleibt auf einem Neben-
weg®. Die philosophische Forschung der einflufireichen Schulen in der
zweiten Halfte des 19. Jahrhunderts kommt im ganzen ohne Anthro-
pologie aus. Die Philosophie dieser Epoche fragt nicht nach dem
Wesen des Menschen, sondern nach den Grundlagen der Kultur:
nach den Ideen, den Werten, den Gesetzen des reinen Kulturbewufit-
seins. Die Krise der Kulturphilosophie fiihrt erst eigentlich zu einer
vollen Anerkennung der Anthropologie. Beteiligt an dieser Wende
sind viele Forscher in Deutschland, vor allem wohl Scheler, Plessner,
Litt, Rothacker, Nicolai Hartmann, Cassirer und Gehlen.

Die Folge dieser Wende ist, dal die Anthropologie nun weithin
als eine vollwertige philosophische Disziplin anerkannt wird und auch
duflerlich einen Platz im Kanon der philosophischen Disziplinen zu-
gewiesen bekommt: Die philosophischen Handbiicher, Sammelwerke,
Lexika und Zeitschriften nehmen nun fast alle eigene Artikel zum
Problem der Anthropologie auf. Das ist eine neue Lage. Die alte
Schulmetaphysik kannte die Themen Sein, Seele, Welt, Gott. Die
Tr dentalphilosophie Kants hte die Vermégen der Subjek-
tivitit zum Problem: spekulative und praktische Vernunft, Verstand,
Urteilskraft und Anschauung. Der absolute Idealismus Hegels han-
delte von Sein, Wesen und %egriff, Natur, subjektivem, objektivem
und absolutem Geist. Der Kulturidealismus, der Kant-Idealismus, der
in den Jahrzehnten um die Jahrhundertwende so etwas wie eine neue
Schulphilosophie geworden war, hatte die Kulturideen und -werte
des Wahren, Guten und Schénen und die entsprechenden Kultur-
gebiete der Wissenschaft, der Sittlichkeit und des Rechts und der
Kunst zum Thema. Nun kommen neue Probleme in Sicht: die ge-
schichtliche und endliche Subjektivitdt, das mythische Bewufitsein,
die Sprache - in diesen Zusammenhingen allenthalben aber: der
Mensch. .

Die systematische Einordnung der Thematik der Anthropologie ist
allerdings keineswegs leicht. Gegeniiber dem Kulturidealismus wird
man einen erginzenden Ausbau der philosophischen Thematik und
Systematik nach zwei Seiten hin konstatieren miissen. Das eine Thema
ist das Sein und die Lehre von der Ordnung und Gliederung des
Seins, das andere Grundthema ist das der faktischen Subjektivitit
und ihrer Strukturen und Méglichkeiten. Dabei bildet die neukonzi-
pierte Lehre vom Sein und von der Seinsgliederung die Vorausset-
zung fiir die Lehre von der faktischen Subjektivitat.

Erst die Annahme, daf8 das reine Kulturbewufitsein und seine Ideen
nicht alles seien, und daf dem Bewufitsein ein Anderes entgegen-
stehen miisse, wenn Erkenntnis und Wissenscl}aft einen Sinn haben
sollten, machte es méglich, nun eine systematische E:.rfor.schung der
Grundstrukturen dieses Anderen, des Seienden also, in die Wege zu
leiten. Das menschliche Sein behauptete sich hier als Problemgebiet

1968, S. 86 ff.

* Vgl. meinen Artikel iiber 1. H. F. in der Bonner Universitits-Festschrift, Band
Philosophie und Al H baf 9
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von besonders anspruchsvoller Beschaffenheit. Das menschliche Sein
erwies sich erstens als Teil des Ganzen, als eine Seinsregion neben
derjenigen der Naturgebilde und -prozesse, zugleich diese aber auch
wiederum als ihre Basis b pruchend, da das Mensch in zu-
gleich doch auch natiirliches und lebendiges Sein einschliefit; zum
zweiten zeigte sich das menschliche Sein als der differenzierteste (und
zugleich als der am meisten gefihrdete) unter den realen Seinssach-
verhalten; zum dritten aber erwies es sich, dafl humanes Sein, ob es
in seinen sprachlichen Aufierungsformen ergriffen wurde oder in
seinen weltstiftenden und -konstituierenden Funktionen (so bei Cas-
sirer) betrachtet wurde oder ob das humane Sein in seiner besonde-
ren Weltstellung gegeniiber anderen Weltsachverhalten bestimmt und
abgegrenzt wurde, als ein Grundsachverhalt besonderer Art. — Alle
Kulturgebiete und -ideen (Wissenschaft, Praxis, Kunst, Religion)
zeigten eine Zuordnungsbeziehung zu den Momenten des menschli-
chen Seins. Und umgekehrt: Was immer als menschliches Sein auf-
gefafit und analysiert wurde, das zeigte seine Entfaltung in den
»objektiven« Moglichkeiten der Kultur. So konnte sich (wie bestimmt
das in den einzelnen Lehren auch immer zutagegetreten sein mag)
die Anthropologie als eine Systemklammer besonderer Art erweisen.
Wenn die Philosophie die Grundlagen der Kulturgebiete bisher (und
in iiberwiegendem Mafle immer noch) in den Disziplinen der Er-
kenntnistheorie (Wissenschaft), der Ethik und Rechtsphilosophie
(Praxis), der Asthetik (Kunst) und Religionsphilosophie untersucht
und bestimmt hatte, so unternahmen es die Anthropologen nun, den
Menschen zum Thema zu machen. Dabei wird zum Problem, auf
Grund welcher Ausstattung und Verfassung der Mensch in die Lage
gesetzt ist, als einer und derselbe alle so verschiedenen Kulturaufga-
ben zu bewiltigen. Es wird also ein besonderes Thema, eigens gerade
jene »Ausstattung« zu untersuchen, die den Menschen dazu instand
setzt, die Vielfalt seiner Kulturaufgaben zu bewiltigen.

Wenn ich die neue Thematik so kurz und so summarisch kenn-
zeichne, dann kénnte es Verwunderung hervorrufen, dafl die Philo-
sophie nicht frither schon dieselbe Aufgabe in Angriff genommen
hat. Dazu ist zweierlei zu sagen. Einmal dies: Die Philosophie hat
allerdings auch frither schon Fragen behandelt, die nun unter dem
gemeinsamen Problemtitel der Anthropologie auftreten — etwa Pro-
bleme der Sprache und in bestimmter Riicksicht auch Probleme der
Geschichtlichkeit der Subjektivitit — aber sie hatte das nicht im
Bewuftsein der Zusammengehérigkeit aller dieser Fragen und nicht
im Bewufitsein der Grundfunktion des menschlichen Seins gegen-
iiber der notwendigen Spezialisierung der Kulturgebiete getan. Das
ist indessen nur eine Antwort auf die Frage, wie die Aktualisierung
der philosophischen Anthropologie in 20. Jahrhundert zu erkliren
sei. Die andere ist diese: Die kulturidealistische Philosophie hielt
sich in diesem Fragebereich fiir unzustindig. Was nicht zu den Ideen
zéhlte: also zu den Gesetzen der Wissenschaft, zu den giiltigen Nor-
men des Wollens und Handelns und des kiinstlerischen Schaffens und
Schauens, das schloff diese Philosophie iiberhaupt aus dem Kreis ihrer
Betrachtung aus. Alles andere, also etwa die Struktur des lebendigen
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BewuBitseins oder die Sprasche, gehorte fir den Kulturidealismus
zum »fmpirischen«. Hier meinte der Kulturphilosoph nicht kompe-
tent zu sein und allein dem kinzeltorscher, dem empirischen Wissen-
schattler, das keld uberlassen zu sollen.

Die Kulturphilosophie ubersah hier etwas, was schon bei Platon
grundsatzlich klargestellt ist, namlich dal} jeder Sachverhalt zwei
Weisen der Betrachtung zulidfit und fordert, dal jeder Sachverhalt in
seiner »empirischen« krscheinung und in seinem »Wesen« muf§ be-
trachtet werden konnen und dafl diese Unterscheidung einen dur-
chaus angebbaren Grund hat. Husserls Phinomenologie hat hier tur
die phitosophische korschung die methodologische Basis zuruckge-
wonnen. Auch die Hauptgegenstinde der Kulturphilosophie: Wissen-
schatt, Praxis und Kunst 1assen die doppelte Betrachtung zu: Alle
Kulturgebiete konnen in ihren konkreten Schicksalen — und dann
allerdings »empirisch« und historisch — erforscht werden oder aber
im Hinblick aut dasjenige, was den bleibenden W eines
jeden Kulturgebiets ausmacht. Dasselbe gilt aber auch tir diejenigen
Bestinde, in denen die Kultur in dieser Welt ihren Vollstrecker und
ihre verwirklichende Artikulation hat: fiir die geschichtliche Subjek-
tivitdt, fir die Sprache, fiir die Arbeit des Menschen. Auch hier kann
die kFrage nach dem W. inn, nach den bleibenden Formen und
Strukturen, nach den bleibenden Abhingigkeiten und Beziigen nicht
unterdriickt werden. Und es ist das bedeutende Verdienst der mo-
dernen philosophischen Anthropologie, diese Fragen gegen eine ein-
seitige ldeenphilosophie durchgesetzt zu haben®. Zuweilen ist die
Anthropologie dabei zu weit gegangen und hat nun ihrerseits der
Ideenlehre (also den philosophischen Diszipli der Erkenntnistheo-
rie, der Ethik und der Asthetik) das Recht auf die Erforschung eines
eigenen Grundlegungssinnes streitig gemacht. Doch das sind Einsei-
tigkeiten und Uberspannungen, wie sie in der Philosophiegeschichte
nicht selten sind und wie sie schliefilich ihre Korrektur zu erfahren
pflegen. Heute wird kaum noch jemand die philosophische Erkennt-
nistheorie in Anthropologie ganz oder teilweise aufzulésen versuchen.
Aber auch kaum noch einer, der den Forschungsstand kennt, wird
der anthropologischen Thematik — er mag sie fassen und nennen, wie
er will - das Recht auf angemessene Bearbeitung noch streitig machen
wollen. Das ist das unverlierbare Resultat jahrzehntelangen Forschens
und Denkens auf diesem Felde.

8. Mensch und Unmensch

Wir héren von den zeitgendssischen Aufrithrern, es gehe ihnen da-
rum, Welt und Gesellschaft zu »h isieren«, Welt und Gesell-
schaft menschlicher zu machen. Ein Ziel, das nur der »Inhumane« von
sich weisen konnte. Aber wer ist Mensch, wer Unmensch? Was ist
human, was inhuman? Zu wissen, was menschlicher ist, §etz§ voraus,
daf man weiff, was menschlich ist. Wissen, was menschlich ist, kann
ich aber doch wohl nur dann, wenn ich weifl, was der Mensch ist.

* Vgl. meine Rezension: E. Rothacker, Philosophische Anthropologie (2. Aufl.
1968) in: Philosophy and History, Bd. 11, 1969, S.
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Das Programm einer Humanisierung setzt eine Reihe von Sachver-
halten und Beziehungen voraus, die nicht im Dunklen bleiben diirfen.
Vor allem sind es diese: Ich werde als ein Mensch geboren — nicht als
ein Tier. Das aber schliefit nicht aus, daBl ich (mit der Gesellschaft
und mit der Welt, der ich angehore) humanisiert werden kann. Ob-
wohl ich ein Mensch bin, kann ich Mensch werden. Dieses Werden
ist als ein wechselvoller unter Umstinden langwieriger und womdg-
lich unabschliefbarer Prozefl zu verstehen.

Der Weg vom Menschen zum Menschen ist freilich nur dann recht
zu begreifen, wenn man weil, daf er alternativen Charakter hat. Der
gegengerichtete Weg ist moglich: weg vom Menschen - ein Prozef
der Entfremdung vom eigenen Menschsein, ein fortschreitender Ver-
lust der Ziige des Humanen, die Entartung zum Unmenschen. Doch
auch der Unmensch bleibt Mensch. Er bleibt es im biologischen, im
rechtlichen und auch noch in einem sittlichen Sinne ~ vom religiosen
ganz zu schweigen: die Menschenwiirde auch des schlimmsten Un-
menschen bleibt uns unantastbar —~ oder sollte uns doch unantastbar
bleiben.

Unser Problem: Wir werden als Menschen geboren und kénnen
doch Mensch werden. Wir kénnen Unmenschen werden und bleiben
doch Menschen. Ist der Begriff des Menschen zweideutig? Die Men-
schlichkeit, deren wir durch Geburt teilhaftig werden, so scheint es,
meint ein Sein, von dem nur der Tod uns trennen kann. Die Men-
schlichkeit, die wir erringen, gewinnen oder auch verfehlen oder so-
gar wieder verlieren konnen — ganz oder zum Teil — scheint von an-
derer Art zu sein. Sie ist kein selbstverstindliches und allen Wesen
von unserer Art gleicherweise zugeteiltes Wesen, sondern ein Ge-
fordertes und Erwiinschtes zu sein. Der Satz »er ist ein Mensch ge-
wesen« bezieht sich nicht auf die selbstverstindlich mitgegebene Men-
schlichkeit des Menschen, sondern auf eine errungene (oder ge-
schenkte) Menschlichkeit, die dem Unmenschen versagt bleibt oder
die der Unmensch irgendwann einmal verloren hat.

Die Frage »Was ist der Mensch?« gliedert sich offenbar mit Be-
zug auf diese Sachlage. Das selbstverstindliche Sein des Menschen
missen wir von seinen Moglichkeiten trennen. Die Frage danach,
was der Mensch ist, lifit offenbar nur eine Beantwortung zu. Zum
Sein des Menschen gehort Vieles, aber dieses Viele ist geeint in
einem gehorigen Grundbestand: Vereinzelung und Ge-
meinschaftsbezug, Leibgebundenheit und Sprache, Werkzeuggebrauch
und Selbstbewufitsein gehoren beispielsweise hierhin. Hier sind die
Bestimmungen anzutreffen, die alle Wesen unserer Gattung gemein-
sam haben. Bei aller Verschiedenartigkeit der Vélker und Zeiten
ist es doch méglich, diese gemei M te fest llen. Die
Anthropologie hat nicht geringe Mithen darauf verwandt.

Die Méoglichkeit des Menschseins hingegen bleibt durch den Ge-
gensatz bestimmt. Erfiillen und Verfehlen des Menschseins stehen
nebeneinander, und regelméfig kommen beide sogar miteinander vor.

Sein und Werden schlieen einander allerdings nicht aus. Zum
mitgegebenen Sein zdhlen wir gewifl auch die Entwicklung des men-
schlichen Lebewesens zwischen Zeugung, Geburt und Tod. Jeder
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Faktor, den wir ten, ist entwicklungsbezogen. Keiner reprisentiert
eine starre Grofle, das gilt vom Werkzeuggebrauch so gut wie von
der Sprachfahigkeit, von der Leiblichkeit ebensosehr wie vom Selbst-
bewufitsein. Vorsorglich darf ich hier noch feststellen, dafl auch die
Storung den Grundsachverhalt nicht aufhebt: Aphasie bedroht nicht
das sprachlose, sondern das sprachbegabte Wesen, und Stérung oder
Verlust des Selbstbewufitseins konstatieren wir nur dort, wo ein

elbstbewufitsein zum W bestand gehért. Auch das Kleinkind,
das das einfachste Werkzeug noch nicht zu handhaben weifl, ist den-
noch ein »Werkzeugwesen«. Es gehort zur Gemeinschaft derer, deren
Wesensziige durch Werkzeuggebrauch bestimmt sind. Nicht das Vor-
kommen oder Nichtvorkommen aller Faktoren entscheidet also iiber
das Menschsein, sondern dies, dal auch ein Nichtvorkommen un-
ter der Vor g des Vorl gedacht werden mufl. Der
Sprachgestorte gehort ebensogut zur Gemeinschaft der Sprechend
wie der »Normale«. Der Gestorte, der Kranke, der Zuriickgebliebene
wird von uns durchaus nicht als Tier, gewif8 aber auch nicht als Un-
mensch betrachtet. Die Gleichheit der Menschen und die Gemein-
schaft derer, die an menschlichem Sein teilhaben, ist in dieser Riick-
sicht unaufhebbar. — Das ist nicht etwa der Ausdruck einer senti-
mentalen Humanitit, das entspricht vielmehr in aller Niichternheit
dem Begriff menschlichen Seins. Entwicklung, Krankheit, Storung
konnen wir gar nicht anders bestimmen als so.

Wie steht es aber mit der Unterscheidung von Sein und Sein-Kon-
nen des Menschen, mit der Unter idung M h und Un-
mensch? — Auch hier gibt es Entwicklung, mufl es Entwicklung ge-
ben, da doch so Verschiedenes erreicht werden kann. — Wohin ist
der Mensch unterwegs? Er ist, so sagt man, zu sich selbst, unter-
wegs. Wie aber — wir wiederholen die Frage — kann man unterwegs
sein zu etwas, das man »eigentlich« doch immer schon ist? Wie kann
man, sofern wir die gegengerichtete Bewegung betrachten, sich von
etwas fortbewegen, das man ebensosehr immer schon ist? Der Sach-
verhalt, der erreicht oder verfehlt wird, mag »Mensch« oder »Selbst«
heifien. Das Problem bleibt dasselbe.

4. Der Gegenstand der Anthropologie

Die philosophische Anthropologie und ihre Fragen sind aus der
Philosophie des 20. Jahrhunderts nicht mehr fortzudenken. Die Frage
nach dem konkreten Zentrum aller Kultur ist eines ihrer Haupt-
themen. Und gerade dies erwies sich, daB diese Frage, obwqh.l sie
sich durchaus auf ein Konkretes bezieht, doch keine blofi-empirische
Frage sein kann. Der Mensch und das Menschliche — d‘cr Gc.genstand
also der Anthropologie — zeigen sich zwar in unendlich vielen und
in dlich verschied Erscheinungen. Dennoch sind alle diese
Erscheinungen geeint in einem gemeinsamen Wesenssinn, der die
Konkretheit des Menschlichen von jeder anderen Konkretheit unter-
scheidet. Dabei handelt es sich nicht einmal blofl um ein starres und
unbewegliches Konkretes, sondern vielmehr zugleich um eine Kon-
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kretion: um die Konkretion des Menschlichen, iiberdies nicht um eine
Konkretion, die sich von alleine vollzieht, sondern um eine Konkre-
tion, die zugleich den aktiven Einsatz des sich konkretisierenden
Menschen einschlieit. Das menschliche Sein ist Werden, und das
menschliche Werden ist Praxis. Die Anthropologie sucht nun in
ihren verschiedenen Bereichen die Strukturen dieses Seins, das zu-
gleich Werden und zugleich Praxis ist, aufzudecken. Die Hauptthe-
men, denen sich die Anthropologie hier zu stellen hat, betreffen dabei
zweierlei: die Binnenstruktur des Humanen, d. h. die Frage danach,
wie das Humane in sich bestimmt sei, und die Auflenbeziige des
Humanen, die Beziehungen des H zu Anderem: zur Natur,
zum Leben, zur Welt, zu den Ideen. Das Andere des Humanen ist
freilich nicht allenthalben ein Fremdes. Die Welt birgt auch Fremdes
in sich, sie ist aber zugleich auch vom Menschen geprigt, entworfen,
erfafit. Humanes Sein und Werden ist zugleich auch Weltkonstitu-
tion. Das Leben des Menschen, auch im organischen Verstande, er-
leidet den Einbezug in das Ganze des menschlichen Seins. Der Leib
ermoglicht jede Praxis. Der Leib ist der erste und der nichste Aus-
druckstrager des Menschen. Die Ideen vollends nehmen zwar den
Menschen in ihren Dienst. Er beugt sich der Wahrheit und dem
Recht. Aber es sind seine Ideen, da er sich in ihrem Dienst zu sich
selber bestimmt, ndmlich dazu, ein Mensch zu sein. Was ideenwidrig
ist: Unwahrheit und Unrecht, das stellt sich auch seiner Menschlich-
keit in den Weg. Der Mensch ist sicherlich — dieser Relativismus ist
lingst iiberwunden — in seiner zufilligen und unvollkommenen Ver-
fassung nicht »das Maf} aller Dinge«, aber seine Ideen sind Mafi-
stibe. Wahrheit und Vernunft, Recht und Freiheit mogen mifiver-
standen und in der Tagesphrase fiir Unwahres und Unverniinftiges
mifibraucht werden. Vermittels ihrer allein erhebt sich der Mensch
zu seiner eigenen Bestimmung.

Die Welt der Tatsachen, die der Mensch hinnimmt und respek-
tiert als die Sphire des Gegebenen, durchdringt er erkennend zugleich
doch als die seinige. Die Gesetze der Erkenntnis und die Werte seines
Handelns erfahrt der Mensch als objektive, fiir alle seinesgleichen
verbindliche Instanzen, und doch weiff er — oder kann es doch wissen
- dafl diese Gesetze und diese Werte jene Faktoren sind, die sein
Sein, sein Werden und seine Praxis allererst moglich machen. Nicht
fremden Herren dient er, sondern im Grunde nur sich selber, wo er
die enge Welt seiner Vorurteile, seiner Meinungen, seiner Gewoh
heiten und seiner Herkémmlichkeiten durchbricht und fragt, was
recht und was wahr ist, und das Rechte und das Wahre in sein Be-
wufltsein und damit in seine Welt hineinbringt. Diesen humanen
Aspekt aller Objektivitit — sei es in der wissenschaftlich fundierten
Weltorientierung, sei es in der vernunftgegriindeten Selbstbestimmung
und Weltverinderung - riickt die philosophische Anthropologie ans
Licht. Sie verfehlt ihre Aufgabe nur dort, wo sie das Humane in
einer bloflen Zufilligkeit und Jeweiligkeit zu Maff und Grund der
Dinge, der Gedanken und der Handlungen zu machen versucht.

Welt, Natur, Leben, Ideen sind die Titel fiir die notwendigen
Auflenbeziige des Humanen. Alle diese Aufienbeziige sind aber nur
denkbar, weil das Humane in sich dazu ausgeriistet ist, dem Aufien
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und dem Objektiven in all seinen Grundformen angemessen zu be-
gegnen. Von den objektiven Momenten in ihrer Eigenbestimmtheit
haben in erster Linie die nichtanthropologischen Disziplinen der Phi-
losophie zu handeln: Weltlehre (Kosmologie), Seinslehre (Ontologie)
und die die klassischen Grunddiszipli der philosophischen Ideen-
lehre: Erkenntnistheorie, Ethik, Rechtsphilosophie, Asthetik, Reli-
gionsphilosophie. Die Anthropologie zeigt hier nur die Verkniipfbar-
keit der objektiven Momente in der Konkretheit und in der sich
selbst bestimmenden Konkretion des Humanen. Diese Konkretion aber
bietet eine Fille eigener Probleme. Die Konkretheit des Humanen
selber erweist sich als eine vielmomentige Einheit. Das Humane zeigt
sich in der Vereinzelung und in der Vereinigung der Gemeinschaft
und der Gemeinschaften, sie zeigt sich in der Geschlossenheit und
Geschiedenheit der Innerlichkeit und in der gefahrenvollen Gebun-
denheit dieser Innerlichkeit an den Leib. Sie zeigt sich in allen For-
men des Ausdrucks — in der sich selbst reflektierenden Grundform
des Ausdrucks vor allem: im sprachlichen Wort. Anthropologie ist,
kurz gesagt, sowohl Lehre von der Einzelmenschlichkeit wie von der
Zwischen- und Allmenschlichkeit, und ihre Hauptnot liegt darin,
angesichts der Vielfalt und der Verschlungenheit ihrer Probleme die
klaren Linien einer verldfilichen und iiberpriifbaren, systematisch
ausweisbaren Begriffsbildung nicht aus den Augen zu verlieren. Auf
keinem anderen Felde der philosophischen Forschung ist die Ver-
fiihrung so groff wie hier, an die Stelle einer strengen Begrifflichkeit
die Feuerwerkskunst des Apergus treten zu lassen und gleichzeitig
die Grenzen zwischen Philosophie und Erfahrungswissenschaft zu
verwischen. Schulphilosophische Pedanterie mufl hier das Korrektiv
bilden. Was fiir jede Sonderdisziplin der Philosophie gilt, das gilt
auch hier: Nur was die Probe systematischer Begriffsbildung bestan-
den hat, darf einen Platz im Gefiige der philosophischen Anthropo-
logie fiir sich beanspruchen.
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LUDWIG KLAGES
Gerd-Klaus Kaltenbrunner

Miinchen

..Es ist nun, in welchen Zusammenl\angen auch
immer der Verfasser einem suspekt sein und
bleiben mag, ohne Zweifel ein grofies philo-
sophisches Werk. .. In keinem Falle hitte ich
mir vorstellen konnen, dafl ein so hanebiiche-
ner metaphysischer Duallsmns. wie er bei Kla-
ges zugrunde llegt. ]e sich mit wirklich  meuen
und  w
kénne.«

Walter Benjamin

Ludwig Klages’ Name ist im Bewufltsein unserer Zeit vor allem
mit zwei Komplexen verbunden: der Graphologie, die von ihm mafi-
gebend fundiert und ausgebaut worden ist, und seiner Lebensphiloso-
phie, die er vor allem in seinem voluminésen Hauptwerk: »Der Geist
als Widersacher der Seele« (1929 — 1932) niedergelegt hat. Fiir Kla-
ges selbst bildeten seine Metaphysik des Lebens und die Resultate
seiner graphologischen, psychologischen sowie charakterologischen
Studien eine Einheit: diese verhielten sich zu jener wie »zum Lehr-
satz die Folgerungen aus ihm.« Doch nicht nur aus wissenschaftstheo-
retischen Griinden verdient seine irrationalistische Phllosophre inten-
siveres Interesse als bisher. Bemerkenswerter noch ist sein Einfluff
auf die deutsche Geist hichte der ersten Hilfte unseres Jahr-
hunderts. Die Wlererentdeckung Johann Jakob Bachofens, des Basler
Mutterrechtshistorikers, und Carl Gustav Carus’, des spitromanti-
schen Naturforschers, in den zwanziger Jahren weisen auf Klages
ebenso zuriick wie Gottfried Benns Verse vom »Eros der Ferne« und
»dem Gegengliick, dem Geist« und Elisabeth Langgissers von Na-
turddmonik erfiilltes Romanwerk. Dazu } seine B en
zum George-Kreis und zu den »Kosmikern« Karl Wolfskehl und Al-
fred Schuler sowie seine in Hafl endende Freundschaft mit Theodor
Lessing, in der sich geradezu archetypisch Hohe und Rif8 deutsch-
jidischer Symbiose abzeichnen. Symbol- und Mythenforschung sind
Klages verpflichtet; die philosophische Anthropologie verdankt ihm
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wesentliche Anregungen; Neurologen und Psychiater — unter ihnen
Hans Prinzhorn, %mst Frauchiger, Johannes Heinrich Schultz und
F. S. Rothschild ~ haben sich auf ihn berufen.

Ein besonderes Kapitel, das trotz der regen zeitgeschichtlichen und
publizistischen Beschiftigung mit den sozialen und ideologischen
Wourzeln des Nationalsozialismus noch kaum aufgegriffen worden
ist, bilden die Beziehungen Klages’ zum Dritten Reich. Einzig Thomas
Mann in verschiedenen Briefen! und einige marxistische Autoren wie
Ernst Bloch? und Georg Lukécs® haben auf die intime Affinitit von
Klages’ geistfeindlicher oder — um einen Ausdruck Franz von Baaders
zu verwenden — »logophober« Philosophie zum Nationalsozialismus
hingewiesen, wogegen das umfangreiche Dokumentarwerk von Leon
Poliakow und Josef Wulf, »Das Dritte Reich und seine Denker«
(1959), nicht einmal seinen Namen erwihnt. Doch bevor wir uns der
Frage zuwenden, inwiefern Klages' Popularitit in den Jahren der
Weimarer Republik und des Dritten Reiches mehr als zufillig ge-
wesen ist, seien in vereinfachender Abbreviatur die Leitmotive und
Resultate seines Werkes referiert.

Fundamental fiir Klages’ gesamte Philosophie ist die These von
der Lebensfremdheit und Lebensfeindschaft des Geistes, der auf nicht
naher erklirte Weise in die urtiimlich zwischen Leib und Seele pola-
risierte Wirklichkeit eingebrochen sei. Diese Urwirklichkeit befinde
sich in stetigem Flufi, sie sei eine »Welt der Bilder«, des »Eros der
Ferne« und der »Grofien Mutter«. Eine tiefe Kluft trenne Erleben
und Bewufltsein, Leben und Geist. Klages. spricht in immer neuen
Umschreibungen vom »weltbekriegenden Logos«, der sich vor allem
als »Wille« manifestiere. Auch hinter jedem theoretischen Interesse
stehe ein Begreifen-Wollen. »Wille ist immer erneuter Lebensmord
und sein Symbol der Selbstmord«. Wille ist primir »Zerstorungs-
wille«. Die wissenschaftlich fundierte Beherrschung der Natur, wie
sie in der Renaissance von Europa ausgegangen sei, »beweist §uﬂ?r-
ordentlich wenig fiir den Wahrheitsgehalt der Sitze, auf die sie sich
stiitzt«. Thr Wesen sei » Wirklichkeitsfeindschaft«, Feindschaf% gegen
die »heraklitische« Welt der Bilder. Dieser bereits vorgeschichtlich
erfolgte Einbruch des Geistes vollzieht sich in Ycrsghicdencn Etap-
pen, die Klages mythologisch umschreibt: so reprasentiert Prometheus
die Entstechung des BewuBtseins in einer noch erd- und lebensver-
hafteten Menschheitsstufe, Herakles die Unterjochung der tellurisch-
_erotischen Natur unter den »tatenden Geist« und ]a’"{’e de_“ end-
gilltigen Sieg des lebensfeindlichen Logos: »Aber oben im hdchsten
Zenith steht unbeweglich saugend ein farbloser Lichtpunkt: das Ge-
genherz der Welt, der Logos.«*

1 Vgl. Thomas Mann: Briefe 1889-1936, Frankfurt/M. 1961, S. 853; Briefe 1987-
::"7'5035. |B9’::-hs D’ll: 'i;riz:fip l}l'g"nung, Frankfurt/M. 1959, S. 65 ff.; Erbschaft
":Cé'z;:- f:;‘;;lgl;fe' i::gmng der Vernunft, Werke IX, Neuwied 1962, S.
‘”‘ ‘2MM1 Klages: Stefan George, Berlin 1902, S. 68.
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Im AnschluR an Nietzsche erklirt Klages: »Das geschichtliche
Christentum ist Paulinismus, und der Paulinismus ist eine Sonderge-
stalt des Jahwismus.«® Nicht erst die neuzeitliche Wissenschaft, son-
dern bereits das Christentum habe jenen planetarischen Sikularisie-
rungsprozefl inganggesetzt, dem die vordem von Mythen und Sym-
bolen erfiillte Welt bewufitlosen Schauens und elementaren Wirkens
zum Opfer gefallen sei. Zwar hitten sich die tellurischen Michte ge-
gen die nihilisierende Gewalt des Geistes aufgebiumt, etwa in der
Romantik und zuletzt in den neunziger Jahren des vorigen Jahrhun-
derts, doch sei die Stunden méglicher Umkehr und Besinnung end-
giiltig versiumt worden. Nicht anders als die spitantiken Apokalyp-
tiker, jedoch ohne deren millenarische Hoffnungen zu teilen, erklart
Klages die Welt fiir moribund: mundus iam senescit. Wenn auch der
irdische Verfalls- und Vernichtungsproze§ bis in die prometheischen
Anfinge der Weltgeschichte zuriickreiche, als der lebensfeindliche
Geist vampyrisch in die Welt eingebrochen sei, so sei doch dessen
entscheidende Phase erst seit dem Ende des 19. Jahrhunderts zu da-
tieren. Damals erfolgte ein irreversibles »Alterwerden der Erde«.
Nur wenige Ingenien — zu denen Klages neben Bachofen, Nietzsche
und Schuler auch sich selber zdhlt — hitten diese »Erdwendezeit«
intuitiv erfafit, in der das Lebensfeuer, die mystische Erdessenz unse-
ren Planeten verlassen habe. Seither stehe die »nachgeschichtliche
Menschheit« vor der Tiire und »schon ist der Tag in beklemmender
Nihe, wo als beraubt des nihrenden Seelenstoffes auch das Zwischen-
spiel der 'denkenden Vernunft’ erlahmt und mit dem Weltalter des
posthistorischen (nicht mehr Menschen, sondern) Automaten der
Schluflakt, der des Verendens beginnt.«8

Sitze dieser Art hat Ludwig Klages Jahrzehnte vor dem Aufstieg
der totalitiren Regimes, der Herstellung und Verwendung der Atom-
bombe sowie dem dadurch méglich gewordenen Zustand eines Post-
Histoire, zum Teil lange vor dem Ersten Weltkrieg niedergeschrie-
ben. Welcher Denker war besser gefafit auf die Verheerungen und
den Irrsinn unseres » Jahrhunderts der Barbarei« als Ludwig Klages?
Bereits 1913 hatte er folgende Diagnose gestellt: »Eine Verwiistungs-
orgie ohnegleichen hat die Menscheit ergriffen, die *Zivilisation’ trigt
die Ziige entfesselter Mordsucht . .. Das Antlitz der Festlinder ver-
wandelt sich allgemacht in ein mit Landwirtschaft durchsetztes Chi-
cago ... In seinen blutigen Streichen gegen simtliche Mitgeschopfe
vollendet er (der Mensch, G.-K. K.) nur, was er zuvor sich selbst
getan.«?

Klages hielt ~ hierin ein umgekehrter Manichder — den Geist fiir
das bose, zerstorerische und lebensfeindliche Prinzip. Keine Behaup-

8 ‘”gudwig Klages: Die psychologischen Err haften Nietzsches, 3Bonn 1958,

¢ Ludwig Klages: Der Geist als Widersacher der Seele, *Miinchen-Bonn 1954,
S. 766 f., 906 ff., 917 ff., 1204, 1222; Rhythmen und Runen, Leipzig 1944, S. 19 f.;
Mensch und Erde, Stuttgart 1956, S. 108 ff.

7 Ludwig Klages: Mensch und Erde, S. 8, 10, 21.
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tung hat ihm wohl mehr Feinde eingetragen als diese. Nicht ohne
Ironie soll er kurz vor seinem Tode bekannt haben: »Es scheint, daff
ich noch ein Buch zum Lobe des Geistes schreiben mufl.«®

Schon friih hat es nicht an Versuchen gefehlt, Klages’ These vom
Geist als Widersacher des Lebens als »Mifiverstindis« zu bagatelli-
sieren. Gegeniiber solchen Versuchen seien einige weitere, zum Teil
schon vor dem Ersten Weltkrieg ausgesprochene Einsichten des Phi-
losophen zitiert, die von der bisherigen Entwicklung zumindest ten-
denziell verifiziert worden sind.

»Der urspriingliche Mensch als Triger bewuflosen Schauens und
elementaren Wirkens ist bei aller Verschiedenheit von den Tieren
doch so geschichtslos wie diese.« Die Weltgeschichte sei nur eine
kurze »Unterbrechung des kosmischen Verlaufs«, die bald ihr Ende
haben werde. Der »Schmarotzer mit Namen Geist« werde den »Kér-
per seines Tragers ebenso sicher und ohne Bemithung des Denkens
gingeln, wie es ehedem das Leb rum, die Seele, tat.«®

Die grofenwahnsinnig klingende Bezeichnung »Weltgeschichte«
sei nicht grundlos: »Die Technik . .. ist nicht wesentlich élter als vier
Generationen und hat dessenungeachtet hingereicht, um Dutzende
von Stimmen der Primitiven, Hunderte von Pflanzengeschlechtern,
doppelt und dreimal so viele Tierarten auf dem Lande, in der Luft,
im Wasser vom Antlitz des Planeten zu tilgen. Der Tag ist nicht fern,
wo sie alle vertilgt sein werden, soweit man sie nicht zu ziichten be-
liebte zu Schlachtzwecken oder zu Modezwecken, ausgenommen nur
Infusorien und Bakterien. Das Weltall ist fiir diesen Vertilgungswahn-
sinn etwas allzu gerdumig, die Erde aber, sollte nicht gleichzeitig ein
"Wunder’ geschehen, wird daran sterben; und die Macht, die einen
ganzen Planeten umzubringen imstande war, hitte dann tatsichlich
ein Stiick "Weltgeschichte’ geliefert.«1

In mystifizierter Form dammert Klages sogar der Zusammenhang
von Arbeit — Subjekt/Objektrelation — Ich-Bildung: gerade sein extre-
mer Irrationalismus gestattet ihm eminent kritische Einsichten wie
etwa folgende:

»Mehr als nur duferlich dem Kapitalismus (!) vergleichbar ist das
empirische Ich der jeweils riumlich und zeitlich verértlichte Vorgang
der Selbstaufb h bensstoffes, ein Vorgang, der golem-
artig die Welt verschlinge, finde er nicht wesenhaft endlich eine
eherne Schranke am Tode so des einzelnen Trigers als schliefilich der
ihm zur Wirkungsstitte dienenden Gattung.«!!

»Die Erde raucht vom Blute Erschlagener wie noch nie zuvor, und
das Affenmafige prunkt mit den Spolien aus dem zerbrochenen Tem-
pel des Lebens.«

»Das berechenbare Ende ist entweder: Untergang aller, oder: Au-
tomatisierung aller.«

hafilich

8 Zit. bei Hans Luchterhandt: Klages, der Bahnbrecher zur
Wesensschau, in: Hestia 1960/61, Bonn 1960, S. 95 ff.

* Ludwig Klages: Der Geist als Widersacher der Seele, S. 766 f.

10 Ebd.: S. 267 f.

1 Ebd.: S. 445.
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»Es will uns scheinen, die Selbstzerfleischung habe mit so gewalti-
gen Stofien eingesetzt, dafl es schwer zu entscheiden sein méchte, was
eher kommt: der Mensch als bewufitlose Maschine, oder der Erdball
ohne Menschen.«!?

Anders als die gingige Zivilisationskritik kleinbiirgerlicher, kon-
servativer oder klerikaler Provenienz hat Klages die negative Macht
des Geistes nicht erst seit der Renaissance oder Aufklirung datiert,
sondern in hellsichtigem Hafl bis in die Anfinge der Weltgeschichte
zuriickverfolgt. Dies alles erweist ihn als ionistisches Pendant zu
Rousseau. Klages verwirft Geist und Herrschaft als lebensfeindlich,
um eine in den Farben Bachofens gemalte pelasgische Seelenland-
schaft zu beschwéren, die einen vélligen Verzicht auf Selbstbestim-
mung, eine totale Subsumption des Menschen unter die kosmisch ver-
klirte Natur meint.

Damit berithren wir Klages’ Affinitdt zum Faschismus, wobei wir
uns in diesem Zusammenhang weder auf die antisemitischen Ausfille
des Philosophen noch auf sein Echo bei prominenten nazistischen
Ideologen, sondern allein auf die zentralen Aussagen seines Werkes
konzentrieren.

In Robert Musils Roman »Der Mann ohne Eigenschaften« wiinscht
der Philosooh Meingast, der Ziige von Klages trigt, der Menschheit
einen »krifticen Wahne«. Diesen kréftigen Wahn lieferte eine Philo-
sophie, die den Geist als molochitisch, artfremd und zersetzend de-
nunzierte und sich auf unmifiverstindliche Weise allen jenen Unzu-
friedenen, Siichtigen und Gescheiterten empfahl, aus denen sich die
faschistischen Parteien rekrutierten. Klages blieb es vorbehalten, der
Geistfeindlichkeit und Geistverachtung der Deutschen das gute Ge-
wiflen gegeben zu haben. Dieser Tendenz, die Stefan George schon
friih als »kiinstliche Riickziichtung« charakterisiert hat, unterlagen
schlieflich auch jene latent humanistischen Impulse. die sich zwischen
Menschenverachtune und elitirem Hochmut bei Klages gelegentlich
regten. So ist zweifellos ein romantisch mystifizierter Protest gegen
Herrschaft. Entfremdune und Ausbeutung, ein regressives antikapita-
listisches Pathos seiner Feindschaft gegen den »Logos« inhdrent. Sein
atiologische Mythos vom vampyrisch in die Welt des Lebens einge-
brochenen Geist enthilt, wenn auch in hybrider Form, als obiektives
Moment die traumatische Erinnerung an die furchtbaren Exzesse, die
mit dem Ubergang zur paternalen Gesellschaft. zur Seflhaftigkeit und
spiter zur Industriekultur verbunden waren. In seinem irrationalen
Ahistorismus unterschldet Klages jedoch alles, was — wie zweideutig,
zerbrechlich und gefihrdet auch immer —'in der kollektiven Ausein-
andersetzung mit der Natur, die zugleich deren »Humanisierung« ist,
an Maglichkeiten von Gliick und Freiheit hervorgebracht worden ist.

Seine ohnehin schon mystifizierte Revolte gegen Verdinglichung
und Repression schldgt um in regressive Ruaschvergdtzung und quie-
tistische Resignation. Was der von den Nationalsozialisten ermordete
Widerstandskdmpfer G. Politzer gegen Beresons Lebensohilosonhie
eingewandt hat, gilt auch von Klages’ dionysischem Seelenkult: »Sich
mit dem ganzen Leben zu verschmel mit dem g Leben zu

" Ebd.: S. 928, 1204, 1222.
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vibrieren, bedeutet, kalt und gleichgiiltig zu bleiben angesichts des
Lebens: die echten Emotionen gehen im Milieu der unversellen Sensi-
bilitit unter. Ein Pogrom spielt sich ebenso in der Dauer (durée) ab
wie eine Revolution: indem man die Momente der Dauer in ihrem
individuellen Kolorit zu erfassen sucht, indem man die Dynamik der
Verwirrung ihrer Momente bewundert, vergifit man genau das, dafl
man es auf der einen Seite mit einem Pogrom, auf der anderen Seite
mit einer Revolution zu tun hat.«!3

ie auf den ersten Blick so befremdende Kollaboration von »Inne-
rem Reich« und Drittem Reich, esoterischer Empfindsamkeit und bei-
spielloser Barbarei zwischen 1933 und 1945 beruhte keineswegs nur
auf dem Opportunismus der deutschen Intelligenz. Sie hatte ihre im-
manente Logik. Wihrend der Geist als molochitisch, zersetzend und
artfremd der Verachtung anheimfiel, wurde die Seele, das Gemiit und
der Instinkt rehabilitiert. Der irrationalistische Kult der Seele war
das Opium der intellektuellen Faschisten, das Aroma der Gegenauf-
klirung seit der Romantik. Er reflektiert wider Willen eine gesell-
schaftliche Verfaflung, die in der Tat irrational ist, wenn man sie mit
den objektiven Ch einer befriedeten, miindigen und humanen
Welt vergleicht. Er hat die Funktion, eine den Idealen der Selbstver-
wirklichung, Freiheit und Vernunft in jeder Hinsicht hohnsprechen-
de Gesellschaft indirekt zu legitimieren.

Was vor dem Geist nicht mehr zu rechtfertigen ist, kann die Seele
noch berauschen. Wo Vernunft in ihrer Ohnmacht schon kritisch ver-
urteilt, kann die Seele sich noch in animistischen Allmachttriumen
wiegen und Medium universeller Einfithlung sein.

So denunzierte Klages den Geist ~ als Komplice derer, die ihn
ohnehin abschaffen wollten. Klages’ geradezu pastorale Sorge ums
Heil der Seele stand in einem tiefen Einverstindnis mit jenen ver-
heerenden Michten, die dem Faschi die Basis lieferten. .

Dennoch ist gegeniiber Klages' Philosophie trotz aller regressiven
Inhalte und Intentionen die Frage erlaubt, ob sie sich nicht doch »ins
Humane umfunktionieren« (Th. Mann) lasse, etwa im Sinne von Her-
bert Marcuses Aussage: »Die Regression iibernimmt eine progressive
Funktion . . . Die recherche du temps perdu wird zum Vehikel kiinfti-
ger Befreiung.«14

Die h istischen Impulse der Lebensphilosophi dort
auf fruchtbaren Boden zu fallen, wo sie sich mit dem kollektiven
Streben nach Unabhingigkeit, Wiirde und Selbstverwirklichung ver-
bindet und mit noch relativ ungebrochenen nativistischen Uberliefe-
rungen kommuniziert, etwa in der von Aimé Césaire und. Le.onold
Sédar Senchor verkiindeten »Négritude« sowie in der orgiastischen
Metanhysik des Brasilianers Vincente Ferreira da Silva. Nach der
faschistischen Kompromittierung winkt der Lebensphilosonhie aufler-
halb Europas die vermutlich letzte Chance, sich zu entsiihnen.

Lo

8 Zit. bei Georg Lukdes: Die Zerstirung der Vernunft. S. 30.

W Herbert Mnrgv:e: Tricbstruktur und Gesellschaft, Frankfurt/M. 1965, S. 24,
25. - Vgl. dazu Adrien Turel: Die Wiedergeburt der Macht aus dem K?nn.en. “{"H‘;
chen 1921, S. 64: »Keine Progression zur Gerechtigkeitsf ler b
ohne Regression in die Primitivitat, darum soll man die Regression als Progressions-
anlauf ehren!«
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FUTUROLOGIE: MUGLICHKEITEN UND GRENZEN
Ossip K. Flechtheim

Berlin

I

Wenn das Jahr 1917 heute vor allem wegen einer zukunftstrachti-
gen sozio-politischen Umwilzung — der Russischen Revolution — wei-
terlebt, so wird des Jahres 1867 als des Erscheinungsjahres einer
bedeutsamen theoretischen Publikation — des ersten Bandes des
Marxschen »Kapitals« —~ sowie aber auch als des Geburtsjahres
Walther Rathenaus gedacht. Beide — Marx und Rathenau - waren
Denker, fiir die die Zukunft die entscheidende Kategorie darstellte.

Vielleicht wird man sich in 50 oder 100 Jahren an das Jahr 1967
nicht so sehr wegen einer politischen Umwalzung oder einer techni-
schen Entdeckung erinnern, als vielmehr auch einer wissenschaftlich-
organisatorischen Veranstaltung wegen. Im September fanden sich
auf dem »International Future Research Inaugural Congress« in Oslo
erstmalig einige Dutzend Gelehrter und Publizisten zusammen, um
sich ausschliefillich mit der Welt von morgen und der Zukunft der
Menschheit zu beschiftigen. Natur- und Sozialwissenschaftler, Me-
diziner und Ingenieure, Organisatoren und Manager aus den USA,
Japan, West- und Mitteleuropa, aber auch aus Jugoslawien, der
Tschechoslowakei und Polen diskutierten kollegial uber die Ent-
wicklung der Staatenwelt, iiber Rohstoffe und Bevélkerungstrends,
ber den neuen Menschen und seine Zielsetzungen. Wenn auch die
Zahl der gestellten Fragen die der gefundenen Antworten weit iiber-
traf, so war man sich doch dariiber einig, dafl die Zukunftsforschung
bereits wohl etabliert sei, dariiber hinaus aber selber eine Zukunft
haben werde, wenn es gelingen sollte, die internationalen und inter-
diszipliniren Bemiih und Verbindung b vor allem
auch durch Kontaktaufnahme mit Theoretikern und Praktikern der
Dritten Welt, die in Oslo noch nicht vertreten war.

Als Teilnehmer aus Deutschland war man vor allem beeindruckt
von dem ungeheuer raschen Anwachsen der Futurologie in den USA
sowie dem Interesse an diesem Unternehmen bei den Teilnehmern
aus Osteuropa. Nicht nur in der Sache scheint sich Zukunftsforschung
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durchzusetzen — auch der Terminus Futurologie wird immer hiufiger
gebraucht — in Deutschland wie in Osterreich, in Polen wie in Japan.
Daran dndert auch nichts der Umstand, daB in der »Prawda«! gegen
den Verfasser dieser Zeilen und die Futurologie polemisiert wird und
die in einer Anzahl von Sprachen erscheinende »Nowoje Wremja«
(»Neue Zeit«) die Futurologie als »neuen Stern am ideologischen
Firmament des Westens«, der »kein Leitstern« sei, abtut.2 Im gleichen
Artikel wird immerhin ein amerikanischer Zukunftsfilm als »regel-
rechte Futurologie, d. h. Wissenschaft von der Zukunft«, bewertet.
Erheblich differenzierter wird die Futurologie in der DDR behandelt.
So fragte die Ostberliner »Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie«,? ob
die Futurologie »eine voriibergehende Modestromung oder eine ernst-
zunehmende Erscheinung« ist. Ihre Antwort ist eindeutig: »Dafl die
biirgerliche Zukunftsforschung nicht einfach als Modestromung,
Phantasterei, blofie Utopie und Spekulation abgetan oder gar negiert
werden kann, darauf weisen sowohl ihr Umfang als auch die Namen
ihrer Vertreter hin«. Ahnlich geben die Verfasser der Schrift »Impe-
rialismus und Weltanschauung«* zu, dafl »die Theorie des ’dritten
eges’ von einer Vielzahl jener Denker vertreten wird, die sich
neuerdings um die Futurologie scharen.« Neben »pro-imperialisti-
schen Perspektivkonzeptionen« hitten »in jiingster Zeit jene im enge-
ren Sinne futurologischen Theorien an Bedeutung gewonnen, die pro-
gnostisches Denken unter zwei Gesichtspunkten betreiben: Bemithen
um Verhinderung eines dritten Weltkrieges und Bestreben die Ent-
wicklung im Imperialismus stirker demokratisch zu beeinflussen.«
Da mag es angebracht sein, nach Vorgeschichte und Fortgang der
Futurologie — diese sei hier zunéchst einmal nur mit den Stichworten
Zukunftsforschung, -bewiltigung und -bewertung oder Prognose,
Planung, Philosophie der Zukunft angedeutet — zu fragen. Was dabei
den Ursprung dieses neuen Unternehmens anlangt, so diirfte dieser
auf engste mit der Entstehung und Fortbildung einer neuen dyna-
mischen Gesellschaft und Kultur, die in vorher unvorstellbarem Aus-
maf zukunftsorientiert ist, zusammenhéngen. Nicht als ob der Mensch
- nach Ernst Bloch® »per se ipsum ein reflektierend-antizipierendes
Wesen« — nicht von jeher ganz anders als das Tier in der Zeitdi-
mension, das heifit in Vergangenheit, Gegenwart und Zukunft, gelebt
hitte. Des Menschen Sorge um das Schicksal seines Stammes, seiner
Stadt oder seines Volkes mag ebenso alt sein wie sein Fragen nach
der Bestimmung seiner Seele und seines Korpers. Im Mittelpunkt der
Kultur ganzer primitiver Gesellschaften stand oft das Problem des

1 Nikolaj Gribatschew, Tichie Krestonoszy, in: Prawda vom 29. 9. 1967, S. 4.

* G. Todortschew, Futurologie, Nachdruck aus der Zeitung »Otetschestwen front«
(Sofia) in: Neue Zeit, Nr. 10 vom 8. Marz 1967. 3 .

3 P, Fiedler und W. Miiller, »Zukunftsdenken im Kampf der [deologun ~ eine
Kritik der Futurologic«, in: »Deutsche Zeitschrift far Philosophie«, Jg. 1967, S
258 ff.

4 Dieter Bergner, Wolfgang Eichhorn TI, Walter Jopke, _Dieu"id: No:!x& Imge.-

rialismus und Wel h . Zu ncuen der Hi P

und Ideologie in Westdeutschland, Berlin (Ost) 1966, S. 155 ff. Denkea? In:
® Antizipierte Realitat — Wie geschicht und was leistet utopisches Denl ers In:

Univenitatstage der Freien Universitat Berlin, Wissenschaft und Planung, Berlin

1965, S. 5.
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Todes und des Fortlebens nach dem Tode. Schon die Agypter taten
alles, um zumindest die Kérper der Pharaonen fiir immer vor dem
Verfall zu bewahren. Diese Form der Zukunftsbewiltigung war aber
im wesentlichen identisch mit der Vorstellung der Verldngerung der
Vergangenheit oder der Hoffnung auf ein Jenseits. Selbst die Prophe-
ten und Seher, die in Krisenzeiten auftraten, und — etwa in Israel —
ein ganz neues Jerusalem verkiindeten, lebten doch dhnlich wie die
frilhen Christen des niedergehenden Roms in der Erwartung eines
noch weitgehend tr denten Millenni In seiner Werktags-
existenz blieb der Mensch ein Wesen, das vor allem von der Vergan-
genheit geprigt war. Als »Gewohnheitstier« orientierte er sich vor
allem am geste;n und an einem Heute, iiber das er nicht verfiigen
konnte, da es entscheidend von den »ewigen« Michten der Tradi-
tion bestimmt war. Uber diesen Sachverhalt besteht weitgehende
Einigkeit zwischen einem humanistischen Soziologen wie Richard F.

Behrendt® und einem prot: ischen Theologen wie C. H. Ratschow.”
Im Abendland trat unter dem wachsenden Einfluf8 von Huma-
i und Pr ismus, von Rationalismus und Wissenschaft der

Prophet immer stirker hinter dem Philosophen zuriick. Der Glaube
an das Tausendjahrige Reich wurde zusehends von der Hoffnung auf
eine gliicklichere Zukunft hier auf Erden verdringt. Mit der Sikula-
risierung dieser Kultur verschiebt sich der Schwerpunkt menschlichen
Bemiihens auf den biirgerlich-kapitalistisch-industriellen Alltag. Die
neue Gesellschaft hat eine Vorgeschichte, die sich iiber Jahrhunderte
erstreckt — ihr radikaler Dynamismus tritt aber doch eigentlich erst
im 18. oder 19. Jahrhundert deutlicher in Erscheinung. Nun erst
riickte die Vorsorge fiir das Schicksal des Menschen hier und jetzt in
das Blickfeld grofierer Kreise. Nun erschien die Verbesserung der po-
litischen, sozialen und wirtschaftlichen Lebensbedingungen als das
Mittel, das Los der Menschen ertriglicher zu gestalten. Nun wurden
aber auch geschichtliche Dynamik und gesellschaftlicher Wandel zu
Phiinc die die bedeutendsten Kopfe indest zu beschéftigen,
wenn nicht auch schon zu beunruhigen begannen. Nun wurde die
Zukunft der Gesellschaft und Kultur eines der grofien Themen der
Praktiker und Theoretiker.

Dem Aufklirer des 18. Jahrhunderts ging es dabei stets um die Zu-
kunft des Menschengeschlechts im Diesseits — dies gilt fiir die Enzy-
klopéddisten so gut wie fiir Rousseau oder Condorcet. Wenn der ame-
rikanische Historiker Carl L. Becker von der »Heavenly City of the
Eighteenth-Century Philosophers« sprach, so wufite er sehr wohl,
dafl die franzosischen Philosophen den Himmel hier auf Erden
suchten. Fiir diese Erdenkinder proklamierte die Franzosische Revo-
lution die Freiheit, Gleichheit und Briiderlichkeit —~ freilich wiirden
aus dieser nicht so sehr die Zeitgenossen, als vor allem die Nach-
kommen Nutzen ziehen. Nicht nur um die Ewigkeit, sondern vor
allem auch um die Zukunft des Menschengeschlechts geht es auch

¢ Dynamische Gesellschaft — Uber die Gestaltbarkeit der Zukunft, Bern und
Stuttgart 1968, S. 158.

1 Evangelische Theologie in einer sich wandelnden Welt, in: Universitas, Jg.
22, 1967, S. 627.
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noch in den Systemen von Kant und Fichte. Suchte die Restauration
das ancien régime wiederherzustellen, so war doch auch wieder bei
manchem Romantiker — in Frankreich und England mehr als in
Deutschland — die Zukunft das grofie Leitmotiv. Shelley® und Heine?
waren kaum weniger zukunftsorientiert als ein Saint-Simon und
Fourier, Owen und Weitling, die in ihren grofien sozialen Utopien
ein besseres Morgen als Antwort auf dic Schrecken und das Elend
des Frithkapitalismus entwarfen.

In dieser Frihphase des Industriekapitalismus, der mit seinen er-
sten grofien Krisen die Gegenwart in Frage zu stellen scheint, ist aber
auch die junge Sozialwissenschaft — von der Sozialphilosophie bis zur
politischen Ukonomie — durchgehend gegenwartskritisch und zu-
kunftsbezogen. Unter den Junghegelianern reicht der Bogen futuro-
logischer Vorldufer von Cieszkowski iiber Feuerbach und Moses Hefl
bis zu Marx und Engels. Fiir den - lange verg - Cieszkowski!®
kann die »wahre Losung der sozialen Widerspriiche in der Wirklich-
keit« nur eine Forderung an die Zukunft sein. Unerschrocken fragt
er: »Wenn es also in der Moglichkeit der Vernunft liegt, das Wesen
Gottes, der Freiheit und der Unsterblichkeit zu erfassen, warum sollte
das Wesen der Zukunft aus dieser Moglichkeit ausgeschlossen blei-
ben?« Seine Antwort ist eindeutig: »Die Totalitit der Geschichte
mufl aber bestehen aus der Vergangenheit und aus der Zukunft, aus
dem bereits durchgemachten und dem noch durchzumachenden Wege,
und daraus entsteht als erste Forderung: die Erkenntnis des Wesens
der Zukunft fiir die Spekulation zu vindizieren.« Hegel habe »in
seinem Werk mit keiner Silbe der Zukunft erwihnt, . .. Wir unserer-
seits miissen jedoch von vorherein behaupten, dafi ohne die Erkenn-
barkeit der Zukunft, ohne die Zukunft als einen integrierenden Teil
der Geschichte, welche die Realisation der Bestimmung der Mensch-
heit darstellt, unméglich zum Erkennen der organischen und ideellen
Totalitit, so wie des apodiktischen Prozesses der Weltgeschichte zu
gelangen ist. Darum ist die Feststellung der Erkennbarkeit der Zu-
kuhnfth eine unentbehrliche Vorfrage fir den Organismus der Ge-
schichte. .. .«

»Jedes geschichtsbildende System vermittelt zugleich zwischen Ver-
gangenheit und Zukunft unserer Dascinwesen«, sagt Fncdnc.h
Lenz!! unter Bezugnahme auf Hegel zu Beginn seiner neuesten Studie
iiber Hegels schwibischen Landsmann Friedrich List. Dafl die Zu-
kunft einen besonderen Stellenwert im System Lists hat, diirfte alles

® »...Shelley is still ... a prophet and a seer who, had he survived, would have
become a leader of the proletarian revolt. Marx himself said that though Byron in
maturity would have f ken the cause of lution, Shelley would have gone
on from radicalism to socialism.« (Grane Brinton in the Encyclopzdia of the Social
Sciences, Bd. 14, S. 20). .

* Vgl. die ausgezeichnete Auswahl seiner Schriften: W. Drews (Hg.), Genius der
Freiheit - Heinrich Heines politische Schriften, Bader;-BEad;n o.l ].. Studi

10 Hier ziti Grgen Gebhardt, Politik und Eschatologie - Studien zur
Gesch‘;;l:tre z:i:‘:"l-l:;:llmsc{:rng Schule in den Jahren 1880-i240, Minchen 1968, S.
180 ff.

0“ Friedrich List's Staats- und Gesellschaftslchre — Eine Studie zur politischen
Soziologie, Neuwied 1967, S. 5.
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andere als ein Zufall sein. Es hidngt sicherlich mit seinem Glauben
an die Industrie und seiner Einsicht in die Wechselwirkung wirt-
schaftlicher und politischer Faktoren in einem Zeitalter der Indu-
strialisierung zusammen. So enthiillt die Zukunft ihr Geheimnis erst
einer neuen Wissenschaft, heiflit es in dem Abschnitt »Blicke in die
Zukunft«.!? Hier gibt List zu bedenken, dafl in der Mitte des nich-
sten Jahrhunderts es nur zwei Riesenmichte und nur drei oder vier
unabhingige Nationen oder vielleicht auch eine Pentarchie geben
werde. List wagt diese Voraussage zu machen auf die Gefahr hin, ein
Trdumer genannt zu werden. Zumindest seien aber seine »Triaume
nicht durch den Alp der Diplomatie und des Bajonetts erzeugt«.
»Wir mogen uns irrenl hohere Schickung, menschliche Leidenschaf-
ten, Interessen, Geliiste und Verirrungen mégen den von uns bezeich-
neten Untergang der Dinge fiir kiirzere oder lingere Zeit aufhalten
oder ihm eine andere Richtung geben; ncue Erfindungen, Entdeckun-
gen und Ereignisse mogen ihn beschleunigen oder unsere Ansicht von
der Zukunft teilweise unwahr machen. Etwas und vielleicht sehr viel
davon wird aber eintreffen, und e i n e s scheint uns jetzt schon gewif}:
dafl man nédmlich durch dergleichen Forschungen in die Zukunft, in-
soweit sie auf unzweifelhafte wissenschaftliche Wahrheiten, auf rich-
tige Kenntnis der gegenwirtigen Weltzustinde, auf richtige Wiirdi-
gung der Nationalcharaktere und auf unzweifelhafte Erfahrungen der
Vergangenheit gegriindet sind, eine Masse von Weisheit und Wahrheit
den Regierungen wie den Vélkern zum unverweilten Verbrauch ans
Licht zu férdern vermag. Ja, uns hat sogar schon die Ahnung
beschlichen, es méchte auf diesem Weg eine ganz neue Wissenschaft
zu stiften sein, nimlich die Wissenschaft der Zukunft,
die zumindest so groflen Nutzen leisten dirfte als die Wissen-
schaft der Vergangenheit«

Nicht zufillig postulierten also damals ein List wie ein Marx, dafl
die politische Theorie und Praxis durch die Erkenntnisse der Na-
tionalokonomie bzw. der politischen Ukonomie reformiert oder revo-
lutioniert werden miifiten. Teilte List mit Marx die Orientierung an
England, so das Interesse an Amerika mit Tocqueville. Im Gegensatz
zu Marx und List hatte fir diesen »Propheten des M italters«
die Massendemokratie etwas Bedrohliches und Unheilvolles. Dennoch
war Tocqueville weitsichtig genug, die Welthegemonie Amerikas und
Rufllands zu antizipieren — ebenso wie die Uniformitit und Zentra-
lisierung der Gesellschaft von morgen. »Ich glaube«, schreibt er,
»daB in den demokratischen Jahrhunderten, die sich soeben ersffnen,

* In F. List, Die politisch-5k ische Nationaleinheit der Deutschen, Schrif-
ten, Reden, Briefe, Band 7 (Hg. F. Lenz und E. Wiskemann), Berlin 1981, S. 482
ff.; vgl. auch Band 5, Berlin 1928, S. 500 f.

1 Hier zitiert nach J. P. Mayer, Alexis de Tocqueville — Prophet des Massen-
zeitalters, 2. Auflage. Stuttgart 1955, S. 57; vgl. auch J. Bryce, The Predictions of
Hamilton and de Tocqueville, Baltimore 1887.

1 Zu Sismondi vgl. auch H. Grossman, Sismondi, in: Encyclopzdia of the So-
cial Sciences, Band 14, S. 69 f. und A. Amonn, de Sismonde, in: Handwdrterbuch
der Sozialwissenschaften.
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die individuelle Unabhingigkeit und dic lokalen Freiheiten immer
ein kinstliches Produkt sein werden. Die Zentralisation der Stats-
macht jedoch wird natiirlich sein.«!3

Tocqueville war zu sehr Aristokrat und Diplomat, um Verstindnis
fiir die groflen sozialokonomischen Trends und Probleme zu haben,
die sich aus der Industrialisierung ergeben sollten. Insofern war er
weniger ein echter Prophet des neuen Industriezeitalters, als ctwa ein
Sismondi,” dessen Krisentheorie noch lange - insbesondere im
Marxismus — nachwirken sollte, oder auch ein Lorenz von Stein,!s
der unter dem Einfluff Hegels zumindest ein Gefiihl fiir das Gewicht
des Pauperismus und des Proletariats entwickelt und die Prognose
wagen konnte, dafl das Zeitalter der Herrschaft der Arbeit iiber den
Besitz das der »Ausschliefilichkeit des Besitzes« ablosen werde. Alle
diese Denker reflektieren schon in vielfiltig widerspriichlichen
Brechungen die neuen Krifte der biirgerlichen Gesellschaft und des
Industriekapitalismus — dhnlich und doch auch wieder anders als die
Utopisten oder ein Marx und Engels.

Die revolutioniren Explosi und die allgemeine Unsicherheit
des Friihkapitalismus erleichterten es schliefilich auch den neuen Sy-
stemen des Sozialismus und der Soziologie, eine Gesamtschau des
neuen Zeitalters unter dem Aspekt der Zukunft zu entwickeln. Wie
René Konig!® andeutet, waren diese Systeme bei dem zukunftsfreu-
digen Saint-Simon nicht zufillig in Personalunion entstanden, um
sich freilich dann bereits bei Comte voneinander zu scheiden, da sich
die Soziologie alsbald mit der neuen Gesellschaft aussohnte, wihrend
sich der Sozialismus zunichst einmal in schirfster Opposition zu die-
ser weiter radikalisierte.

N. Sombart!? zufolge hat schon Saint-Simon, der noch auf dem
Totenbett sagte, er lebe noch immer in der Zukunft,!® erklart, »Toute
science a pour but la prévoyance! Wie man eine Sonnenfinsternis vor-
auszusagen gelernt hat, so wird man auch politische und soziale Erei-
gnisse voraussagen konnen, wenn man nur alle Faktoren befucksl.ch-
tigt und methodisch richtig auswertet.« Beide — Comte wie Saint-
Simon — wollten die Vergangenheit verstehen, um die Zukunft zu
meistern. In Sombarts®® Formulierung »Um zu wissen, was kommt,
um der 'prévoyance’ willen, wird das Examen du passé’ erforderlich.
Zukunft — Vergangenheit, das sind die Pole, zwischen denen sich
das neue Denken entfaltet. Genauer: 'C'est en effet que lorsque, par le
passé, on a congu l'avenir, qu'on peut utilement revenir sur le pré-
sent’. Diese Struktur mufl man deutlich vor Augen haben, wenn man
den geschichtssoziologischen Wert weltgeschichtlicher Theorien er-
messen will. 'Ce que je me suis proposé de vous apprendre, Cest ce
qui arrivera!’ sagt Saint-Simon. Nie geht es ihm um Vergangenes,

18 F. Bilow. L. von Stein, in: W. Bernsdorf (Hg,).hlnl.ernational‘es Stgiolozen-
Lexikon, Stuttgart 1959, S. 587 f. und G. Sal Stein, in: Ency of the
Social Sciences, Band 14, S. 881 f.

18 Soziologie, Das Fischer-Lexikon, Frankfurt 1958, S.9.

17 In Alfred Weber u. a. Einfiihrung in die Soziologie, Miinchen 1955, S. 93.

1 R, Kénig, Die Soziologie, in: L. Reinisch (Hg.), Die Juden und die Kultur,
Stuttgart 1961, S. 70.

#a. a0, 9 f.
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immer spricht er von der Zukunft. »Das gilt auch fiir Auguste Comte,
den Sekretir, Schiiler und Freund Saint-Simons, der im Jahre 1838
den Begriff Soziologie prigte.« Seinen 'Cours de Philosophie positive’
nennt er: 'Ce traité ol le passé a été sans cesse contemplé en vue
de P’avenir.’ Auch er will wissen, was ist und war, um vorauszusehen.
Auch sein Dreistadiengesetz ist kein historisches Ablaufgesetz, son-
dern eine Gegenwarts- und Vergangenheitsinterpretation mit Zu-
kunftsaspekt.«

Die Ideen Comtes sind, soweit sie um die Zukunft kreisen, heute
aktueller denn je. Sein Schema von den drei Stadien mit Ubergang
vom theologischen iiber das metaphysische zum wissenschaftlichen
Zeitalter antizipiert eine Entwicklung, die gerade nach dem Tode
Comtes weitergegangen und noch keineswegs abgeschlossen ist. Die
Schwiche seiner Konzeption liegt aber in der Dogmatisierung?® eines
Geschichtsprozesses, der zu vielfaltig und widerspriichlich ist, als dafl
er sich in ein starres geschlossenes System pressen liesse. Der Vater
des Positivismus war zu optimistisch hinsichtlich der positiven Mé-
glichkeiten der Erkenntnis der Zukunft — er iibersah die Schwierig-
keiten und Grenzen der Prognose gerade auch im sozio-kulturellen
Bereich.2

I

Ahnlich wie fiir List und Cieszkowski waren auch fiir die linken
Junghegelianer Marx und Engels Vergangenheit und Gegenwart ganz
von der Zukunft iiberschattet. Steht doch im Mittelpunkt ihrer Kon-
zeption der Mensch als ein eminent dynamisch nach vorwirts wirken-
des, praktisches, titig-sinnliches Wesen, das sich einerseits in der pro-
duktiven Arbeit, andererseits aber auch in der revolutioniren Aktion
verwirklicht.?? Dient dabei jene vor allem als Schliissel, die determini-
nistisch bestimmte Gesellschaft der Vergangenheit dem Verstindnis
zu 6ffnen, so bestimmt diese eine Gegenwart, die aber nur als Tor
zur Zukunft gesehen wird. Die Zukunft ist so die Erfiillung und
Vollendung aller Vergangenheit im Zeichen der Freiheit. Sind »die
biirgerlichen Produktionsverhiltnisse die letzte antagonistische Form
des gesellschaftlichen Produktionsprozesses«,? so scheidet nach Engels
»mit der Besitzergreifung der Produktionsmittel durch die Gesell-
schaft ... der Mensch endgiiltig aus dem Tierreich... Es ist der

# Comte selber nannte sein Dreistadiengesetz »ce grand principe 2 la fois histo-
rique et dogmatique« (N. Sombart, a. a. O, S. 95).

* B. de Jouvenel (Die Kunst der Vorausschau, Neuwied 1967, S. 129) spricht
von »Auguste Comtes Traume«. Die Literatur zu Comte ist betrachtlich (vgl. H.
Maus im Internationalen Soziologen-Lexikon, Stuttgart 1959, S. 95 ff.).

2 Vgl. zum Folgenden auch O. K. Flechtheim, Eine Welt oder keine?, Frgnkfur!
1964, S. 151 ff., Derselbe, Zur Kritik der M. hen Geschichtsk i

in: Ca-
hiers Vilfredo Pareto, Revue Européenne d'Histoire des Sciences Sociales, Jg. 5,
1965, S. 141 ff., Derselbe, History and Futurology, Meisenheim am Glan 1966, S. 93
ff. Vgl. ferner F. M. Gottheil, Marx’s E ic Predicti E Illinois 1966,
und Theodor Prager, Die Zukunftsvorstellungen des Marxismus, in: Tagebuch, Jg.
21, 1966, Nr. 12, g 3 ff.

® Karl Marx, »Zur Kritik der politischen Ukonomies, Vorwort, in: Marx und
Engels, Ausgewihlte Schriften, Band 1, Berlin (Ost) 1951, S. 888.
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Sprung der Menschheit aus dem Reich der Notwendigkeit in das
Reich der Freiheit«.2¢ Die Vermittlung zwischen der abgestandenen
Epoche der Notwendigkeit und der kiinftigen Ara der Freiheit erfolgt
durch das Proletariat und dessen Revolution.

Kaum einer sah so deutlich wie Marx das wie Atlas die ganze
neue Industriewelt auf seinen Schultern tragende Proletariat in sei-
nem unendlichen Elend und grenzenlosem Ausgebeutetsein, in seiner
radikalen Heimatlosigkeit und totalen Entwurzelung, aber auch in
seiner ganzen menschlichen Zukunftspotenz. Der Proletarier, der kein
Eigentum besafl, der keine echte Familie griinden und ernihren
konnte, der vom Staat niedergehalten und von der Kirche mit billi-
gen Illusionen abgespeist wurde, konnte sich nur emanzipieren, wenn
er diese die Vergangenheit symbolisierenden Institutionen radikal
abschaffte. Daf} er es schon morgen notwendigerweise tun wiirde,
folgte ohne weiteres aus seiner heutigen Not — und der dieser ent-
wachsenden Bildung und Reifung eines revolutioniren Klassenbe-
wufltseins.

»Es handelt sich nicht darume, verkiindete Marx?® schon friih ganz
siegessicher, »was dieser oder jener Proletarier oder selbst das ganze
Proletariat als Ziel sich einstweilen vorstellt, es handelt sich darum,
was es ist und was es diesem Sein gemafl geschichtlich zu tun ge-
zwungen sein wird. Sein Ziel und seine geschichtliche Aktion ist in
seiner eigenen Lebenssituation wie in der ganzen Organisation der
heutigen biirgerlichen Gesellschaft sinnfillig, unwiderruflich vorge-
zeichnet.« Auch nach dem Scheitern der Revolution von 1848 trostet
sich Marx recht bald iber die Linge und Schwere des Weges, der
sich jetzt unerwartet vor ihm auftut. Er ruft nun den Arbeitern zu:
»Ihr habt 15, 20, 50 Jahre Biirgerkriege und Volkerkimpfe durchzu-
machen, nicht nur um die Verhiltnisse zu dndern, sondern um Euch
selbst zu andern und zur politischen Herrschaft zu befahigen. . .«
Aber auch jetzt steht absolut aufler Frage, dafl der Funke des zur Tat
gewordenen revolutioniren Klassenbewufitseins des Proletariats
schlieflich doch frither oder spiter das Pulverfafl der biirgerlichen
Gesellschaft in die Luft sprengen muf8 und wird. i

Als Marx in den vierziger Jahren seine Revolutionstheorie ent-
wickelt hatte, war er davon ausgegangen, dafl im Gegen.satz zu den
Revolutionen des 17. und 18. Jahrhunderts die Revolution des 19.
Jahrhunderts nicht mit dem Sieg der Bourgeoisie enden kdnnte, viel-
mehr durch das Eingreifen des Proletariats zur sozialistischen Revo-
lution und zur Diktatur des Proletariats weitergetrieben werden mifi-
te. Die »permanente Revolution« bildete also von vornherein einen
wesentlichen Bestandteil der politischen Konzeption von Marx und
Engels. So erklarte jener in einem Brief an Weidemeyer 1852 klar

# Dic Entwicklung des Sozialismus von der Utopie zur Wissenschaft, in: ebda.,
Bagd gienlflreli‘l?ggoﬁ)mliz?;ir ll‘(‘ritik der kritischen Kritik, hier zitiert nach Marx-~
Engels, Uber historischen Materialismus (cin Quellenbuch, Hg. H. Duncker), Teil I,
Berlin 1930, S. 45. o

0 Enthill dber den K i 8 zu Kéln, hier zitiert nach Franz
Dicderich (Hg.), Geschichtliche Tat - Blatter und Sitze aus den Schriften und
Bricfen von Karl Marx, Berlin 1918, S. 85.
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und eindeutig, er beanspruche nicht das Verdienst, die Existenz oder
den Kampf der Klassen entdeckt zu haben. »Was ich neu tat, war
1. nachzuweisen, dafl die Existenz der Klassen bloff an bestimmte,
historische Entwicklungskidmpfe der Produktion gebunden ist; 2. dafl
der Klassenkampf notwendig zur Diktatur des Proletariats fiihrt; 3.
dafl diese Diktatur selbst nur den Ubergang zur Aufhebung aller
Klassen und zu einer klassenlosen Gesellschaft bildet«.2”

Unverindert postuliert Marx?® aber auch noch zwanzig Jahre spi-
ter in seiner Kritik am Gothaer Programm: »Zwischen der kapitali-
stischen und der kommunistischen Gesellschaft liegt die Periode der
revolutioniren Umwandlung der einen in die andre. Der entspricht
auch eine politische Ubergangsperiode, deren Staat nichts anderes
sein kann als die revolutiondre Diktatur des Proletariats.«

Den minuziésen wissenschaftlichen Nachweis zu erbringen, dafl das
kapitalistische Privateigentum den Keim der unvermeidlichen Selbst-
zerstorung in sich triige, diente das ganze spite Lebenswerk Marxens
mit der nie vollendeten Sisyphusarbeit ain »Kapital«. War »die Ana-
tomie der biirgerlichen Gesellschaft in der politischen Ukonomie zu
suchen«,® so war diese durchaus nicht statisch und vergangenheits-
orientiert zu sehen, sondern ganz und gar dynamisch und zukunfts-
gerichtet. Die klassische englische politische Okonomie, die »dismal
science« eines Malthus und Ricardo, sollte nicht nur den allgemeinen
Rahmen fiir das diistere Bild eines zum Untergang verdammten Ka-
pitalismus liefern; die in Anlehnung an Adam Smith, Ricardo und
die englischen friihsozialistischen Ukonomen entworfene Arbeitswert-
und Mehrwertlehre war auch Ausgangspunkt fiir jene Theorien iiber
die Ausbeutung und Verelendung des seiner Produktionsmittel be-
raubten »freien« Proletariats, iiber die Akkumulation und Konzentra-
tion des Kapitals in den Hinden einer stets schrumpfenden Kapitali-
stenklasse, sowie iiber die Hiufung und Verschirfung der Krisen, die-
selbe bewiesen, dafl die Geschichte des Kapitalismus nichts als die
Vorgeschichte des Sozialismus sein kann. Die weitere Entwicklung des
Kapitalismus steht dabei nie in Frage — sie wird nicht zufillig als
naturnotwendiger Prozef im Hegelschen Schema der Dialektik anti-
zipiert: »Die aus der kapitalistischen Produktionsweise hervorgehende
kapitalistische Aneignungsweise, daher das kapitalistische Privatei-
gentum, ist die erste Negation des individuellen, auf eigene Arbeit ge-
griindeten Privateigentums. Aber die kapitalistische Produktion er-
zeugt mit der Notwendigkeit eines Naturprozesses ihre eigene Nega-
tion. Es ist Negation der Negation. Diese stellt nicht das Privateigen-
tum des Arbeiters wieder her, wohl aber das individuelle Eigentum
auf Grundlage der Errungenschaft der kapitalistischen Ara: der Ko-
operation und des Gemeinbesitzes der Erde und der durch die Arbeit
selbst produzierten Produktionsmittel«.3

7 Karl Marx und Friedrich Engels, Ausgewahlte Bricfe, Berlin (Ost) 1953, S. 86.
* Marx und Engels, Ausgewihlte Schriften, Band 2, S. 25.

# Karl Marx, Zur Kritik der politischen Ukonomie, a. a. 0., Band 1, S. 837.

% Karl Marx, Das Kapital, 1. Band, Volksausgabe, Berlin (Ost) 1951, S. 803.
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Das grammatikalische Prisens dieser Thesen tauscht natiirlich nicht
dariiber hinweg, dafl hier eine welthistorische Vorwegnahme und
Deutung der Zukunft gewagt wird, und zwar mit den Mitteln mate-
rialistischer Dialektik. Fiir den Sozialisten und Dialektiker Marx ist
der Geschichtsprozef natiirlich alles andere als ein schlichter Kausal-
ablauf, der aus einer toten Vergangenheit in eine dunkle Zukunft
fihrt — die Geschichte der Menschheit erscheint ihm vielmehr als eine
zielstrebige, Vergangenheit und Zukunft zur lebendigen Einheit zu-
sammenschliefende Totalitit. Diese ist einmalig, unendlich, ewig,
aber auch in sich selber geschlossen und wesentlich zeitlich: Man
;](enkt hier an das Hegelsche Gleichnis vom sich in sich rundenden

reis.

Jedes frithcre Entwicklungsstadium enthilt bereits im wesentlichen
»organisch« das Zukiinftige in sich. Ein Kritiker, den Marx selber zu-
stimmend zitiert, hat diese organische Seite der Marxschen Methode
wie folgt sehr deutlich umrissen: »Demzufolge bemiiht sich Karl Marx
nur um eins: durch genauc wissenschaftliche Untersuchung die Not-
wendigkeit bestimmter Ordnungen der gesellschaftlichen Verhiltnisse
nachzuweisen und soviel als moéglich untadelhaft die Tatsachen zu
konstatieren, die ihm zu Ausgangs- und Stiitzpunkten dienen. Hierzu
ist vollstindig hinreichend, wenn er mit der Notwendigkeit der ge-
genwirtigen Ordnung zugleich die Notwendigkeit einer andren Ord-
nung nachweist, worin die erste unvermeidlich iibergehn muf}, ganz
gleichgiiltig, ob die Menschen das glauben oder nicht glauben, ob sie
sich dessen bewufit oder nicht bewufit sind. Marx betrachtet die ge-
sellschaftliche Bewegung als einen naturgeschichtlichen Prozef, den
Gesetze lenken, die nicht nur von dem Willen, dem Bewufitsein und
der Absicht der Menschen unabhiingig sind, sondern vielmehr umge-
kehrt deren Wollen, Bewufitsein und Absichten bestimmen ... Der
wissenschaftliche Wert solcher Forschung liegt in der Aufklérung der
besondren Gesetze, welche Entstehung, Existenz, Entmqklung. Tod
eines gegebenen gesellschaftlichen Organismus und seinen Ersatz
durch einen anderen, hoheren regeln.«3! .

In der Tat, das ungeheuer reichhaltige empirische Material, das
Marx und Engels als Bausteine fiir ihr Gedankensvstem benutzt ha-
ben, diente letztlich doch nur dazu, dicsen Fortschritt der »gesel!-
schaftlichen Organismen« einsichtig zu machen. Der Glaube an die
unabwendbare Fortentwicklung der Geschichte und Gesellschaft zum
Soziali und K i beruhte nicht so sehr auf einem kal-
ten, empirisch-wissenschaftlichen — daher auch fals:ﬁgncrbar;n! -
Kalkiil, als auf einer vorwissenschaftlich-existentiellen Entscheidung
und Uberzeugung. Als echte Schiiler Hegels zweifelten Marx und En-
gels nie an der absoluten Schliissigkeit und VerlaBlichkeit des von
diesem iibernommenen dialektischen Entwicklungsschemas. Typisch
fiir dieses ist ja der sich immer wiederholende Umschlag der These
in die Antithese und der absolut sichere kortgang zur hochsten Syn-
these. Eine solche Dialektik verlduft immer nur in einer einzigen — po-
sitiven — Richtung. Als Einbahnstrafe fiihrt sie rasch aus den Niede-
rungen einer diisteren Vergangenheit in die lichten Hohen ciner bes-

» Ebenda, Nachwort zur zweiten Auflage, S. 16 f.
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seren Zukunft. Marx zweifelt nicht daran, daf sich der dialektisch-
revolutionire Umschlag aus jener tiefsten Entmens ‘ g der "‘ f-
heit, wie sie die englischen Ukonomisten materialistisch aufzeigen, in
das héchste Menschsein, wie sie die franzgsischen Utopisten ideali-
stisch ertraumt hatten, hier und jetzt ereignen muf. Wahrhaftig,
»Das Unzulingliche, hier wird’s Ereignis«.

Diese Wunderkraft der Dialektik konnte von Marx und Engels sel-
ber nie radikal in Frage gestellt werden — dazu war die ganze Existenz
von Marx und Engels zu sehr auf Erfiillung ihrer Heilserwartung ge-
stellt.32 Nur, wenn es nicht um den Erfoig der proletarischen Revo-
lution und des Sozialismus — und damit auch um den letzten Sinn
ihres Lebens — ging, vielmehr um prosaischere historische Abliufe,
finden wir konkrete Voraussagen, die im besten Sinne des Wortes
dialektisch, d. h. so vorsichtig und vielschichtig sind, dafl sie uns noch
heute als Vorbilder prognostischer Analysen dienen kénnen. Manche
dieser Prognosen, etwa die iiber die Revolutionierung Indiens oder
die Republik in China, die Verlagerung des ékonomisch-politischen
Schwergewichts vom Atlantischen zum Pazifischen Ozean,’ die kom-
menden Weltkriege,3¢ aber auch das Anwachsen der Produktivkrifte,
die »automatische Fabrik« mit der Méglichkeit der radikalen Verrin-

3 Das hat jetzt im einzelnen nachgewiesen A. Kiinzli in seiner monumentalen
Psychographie: Karl Marx (Wien 1966) — trotz einigen Uberspitzungen kann man
an diesem Werk nicht mehr vorbeigeh wenn sich dag 'W. Hofi (Stali-
nismus und Antik i ~ Zur Soziologie des Ost-West-Konfliktes, Frank-
furt 1967, S. 185 f.) gegen dieses »aberwitzige Unterfangen« auf Franz Mehring
beruft, so kann man nur wehmiitig lichelnd feststellen, dafl auch kluge Marxisten
fiir Heroenverehrung nicht weniger anfillig sind als bedeutende Hegelianer oder
Freudi (Zur Personlichkeit dieses vgl. H. W. Puner, Freud - His Life and
His Mind, New York 1947 und 1959).

3 Die britische Herrschaft in Indien, und: Die kiinftigen Ergebnisse der bri-
tischen Herrschaft in Indien, in: Marx-Engels, Ausgewihlte Schriften, Band I, S.
819 ff. und 326 ff.

3 »Wenn unsere curopiischen Reaktiondre auf ihrer demnichst bevorstehenden
Flucht durch Asien endlich an der chinesischen Mauer ank an den Pforten,
die zu dem Hort der Urreaktion und des Urkonservatismus fihren, wer weil, ob
sie nicht darauf die Uberschrift lesen: République chinoise - Liberté, Egalité, Fra-
ternité.« (Revue von Karl Marx und Friedrich Engels, in: Neue Rheinische Zeitung
- Politisch-6konomische Revue, Neudruck Berlin (Ost) 1955, S. 121.

3 Ebenda, S. 120 und 814; vgl. auch Peter Stadler, Wirtschaftskrise und Re-
volution bei Marx und Engels, in: Historische Zeitschrift, Band 199, 1964, S. 143 ff.

3 Engels hat nicht nur wiederholt den ersten Weltkrieg erstaunlich richtig pro-
iziert, sondern mind in einem Fall auch den zweiten Weltkrieg. Vgl.
folgende Auflerung: Werde Deutschland »aber zermalmt, zwischen dem franzo-
sischen Hammer und dem russischen Ambof, so verliere es an Rufiland Alt-
preuen und die polnischen Provinzen, an Dinemark ganz Schleswig, an Frank--
reich — ob dieses wolle oder nicht, Ruffland werde es verlangen - das ganze linke
Rheinufer. Ein so plittertes D hland kénnte die ihm in der europﬁischen
Entwicklung zukommende Rolle nicht mehr durchfihren und werde, um s.lch am
Leben zu erhalten, einen neuen Krieg zur Wiederherstellung seiner nationalen
Lebensbedingungen vorbereiten missen. Wie sich die Zukunft der deutschen sozial-
demokratischen Partei unter solchen Umstinden gestalten wiirde, sei nicht zwei-
felhaft. Der Zar, Constans und Caprivi — oder ihre belicbigen Nan:hfolger - wu.rglen
sich in die Arme sinken dber der Leiche des deutschen Sozialismus.« (hier zitiert
nach G. Mayer, Friedrich Engels, 2. Band, Haag 1934, S. 511). Dagegen hat Engels
meines Wissens nur einmal in einem Brief vom 25. 8. 1889 den endgiltigen Sieg
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ierung der Arbeitszeit auf wenige Stunden wihrend einer begrenzten
ebensperiode’” haben sich ganz anders bewahrheitet, als die Glau-
benssitze iber den Untergang der Bourgeoisie, den Sieg des Proleta-
riats, das K einer kil 1 Gesellschaft.

Hegel ging es darum, mittels seiner Dialektik die bestehenden Herr-
schafts- und Besitzverhiltnisse zu perpetuieren — Marx wollte die-
selbe Dialektik dazu verwenden, die Verginglichkeit des status quo
und die Notwendigkeit einer vollk en Zukunft zu deduzieren
Soweit Hegel und Marx ihre Theoreme nicht als falsifizierbare Hy-
pothesen, sondern als unerschiitterliche Glaubenssitze postulierten,
muflten sie sich in Widerspriiche verwickeln, mufiten ihnen Formulie-
rungen unterlaufen, die so allgemein sind, dafl sie als Leerformeln
zur ideologischen Rechtfertigung gegensitzliche Politik zu dienen ver-
mégen. In jedem Falle mufite sich die Dialektik so aus einem kriti-
schen Hebel in einem magischen Zauberstab verwandeln. Freilich ist
wie bei Hegel, so erst recht auch bei Marx und Engels die dialekti-
sche Methode keineswegs nur negativ zu bewerten: Insofern sie ein
Gefiihl fiir die Historizitit, Bewegung, Offenheit vermittelt, kann sie
zum echten Verstindnis der Vergangenheit, Gegenwart und Zukunft
beitragen. Soweit sie schematisiert und verabsolutiert, versperrt sie
freilich den Zugang zur Zukunft. Selbst wenn Marx anders als Hegel
in seinem System Platz fiir eine Zukunft, die sich von der Vergangen-
heit grundlegend unterscheiden soll, schaffen will, so wird doch auch
in diesem System diese Zukunft noch zu sehr als eindeutiges Produkt
der Vergangenheit und Geg t gesehen. Insofern die Revolution
und die Diktatur des Proletariats, der Sozialismus und der Kommu-
nismus, die klassenlose Gesellschaft und die harmonische Menschheit
der Zukunft bei Marx und Engels als bereits feststehende, naturnot-
wendige Groflen erscheinen, auf die hin die ganze bisherige Entwick-
lung eindeutig angelegt ist, wird die Zukunft wieder zur Utopie und
zum Mythos.%

des Sozialismus in Frage gestellt: »Quant a la guerre, c'est pour moi I'¢ventualité
1a plus terrible. Autrement je me fichcrais pas mal des caprices de Mme la France.
Mais une guerre ot il y aura 10 & 15 millions de combattants, une dévastation
inouie, seulement pour les nourrir une suppression forcée et universelle de notre
mouvement, une recrudescence des chauvinismes dans tous les pays, et 4 la fin un
affaiblissement dix fois pire qu'aprés 1815, une période de réaction basée sur I'ina-
nition de tous les peuples saignés & blanc - tout cela contre le peu de chances
qu'il y a que de cette guerre acharnée résulte une révolution — cela me fait horreur.
Surtout pour notre mouvement en Allemagne qui serait terrassé, égrasé, éteint par
la force, tandis que la paix nous donne la victoire presque certaine« (Friedrich
Engels, Paul et Laura Lafargue, Correspondence, Band 1, Paris 1956, S. 226.)

¥ Vgl. Kinzli, a. a. 0., S. 777 ff. . .

# Das hat niemand frither und deutlicher erkannt als .J’ Rév{m. dn" bereits 1925
in seiner Kritik an Georg Lukics »Geschichte und K ewul (ll‘}erlm
1928) dieses Problem wie folgt formuliert hat: »Dq Mensrh, qncht der Ieu[:r-
bachsche, sondern der durch das Proletariat zu ycrwnrkhchepdc.'nst ebenfalls ff-
griffsmythologie. Aber eine unvermeidliche Begriffsmythologie, Sie ergnb:( sich fir
den Standpunkt des Proletariats notwendig, weil dieses am Wendepunkt zw'e‘lq:
Weltepochen steht und demnach sowohl dic Zukunft als auch dic Ver[;angcnhc!t
erblicken kann. Aber die Zukunft ist noch notwendig leer und dic V:‘rg'an‘gen‘e':
trigt, gerade als Totalitit, eine undurchdringliche Spur von Irrationa n_tatdm “Gce:
Beides erzeugt die Begriffsmythologie, den Ausdruck 'der Unfahigkeit, in den
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Diese Mingel deuten darauf hin, dafl auch Marx und Engels bei
allen genialen Antizipationen doch auch Kinder des viktorianischen
Zeitalters waren und geblieben sind. Ihr System spiegelt insofern auch
das 19. Jahrhundert wider: Das unvorstellbar rasche Anwachsen der
Produktivitit war ein Grund fiir ihren technologischen Optimismus.
Das Elend des Proletariats und die Misere des — jidischen oder nicht-
jiidischen! — radikalen Intellektuellen im deutschen Vormirz waren
Faktoren, die nicht nur zur totalen Negierung der gegenwirtigen Ge-
sellschaft, sondern auch als Reaktion auf diese zu einer Verherrli-
chung der zukiinftizen Menschheit fithren konnten. Schliellich waren
es aber wohl die besonderen Strukturprinzipien des Kavoitalismus des
voriren Jahrhunderts, die Marx und Engels veranlaft haben, ihre
Methode zu einer historisch-materialistischen Gesamtkonzeption aus-
zubreiten.

Fiir den Kapitalismus im 19. Jahrhundert war typisch, da8 sich hier
in vorher nie dagewesener Radikalitit die ganze Gesellschaft von
unten nach oben, von der materiellen Produktion und der Ukonomie
zur Politik, zum Recht, zur Ideologie hin aufbaute. So war der homo
aeconomicus die fiir das viktorianische Zeitalter typische sozial-histo-
rische Charaktermaske® und die von ihm bedingte und doch ihn zu-
gleich bedingende 6konomische Gesetzlichkeit bestimmte die Struktur
auch der héheren Sphiren der menschlichen Kultur. In der kapitalisti-
schen Gesellschaft des 19. Jahrhunderts rationalisierte sich wirklich
die Politik immer mehr nach dem Ebenbilde der Wirtschaft und wur-
de die Psyche des Menschen, soweit sie das Modell des homo cecono-
micus storte, ins Unbewufite verdringt. Das, was Marx den ideologi-
schen Uberbau, die juristischen, politischen, religiésen, kiinstlerischen
und philosophischen Bewufitseinsformen einer Gesellschaft nennt,
hatte sich im 19. Jahrhundert in der Tat so sehr entleert, dafl es zu
einem ideologischen Schein, zu einem »falschen Bewufitsein« gewor-
den war, das nicht mehr das wirkliche Handeln und Trachten der
Menschen bestimmte, dieses vielmehr nur noch nachtriglich rechtfer-
tigte und verhiillte. Fiir die voll entfaltete »biirgerliche Gesellschaft«
— aber auch nur fiir diese! - gilt wirklich idealtypisch die These von
Marx, dafl ihre 6konomische Struktur die reale Basis ist. dafl die Pro-
duktionsweise des materiellen Lebens den sozialen und geistizen Le-
bensnrozef bedinet, dafl das gesellschaftliche Sein des Menschen sein
Bewufitsein pragt.«

genstand sclber einzudringen’. Aber diese Begriffsmythologie ist schon eine prinzi-
piell andere. wie die des biirgerlichen Rationalismus. Denn bei ihm handelte es
sich um den pedanklichen Ausdruck der Unbegreifbarkeit der eigenen geschicht-
lichen Wirklichkeit, wihrend iene nur auf Grund der Erkenntnis und Umwilzung
derselben entsteht. Die Reproduktion der Hegelschen Antinomien der Dialektik
weist nach vorwirts, nicht nach riickwarts. Die Verwandtschaft zwischen _He;z'el
und Marx ist noch grafer, wie in der Einstellung von Lukés«. (Archiv fir die
Geschichte des Sozialismus und der Arbeiterbewegung, Jg. 11, 1925, S. 236).

» Siche hierzu Jutta Matzner, Der Begriff der Charaktermaske bei Karl Marx,
in: Soziale Welt, Jg. 15, 1964, S. 180 ff. i

© Wie sogar Lukics (a. a. O., S. 249 f) zugibt, »intermetieren« dagegen die
i ialok ischen Gesetze in einer Krisensituation - je grofier die
Krise, um so geringer die dkonomische Determiniertheit (vgl. auch Revai, a. a. 0.,
S. 285).
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Im weiteren Fortschritt der Stabilisierung des Hochkapitalismus
und der Perpetuierung der biirgerlichen Gesellschaft in Europa wurde
sogar schlieflich der Marxismus selber zusehends zu einer leeren
Ideologie. Er verlor seine revolutionir-utopische Dynamik mehr und
mehr. Die grofie Zukunftsvision der permanenten Revolution, der
Diktatur des Proletariats und der klassenlosen Gesellschaft blieb be-
stenfalls als Inspiration fiir Maifeiern — im Werktag der reformisti-
schen Arbeiterparteien verdiinnte sie sich zum Kampf um temporire
Reform, um etwas mehr Volksherrschaft und soziale Sicherheit. Erst
die Russische Revolution durchbrach die gewerkschaftliche und par-
lamentarische Routine: Nun schienen die Weltrevolution, die »Grofie
Internationale Sowjet-Republike«, die »allgemeine Verbriiderung der
Werktitigen«, »die lichte Welt des Kommunismus®! wieder unmittel-
bar in Sicht zu kommen. Aber in dem Mafe, wie die Weltrevolution
ausblieb, verlor man in Westeuropa und Amerika wieder das Inte-
resse an der Welt von morgen, wandte man sich erneut der immer
noch stark vergangenheitsgepragten Gegenwart zu. Trotz — oder we-
gen? — zweier Weltkriege, der Weltwirtschaftskrise, Faschismus und
Stalinismus blieb erstaunlicherweise die Zukunft bis zur Jahrhundert-
mitte ein weifler Fleck auf der politischen und geistigen Landkarte
des Westens. Als der Verfasser dieser Zeilen 1943 in den Vereinigten
Staaten den Terminus Futurologie prigte, um die Bedeutung der Ka-
tegorie Zukunft ins Bewufitsein zu heben, erschien er eher als ein Ru-
fer in der Wiiste.

Ein Jahrzehnt spiter hatte sich die Szene griindlich gewandelt. Nun
erregte Robert Jungk sofort allgemeines Aufsehen, als er erklarte:
»Die Zukunft hat schon begonnen«.4? Wie Jungk selber deutlich sah,
war seit 1945 unsere Gesellschaft und Kultur in eine neue Phase dy-
namischer Entfaltung eingetreten. In der Tat, diese Gesellschaft be-
findet sich nun in ihrem dritten Entwicklungsstadium: Der erste Zeit-
abschnitt ging 1914 zu Ende, der zweite 1945 mit dem Einbruch des
At italters. Das Nachhinken unseres Bewuf} hinter der rea-
len Entwicklung brachte es freilich mit sich, dafl sogar die Krise, in
der sich unsere Zivilisation schon seit dem ersten Weltkrieg befunden
hatte, uns erst nach 1945 voll bewufit wurde. Im letzten Drittel des
20. Jahrhunderts liefert nun das 19. Jahrhundert nur noch ein Riick-
zugsgefecht, wihrend das 21. Jahrhundert schon langsam zum Vor-
schein kommt. Es a8t jetzt deutlicher den Charakter einer revolutio-

4 Dies die Sprache der Kommunistischen Internationale 1919/20 (vgl. O. K.
Flechtheim, Die KPD in der Weimarer Republik, Offenbach 1948, S. 58 .und [?er-
selbe, Bolschewismus 1917 — 1967 - Von der Wel lution zum Sowjetimp
Wien 1967, S. 17 ff.).

4 Dicses der Titel seines ersten »Best-Sellers« (Bern und Stuttgart 1952, rororo-
Taschenbuchausgabe 1968).
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niren Epoche spiiren, die, wenn iiberhaupt, nur mit den »neolithi-
schen« und »stddtischen Revolutionen« von vor 10 000 und 6000 Jah-
ren zu vergleichen ist.3

Waihrend die psychologische und kulturelle Verfassung und Hal-
tung des Individuums wie der Gruppe ebenso wie die sozio-6konomi-
schen und juristisch-politischen Institutionen immer noch recht starr
sind, beschleunigt sich die Wachstumsrate der wissenschaftlichen,
technischen, industriellen Erfindungen und Verinderungen in immer
atemberaubenderem Tempo. Noch bis in unsere Tage hinein war in
der Tat, um Whitehead zu zitieren, »die Zeitspanne bedeutenden
‘Whandels erheblich linger als die eines cinzelnen menschlichen Le-
bens«.4 Im letzten Drittel dieses Jahrhunderts veralten Arzneimittel
wie Flugzeuge, Tanks wie Raketen, physikalische Lehrbiicher wie na-
tionalok isch rl innerhalb weniger Jahrzehnte, wenn

nicht gar Jahre.

In Anbetracht des Einbruchs der Atomenergie und der Automation
in unsere Welt, des »Griffs nach dem Weltraum«#5 und der »biologi-
schen Revolution,®® der Perfektionierung der Globalplanungen im
Osten und des Ei von Teilpl gen im Westen, des Er-
wachens der Dritten Welt und der Bevélkerungsexplosion kann selbst
der ausgesprochene Traditionalist und iiberzeugte Konservative kaum
noch schlicht verkiinden, die Zukunft sei ohne besondere Bedeutung
fiir den Menschen, da sie doch nur eine Fortsetzung oder Wiederho-
lung der Vergangenheit darstellen konne. Ja, heute, da wir uns im
dritten Drittel des Jahrhunderts befinden, das Jahr 2000 stets rascher
naherriickt und sich damit auch das dritte Millennium am gar nicht
mehr so fernen Zeithorizont deutlicher abzuzeichnen beginnt, entdeckt
sogar der Neokonservative sein Interesse fiir die’ Zukunft — mag dieses
auch nicht viel mehr bed als den Glauben, der technisch-wis-
senschaftliche Fortschritt wiirde allein alle politischen und wirtschaft-
lichen, sozialen und demographischen Probleme l6sen und damit je-
des Bemiihen um radikale Strukturreformen in Gesellschaft und Kul-
tur iiberfliissig, wenn nicht gar schidlich machen.

v

Eine solche Haltung mag in einem beschrinkten Mafle als zukunfts-
orientiert erscheinen - futurologisch oder zukunftswissenschaftlich
sollte man sie kaum nennen. Gibt es aber dariiber hinaus ernsthafte
Anzeichen dafiir, dafl sich nun nach einem Jahrhundert die List’sche
Idee einer »Wissenschaft der Zukunft« doch realisieren wird? Ist

4 0. K. Flechtheim, History and Futurology, S. 71. - Nach Paul Bertaux (in:
R. Schmid und W. Beck (Hg.), Geplante Zukunft? Perspektiven fiir die Welt von
morgen, Géttingen 1966, S. 87) entspricht der Ubergang von der paleo- zur neo-

hnischen Form der Menschheit der neolithischen Revolution.

44 Hier zitiert nach Flechtheim, History and Futurology, S. 70.

4 Jungk, a. a. 0, S. 191. . .

48 Das umstrittene Experiment: Der Mensch — 27 Wissenschaftler diskutieren dic
El te einer biologischen Revolution, Sond be in der Sammlung M
fir eine neue Welt, Miinchen 1966.
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etwa die Futurologie nur ein anderer Name fiir jene Zukunftswissen-
schaft? Der Beantwortung dieses Problems mégen wir naherkommen,
wenn wir zundchst einmal das Wort Futurologie sprachlich analy-
sieren. Gegen den Ausdruck Futurologie 1afit sich einwenden, daf er
— wie die Soziologie — aus lateinischem und griechischem Wor
gemischt sei. Wie ein ungarischer Soziologe?” jetzt zu bedenken gi

g ibt,
ist aber nicht nur das Wort Soziologie hybrid, sondern auch die Sache
selber. Diese Widerspriichlichkeit gilt aber erst recht fiir die Futuro-
logie — kein Wunder, dafl ihr sowohl zu viel wie auch zu wenig Wis-
senschaftlichkeit vorgeworfen wird.

So beanstandet Bertrand de Jouvenel*8 den Terminus Futurologie,
weil er uns glauben lasse, es gibe eine Wissenschaft der Zukunft, die
fahig wire, mit Sicherheit vorauszusagen, was sein wird. Genau um-
gekehrt bemingelt neuerdings Robert Jungk,®® der noch 1965 seine
Einleitung zur Sonderausgabe »Unsere Welt 1985« »Anfinge und
Zukunft einer neuen Wissenschaft: Futurologie 1982« iiberschrieben
hatte,® diesen Ausdruck, da er »fatale Assoziationen an Astrologie
hervorruft«. Diesen Einwand habe ich freilich selber bereits 1966 vor-
weggenommen: »Ja, wenn es nur um die Wortpragung ginge, so soll-
ten wir nicht vergessen, dafl es sogar dhnliche Wortpragungen gibt,
die kaum den Anspruch auf Wissenschaftlichkeit im engeren Sinne
erhezen — ich meine die Ideologie, von der Astrologie ganz zu schwei-
gen.

Der Terminus Futurologie liflt die Frage, ob wir es mit einer neuen
Wissenschaft zu tun haben, bewuflt offcn — beantworten kann man
sie erst an Hand einer Untersuchung des [nhalts und der Methode des
neuen Unternehmens. Vorab sei aber daran erinnert, daff die Entste-
hung einer Wissenschaft sowohl von der geschichtlich-gesellschaftli-
chen Situation und dem jeweiligen Erkenntnisstand wie aber auch
von den recht praktischen Bediirfnissen des Augenblicks abhingt.
Eine neue Disziplin entspringt nicht wie Pallas Athene in voller Ri-
stung dem Haupte Zeus’. Meist ist sie das Resultat einer langsamen
Verwissenschaftlichung einer Summe von Erkenntnissen, die schon
vorher als populir- oder vorwissenschaftliche Kunde oder Lehre
(»Lore«)5? existierten. Von welchem Augenblick an man nun eine sol-
che Kunde als Wissenschaft betrachten will oder kann, hingt u. a.
von unserem Verstindnis des Terminus ab. Orientiert sich unser Wis-
senschaftsbegriff noch immer stark an den exakten (oder auch »exak-

4 Tamé4s Szecskd, The Frontiers of Sociology, in: The New Hungarian Quar-
terly, Jg. 8, Nr. 26, 1967, S. 188. (Er erklart auf S. 189: »Sociologv, for many
years regarded as a science of today, is beginning to strain at the barriers of time,
trying to look into the future and back into the past).

# Die Kunst der Vorausschau, Neuwied 1967, S. 82.

# Voraussage, Voraussicht und Entwurf, in: E. Mucha (Hg), Im ‘Spannungsfeld
-~ Finfzehn Jahre Evangelische Akademie Berlin 1952 - 1967, Berlin 1967, S. 47.

% Miinchen 1965, S. 18. L

8 0. K. Flechtheim, Zur Probl ik einer Fi logie, in: G
Monatshefte, Jg. 17, 1966, S. 199.

# Der englische Ausdruck »lore« deutet noch klarer als das deutsche »Lehre«
oder »Kunde« den Abstand zur Wissenschaft an. So nennen H. E. 'Pu.-n‘es und H.
Becker ihr grofies Werk iber die Entsteh und Geschichte der »So-
cial Thought from Lore to Science« (2 Binde, New York 1988).
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testen«!) Wissenschaften wie Physik und Chemie, Astronomie und
Mathematik, so werden doch immer mehr auch Disziplinen, die nicht
»exakte Wissenschaften« im Sinne der Physik oder Astronomie sind,
wie etwa die Meteorologie, die Psychologie oder die Ukonomie, nun
ohne weiteres als Wissenschaften betrachtet. Man geht in der Regel
aber noch weiter, indem man auch die Philosophie oder gar die Theo-
logie zu den Wissenschaften zihlt. Jedenfalls wire es ganz falsch,
von einer Disziplin, die sich Wissenschaft nennt, zu verlangen, dafl
sie nur absolut sichere Erkenntnisse liefere. Jouvenel’ verfillt diesem
Irrtum, wenn er erklirt, es konnten nur Fakten gewuflt werden, »po-
sitives Wissen ist nur in Verbindung mit der Vergangenheit méglich«.
Der Begriff Futurologie »wire durchaus geeignet, die Gesamtheit der
vorausschauenden Tatigkeit zu bezeichnen, liefe jedoch den Gedan-
ken zu, dafl die Friichte dieser Tétigkeit wi haftliche Ergebni
seien, was sie nicht sein kénnen, da — wie ich schon einmal gesagt habe
- die Zukunft nicht der Bereich der unserem Wissen passivisch dar-
gebotenen Dinge ist.« Wir diirfen nicht glauben machen, »es gibe
eine Wissenschaft der Zukunft, die fahig wire, mit Sicherheit auszu-
sagen, was sein wird.«

In Wirklichkeit enthdlt aber zumindest jede Gesellschaftswissen-
schaft einerseits induktive Wahrscheinlichkeitsaussagen, andererseits
deduktive Aussagen iiber sichere Zusammenhinge.5 Insofern unter-
scheidet sich die Futurologie von der Soziologie oder Ul ie, ja
sogar auch von der Psychologie oder Biologie gar nicht so grundsatz-
lich - allerdings kann der quantitative Unterschied in einem qualita-
tiven umschlagen. Wo die Grenzlinie zu ziehen ist, kann jedoch nicht
abstrakt und a priori, sondern nur ganz konkret und a posteriori ent-
schieden werden. Im Falle der Futurologie wire also zu fragen, ob
die Zahl und das Gewicht der Prognose, die hier mit an Sicherheit
grenzender oder doch erheblicher — auch praktisch nutzbringender -
Wahrscheinlichkeit gemacht werden konnen, mit Anzahl und Bedeu-
tung der Voraussagen den anderen Wissenschaften vergleichbar ist.

Es sind aber noch andere Momente zu beriicksichtigen. Von erheb-
licher Bedeutune ist die ausgesprochen selbstkritische Haltung der
Vertreter einer Wissenschaft. Richtig sieht Jungk,® dafl die Zukunfts-
forschune sich »wissenschaftlich« nennen darf, »seit sie anfingt, sich
selbst in Frage zu stellen, ihre eigenen Grenzen zu erkennen und nur
noch Hvnothesen iiber kiinftige Entwicklungen vorzuschlagen, statt
eherne Gesetze zu postulieren.«

Die Wissenschaftlichkeit der Futurologie folet nicht zuletzt aus der
Maelichkeit einer wissenschaftlichen Methodik. Diese diirfte aber
doch wohl gegeben sein. selbst wenn ohne weiteres zueegeben ist. daf§
die Futurologie nicht iiber eine einheitliche Methode verfiigt —
ebenso wenie wie die Geographie, die Politolorie oder die Soziolo#ie.
Mit Recht fragt von Eynern,®® ob etwa die Wirtschaftswissenschaft

® a2 a2 0.S. 19 und 82.
8 Vel. hierzu auch N. M. Wildiers in: P. Teilhard de Chardin, Die Zukunft des
Menschen, Olten 1968, S. 17 ff.
% a a 0,8 18
8 % Grundlinien und Ziele wissenschaftlicher Politik, Bad Homburg v. d. H. 1955,
. 19,
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mit nur einer Methode arbeite. Der Index zu dem Werk »Contempo-
rary Political Science« zihlt 46 Methoden auf. Ahnlich kennt die So-
ziologie einen Pluralismus der Methoden, Forschungstechniken, Schau-
weisen usw.%” Erst recht wird die Futurologie mit einer Vielzahl von
Methoden und Verfahren zu arbeiten haben, die von der exakten
Quantifizierung und Statistik bis zur begriindeten Vermutung im Sin-
ne G. Weissers®® und der Mikro-(Klein)-Utopie, sozialen Imagination
und Phantasie Robert Jungks®® reichen. Dabei wird die Futurologie
als theoretische Disziplin der Voraussagen, Prognosen und Projektio-
nen andere Methoden anwenden, als sie die Futurologie als Planungs-
wissenschaft, d. h. als angewandte Wissenschaft, zu verwenden hat.
‘Was man diese anbelangt, so wird sich in dem Maf, wie immer weitere
Bereiche menschlicher Gesellschaft und Kultur geplant werden, auch
die systematisch-theoretische Analyse der Probleme und Methoden
des Planens vertiefen und entfalten. Dal — wenn die Katastrophe
eines globalen Krieges vermieden wird — die Planwirtschaft im »O-
sten« sich zwar modifizieren, aber nicht verschwinden wird, diirfte
eine »futurologische«- Aussage sein, die cinen an Sicherheit grenzen-
den Grad der Wahrscheinlichkeit besitzt. Aber auch in der »Dritten
Welt« und im »Westen« wird die Planung wichtiger werden — da-
neben spricht man bereits von »globaler« und »planetarischer Pla-
nung«. Der Weg ins neue Jahrtausend wird sicherlich auch durch den
»Wettkampf der Planungen in Ost und West« markiert sein.

So wird man immer exakter zwischen verschiedenen Methoden und
Formen des Planens unterscheiden — zwischen globalen und flexiblen
Perspektivplinen und detaillierten und verbindlichen Jahresplinen,
zwischen »Imperativplinen« und »Indikativplinen«. Der »Gosplan«
der Sowjetunion wirft andere Probleme auf als die franzésische »pla-
nification« oder die »Programmierung« der Privatwirtschaft. Wih-
rend das »Nationalbudget« die Regierungspolitik verpflichten und
Richtpunkte fiir die Wirtschaft geben soll, beschrankt sich die »voll.ts-
wirtschaftliche Gesamtrechnung« auf eine Bestandsaufnahme. Hin-
sichtlich der Futurologie als Planungswissenschaft wird man der Be-
hauptung H. Schelskys,® dafi die Futurologie als Planungsdis.nph.n
nur »den Rang einer blofen Methodenwissenschaft dhnlich wie die
Statistik« habe, da sie sich nur »von der Einheitlichkeit einer Methode
her ('Planung’ als informationstheoretische und -praktische Analyse)
begriindet«, moglicherweise gar nicht zu widersprechen haben.

# Vgl. den Beitrag von E. K. Scheuch iiber Methoden in R. Konig (Hg.), So-
ziologie, S. 184 ff. .

® Vgl. hierzu K. Lompe, Notwendigkeit, Grenzen und Problematik der »Zu-
kunftsforschung, in: Die Mitarbeit, Jg. 15, 1966, S. 422. wel

» R. k in: R. k und H. J. Mundt (Hg.), Modelle fiir einc neue Welt,
Bd. 1: Dje:'mérif.fnnach'l::rszrkr:lnﬂ, )v{ﬁncllen 1964, S. 7 und S. 28 ff.; einige futu-

logische Verfak isen sind anged ei O. K. Flechth Eine Welt oder
keine?«, S. 41 ff., Lompe, a. a. O,, S. 418 ff.; B. de Jouvenel, a. a. 0., passim minld
W. Warren Rozeboom, Foundations of the Theory of Prediction, Homnew?_od! 1 L
1966 (Teil I: The Statistics of Prediction, Teil II: The A of ¥

® Planung der Zukunft, in: Soziale Welt, Jgg. 17, 1966, S. 158 ff., insbesondere
S. 172.

565



v

Die Futurologie ist aber nicht ausschlieflich Lehre von den Pla-
nungstechniken — sie -hat zwei weitere Aspekte, den der Vorhersage
des Ungeplanten und den der Ideologiekritik. Bestandsaufnahme im
Sinne des Vor 1 orausdenk und Vor gens der kom-
menden Dinge gerade auch, soweit sie nicht geplant sind, bleibt eine
ihrer wichtigsten Aufgaben. Nur in der Albtraumwelt von Orwells
»1984« ist alles geplant — in der Wirklichkeit von morren wird es
auch weiterhin bedeutsame Prozesse in Natur und Kultur geben, die
ungeplant und »frei«, automatisch und spontan ablaufen werden. Ge-
rade die von Alfred Weber und R. M. Maclver® so bezeichnete ei-
gentliche Kultursphire mag auch weiterhin wichtige Elemente indi-
vidueller und kollektiver Spontaneitit aufweisen. Die epochalen Pro-
bleme der Menschheit — die Automation, die Weltpolitik und vor
allem die Bevélkerungsbewegung — werden sich aber auch aller Vor-
aussicht nach noch lange Zeit weitgehend einer rationalen Universal-
ordnung und humanen Globalregelung entziehen — und gerade des-
halb in den kommenden Jahren und Jahrzehnten zu fatalen Bedro-
hungen werden. Just in diesem Sektor wird die Futurologie die Ten-
denzen und Trends, die Probleme und Prozesse der nichsten Zeit zu
kliren haben.

Sie wird dabei etwa zu fragen haben, in welchem Tempo die wis-
senschaftlich-technisch-industrielle Dynamik weitergehen, die Pro-
duktivitit anwachsen wird. Wie wird zugleich die Menschheit durch
das Hereinbrechen frither kaum vorhersehbarer Bedrohungen wie
etwa explosiver Bevdlkerungsvermehrung, Erschépfung von Rohstof-
fen, Verschmutzung von Wasser und Luft, Oberwuchern der Zerst-
rungskrafte, Verkimmerung der Persénlichkeit berithrt werden und
wie wird sie diese Gefahren zu bannen suchen?®® Werden die positi-
ven Perspektiven einer relativ harmonischen. vom Arbeitszwang be-
freiten, auf dem Lustprinzip®® beruhenden Kultur der Zukunft mit
den Erfordernissen einer dynamisch weiter wachsenden, in immer
fernere Weltriume vorstofienden Menschheit zu vereinbaren sein?®
Bei der Behandlung dieser Fragen wird die Futurologie nach allen
Seiten offen und kritisch zu sein haben — sowohl gegeniiber dem tech-
nologischen Optimismus am status quo orientierter Technographen,
Wissenschaftler, Manager wie aber auch gegeniiber dem Kultur-Pes-
simismus der Seher, Dichter und Kiinstler — etwa eines George Orwell
oder Aldous Huxley. Deren sich heute noch so widersprechende The-
sen wird sie zundchst einmal als Hypothesen kritisch zu iiberpriifen

® Vel hierzu O. K. Flechtheim, Grundlecung der Politischen Wissenschaft,
Meinheim a. S. 1958 S. 21 ff. und Derselbe, History and Futurology, S. 48 ff.

% Vgl. hierzu auch die Bemihungen des Pariser »Institut de la Vie« (Eric
Weiser, Die Zukunft soll doch besser werden — Sechs »Unsterbliche« wollen der
Gefahr der At hung und D ion begeg in: Der Tagesspiegel
v. 21. 2. 1965, S. 25).

s :’29\’}!‘1 hierzu jetzt H. Marcuse, Tricbstruktur und Gesellschaft, Frankfurt 1965,
® Max Borns Ablehnung der Raumfahrt sollte schr ernst genommen werden
(vgl. dazu P. Jordan, Wie sicht die Welt von morgen aus?, Minchen 1958, S. 16 ff.).
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und miteinander abzustimmen haben. Nur so kann es ihr gelingen, die
Chancen und Gefahren der Zukunft zu antizipieren. Diese Art des
Prognostizierens wird zu den anspruchsvollsten und verantwortlich-
sten Aufgaben einer futurologischen »Synopsis« gehéren.

Menschliche Handlungen und Unterlassungen, die ein untrennbarer
Bestandteil der sich entfaltenden Zukunft sind, miissen dabei mé-
glichst genau in die Vorhersage einbezogen werden.s Wie aber die
Futurologie haufig die objektive Entwicklung in der Zukunft tber-
haupt nur mit mehr oder weniger grofler Wahrscheinlichkeit zu er-
fassen vermag, so wird die Prognose auch das zukiinftige subjektive
Verhalten der Menschen oft nicht mit absoluter Sicherheit bestimmen
konnen. Ob dann der einzelne den aussichtsreicheren Kurs wihlt oder
ob er sich fiir den weniger wahrscheinlichen entscheidet, bleibt Folge
seiner »freien«, von seinen Wertmafistiben mitbedingten Wahl. Frei-
lich wird nun die Futurologie ihrerseits das durch eine fundorte
Kenntnis der Zukunft mitbeeinflufite Verhalten der Menschen wieder
in ihr Kalkiil miteinzubeziehen suchen. Dabei mag sich ergeben, dafl
die Prognose des Futurologen ohne praktischen Einfluff auf die zu-
kiinftige Entwicklung bleibt: Der Futurologe ist dann in einer dhnli-
chen Lage wie der Astronom, der den Lauf eines Gestirns berechnet
und bek ibt. Umgekehrt ko die Aussagen der Prognostiker
selbst den Gang der zukiinftigen Entwicklung entscheiden. Diese Macht
kann den Futurologen in eine wirklich tragische Situation bringen,
wenn er aus seiner Analyse schliefen muf, dafl die von ihm positiv
bewertete Entwicklung weniger wahrscheinlich ist als der von ihm
negativ gewertete Verlauf. Macht er diesen Sachverhalt publik, so
mag diese seine Prognose ihrerseits die Chancen des positiven Aus-
gangs weiter verringern. Angesichts eines solchen Dilemmas mag sich
der Futurologe fragen, ob er nicht ausnahmsweise die Aussage nicht
50 neu — es dhnelt jenem Fall im Alltag, wo ich mich fragen muf}, ob
ich, wenn ich die volle Wahrheit sage, um konsequent zu bleiben und
so auch meine Glaubwiirdigkeit zu bewahren, r}icht einen auflerge-
wohnlich fatalen und irreparablen Schaden anrichten wiirde. Ange-
sichts eine solchen — wohl unlésbaren! — Konflikts zwischen dem Ideal
der absoluten Konseq und der Ausnahme der Ink quenz ver-
teidigt L. Kolakowski®® recht einleuchtend diese, da hier »vdllige Kon-
sequenz praktisch gleichbedeutend mit Fanatismus« sei.

Vi

SchlieBlich wird die Futurologie aber noch mehr sein miissen als
Planungswissenschaft und Prognoselehre. Geht es ihr n‘och‘mcht nur
um die systematische Sammlung und Sichtung von Projektionen und
Korrelationen oder um die sorgfiltige Planung und Programmierung
von Technik und Wissenschaft, Wirtschaft und Verkehr - die Futuro-

% Daf d thodisch maglich ist, haben E. Grunberg und F. Modigliani
(The P:edic::billti‘:y :l Ig;eia'roévenls. in: The .]onrnal of Political Economy, vol.
LXII, 1954, S. 465 ff.) mathematisch nachgewiesen.

© Der Mensch ohne Alternative, Miinchen 1960, S. 240.
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logie umfafit auch eine bestimmte Haltung, einen Denkansatz oder
»approach, ja eine »Philosophie« d. h. eine zukunftsorientierte Kritik
von »ldeologie« und »Utopie« im Sinne von Karl Mannheim®®:.

Inzwischen fand die klassische Utopie der Menschlichkeit ihr Ge-
genstiick in der Gegenutopie eines Jack London, Semjatin oder Or-
well. War die Utopie vor allem ein Kampfruf gegen die ideologische
Verabsolutierung von Vergangenheit und Gegenwart, so ist die Ge-
genutopie ein Echo auf das Versagen der optimistischen Utopie.
Neuerdings ist die sogenannte »Entideologisierung« hinzugekommen,
die vielen als die einzig mogliche Antwort auf alle drei gescheiterten
Denkentwiirfe und Weltbilder erscheint, sich bei niherem Zusehen
allerdings doch weitgehend als eine Riickkehr zur urspriinglichen
Ideologie erweist. Der status quo einer sozial- und riistungskapitali-
stischen Massen- und Klassendemokratie erscheint nun nimlich als so
enatiirlich« und »ewig«, dafl er einer systematisch fundierten und
griindlichen Rechtfertigung und Erklirung — von Kritik ganz zu
schweigen! — gar nicht mehr bedarf. In dem Mafle, wie die politi-
schen Richtungen und Parteien — zeitweise? — aneinanderriicken, ver-
schwimmen die Gegensitze von kapitalistisch und sozialistisch, von
konservativ und liberal, von christlich und weltlich — es bildet sich so
eine Art Einheitsideologie, wie sie etwa in den USA schon lange vor-
herrschend gewesen ist. Diese »Entideologisierung« stellt in Westen
nicht mehr als einen Trend dar — es wire iibertrieben zu behaupten,
dieser sei in toto »unideologisch« geworden. So stark die Institutionen
und Gruppen, die die traditionalistische oder reaktiondre Ideologie
tragen, iiberall in der Welt sein mdgen — man st6ft auch immer wie-
der auf dynamische und fortschrittliche Krifte, die die vorherrschen-
den Verhaltensweisen und Denkschablonen kritisieren und bekdmpfen.

Im Lichte einer futurologischen Kritik erweisen sich Ideologie und
Utopie, Gegenutopie und »Entideologisierung« alle vier als Phéino-
mene der Entfremdung und Verdinglichung, wenn auch Inhalt, Form
und Funktion je verschieden sind. Gegeniiber der Ideologie — sowohl
in ihrer urspriinglichen wie in ihrer »entideologisierten« Gestalt — be-
tont die Futurologie das Erfordernis der radikalen Kritik des status
quo, der Orientierung der Gegenwart an der offenen Zukunft. Im
Gegensatz zur Utopie iiberhoht sie die Zukunft aber nicht zu einem
Paradies, im Gegensatz zur Utopie relativierenden Gegenutopie re-
duziert sie sie freilich auch nicht auf eine Hélle. Die futurologische
Bedeutung von Utopie und Gegenutopie liegt darin, daf sie als »Als-
ob«-Kategorien bestimmte Grenzsituationen besonders deutlich ma-
chen kénnen. Wihrend die Gegenutopie die stindige Gefahr des Ni-
hilismus symbolisiert, ist uns die Utopie Ansporn zu einem Handeln
9hne jede Gewihr restlosen Gelingens. Dabei wird die Futurologie
insbesondere in dynamischen Epochen den relativen Vorrang der
Utopie gegeniiber der Ideologie, der Antithese gegeniiber der These,
der »Linken« gegeniiber der »Rechten« anerkennen miissen.

% Ideologic und Utopie, 8. Aufl., Frankfurt 1952, S. 49 ff. und 169 ff.
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Eine Futurologie wird nimlich die Zukunft als den Handlungs-
spielraum des Menschen sehen, innerhalb dessen dieser versucht, die
Herrschaft der »Unwerte« — Unfriede und Ungerechtigkeit, Unfrei-
heit und Unwahrheit — und der sich mit diesen identifizierenden
Krifte zu reduzieren und die Macht der »Grundwerte« — Friede und
Gerechtigkeit, Freiheit und vor allem Wahrheit — zu maximieren, d.
h. dem Leben gegeniiber dem Tod zu einem, wenn auch noch so pre-
kiren und ephemeren Triumph zu verhelfen.s” Die Verwirklichung
dieser Werte ist stets ein Vorstof} in die Zukunft, Antizipation einer
besseren Welt, Sieg der »Utopie« iiber die »Ideologie«. Dieser Sieg
muf immer wieder neu errungen werden, wobei zwar der Weg kaum
weniger wichtig ist als das Ziel, die Mittel dhnlich bedeutsam sind
wie der Zweck, es aber nicht einfach darum gehen kann, Ideologie
und Utopie 4 tout prix in der Mitte zu versshnen.®

Der Futurologie erscheint nimlich die radikal-utopische Haltung
als ein stets bedrohtes, nur hier und da zum Durchbruch kommendes
Kulturprodukt, das konservativ-ideologische Verhalten dagegen als
ein urspriinglich-natiirliches Moment, das sich stets von neuem ohne
unser Zutun automatisch und instinktiv restauriert, so wie sich Herr-
schaft, autoritire Fiihrung und Gewaltsamkeit immer wieder gegen-
iiber Genossenschaft, funktionaler Leitung und Gewaltlosigkeit »na-
turnotwendig« durchgesetzt haben und wohl auch noch auf lange Zeit
durchsetzen werden. Ideologie und Utopie haben also einen durchaus
unterschiedlichen Stell t — beide ko nur »aufgehoben« wer-
den durch die rationale und kritische Fortbildung der Utopie zur Fu-
turologie als einer »konkreten« oder »positiven realen Utopie«.

Ist nun aber eine solche Futurologie, die ein Moment der Utopie im
Hegelschen Sinne »aufhebt«, iiberhaupt noch objektive Wissenschaft
im iiblichen Sinne des Wortes: Sie ist es in der Tat zumindest inso-
fern, als sie niemals auch nur in einem einzigen Punkt dem wissen-
schaftlichen Prinzip oder Postulat der Wahrhaftigkeit, Universalitat
und Objektivitit zuwiderhandeln wird — Objektivitat hier als »Ergeb-
nis des institutionell gesicherten, sozialen oder offentlichen Charak-
ters der wissenschaftlichen Methode«® verstanden. Alle das Zukiinf-
tige betreffenden wissenschaftlichen Urtcile bleiben absolut verbind-
lich. Selbst dort, wo es nicht um an Sicherheit grenzende Aussagen
der Wahrscheinlichkeit geht, sondern nur um Weissers »begriindete
Vermutungen«, darf die Futurologie diese nicht verfalschen, »farben«
oder auch nur iibersehen. Lediglich in der Sphire der wirklich freien
und offenen Moglichkeiten sind die Futurologen berechtigt — und ver-
pflichtet! - eindeutig zu postulieren, was sein soll und was nicht sein

4 Vgl. hierzu und zum folgenden auch O. K. Flechtheim, Zum Wertproblem in
der Politik, in: Politische Vierteljahresschrift, Jgg. 5, 1964, S. 197 ff.

@ Insofern hat W. Dirks (Die Christliche Demokratie in der Deutschen Bundes-
republik, in: Frankfurter Hefte, Jgg. 8, 1953, S. 671 ff.) wohl recht, wenn er
erklirt, die Mitte kénne jewcils nur ein Ergebnis scin, nicht aber ein Ziel, auf das
man von vornherein zusteuere.

* Horst l:linz. l?lick in die Forsch - Zur

in: Viertelj zur Wirtsch h Jgg. 1966, S. 518.

Method. Sozialwi haf
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soll, was der Menschheit nutzen und was ihr schaden diirfte, was dem
Leben dienlich sein und was zu Tod und Verderbnis fiihren mag.
Kann man hier von einer »Parteilichkeit« aller Wissenschaften ein-
schliefllich der Futurologie sprechen, so hat diese Parteilichkeit doch
nichts mit einer Verfilschung der Gegebenheiten im Stile eines ge-
wissen »Marxismus-Leninismus« zu tun. Sie stellt sich vielmehr als
eine klare und bewufite Entscheidung des handelnden Menschen
im freien Raum der Méglichkeiten dar. Das meinte vielleicht auch
Karl Korsch, als er einmal erklirte, die Einfilhrung »des Elements
der Partei in die materialistische Wissenschaft« vermindere nicht de-
ren Objektivitit. So vermeiden wir auch einen totalen Relativismus,
bei dem jede Entscheidung als Ausdruck einer irrationalen, rein sub-
jektiven »personlichen Gleichung« erscheint. Wir bemithen uns um
die Erarbeitung einer Wahrheit, bei der »das Negative« des Irrtums
zum Verschwinden gebracht werden kann durch die Methode der
Konfrontation und durch Lombardo Radices” »sanfte Gewalt der
Vernunft«, wie sie sich auch bei den Wissenschaftlern findet. Diese
fiihrt zu einer weiteren Konkretisierung dessen, was bei Marx in den
Feuerbach-Thesen noch recht abstrakt als »Wirklichkeit und Macht,
Diesseitigkeit« des menschlichen Denkens charakterisiert wird.

Die Futurologie wird also um einen Wahrheitsbegriff bemiiht sein
miissen, der am Gegebenen, Méglichen und Wiinschbaren in Vergan-
gen die bewufite Lage, sondern auch Behauptung der Wahrheit ge-
geniiber der mehr oder weniger unbewufiten Verhiillung und Verzer-
rung, Einseitigkeit und Kurzsichtigkeit. Die Futurologie wird dabei
sowohl die untheoretisch-impressionistische Verabsolutierung des Ge-
gebenen und Partikularen wie auch die super-theoretisch-spekulative
Hypostasierung des Gesollten und Totalen mittels eines institutiona-
lisierten geschlossenen Systems zu vermeiden suchen. Damit weist sie
den Anspruch der Machthaber, im Namen der Institution dariiber zu
entscheiden, was falsch und was richtig ist, ihren Versuch, ihre Herr-
schaft und die sie stiitzenden Dogmen jeder kritisch-rationalen Uber-
priifung zu entziehen, zuriick. Eine futurologische Haltung wird zwi-
schen der Skylla eines empirischen Pragmatismus, der nur Vergan-
genheit und Gegenwart kennt, und der Charybdis eines dogmatischen
Monismus, der die Zukunft zur Disposition der Potentaten stellt,
ihren Weg suchen — im Wissen um die ganze Gebrechichkeit und Ent-
fremdung der menschlichen Existenz, aber auch in der unbesiegbaren
Hoffnung auf ein Stiick Heilung und Humanisierung des Menschen.

Die Zukunft als Hoffnung und Aufforderung wird so im Zeichen
des totalen Menschen, nicht des totalen Staates? zu stehen haben.

" Hier zitiert nach der Einfihrung von Erich Gerlach zu K. Korsch, Marxismus
und Philosophie, Frankfurt 1966, S. 26.

™ Lucio Lombardo Radice, Pluralismus in marxistischer Sicht, Werkhefte, Jg.
19, 1965, S. 247 ff., insbesondere S. 252; hierzu -auch A. Stiittgen, Pluralistische
Gesellschaft als Aufgabe, ebenda, S. 254 ff.

™ Zu diesen vgl. jetzt auch Ernst Bloch, Das Prinzip Hoffnung, Bd. 1, Frankfurt
1959, S. 288 ff.

» Th. Prager, Die Zukunf! 11 des Marxi in: Tagebuch, Jg. 21,
1966, Nr. 12, S. 5.
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Appelliert dabei die Futurologie an alle Menschen guten Willens und
klaren Verstandes, so sollte sie besonderes Gehor bei den »Nonkon-
formisten« hiiben und den »Revisionisten« drilben finden. Als Teil
der Dritten Kraft mag sie so ihr Teil dazu beitragen, dafl sich immer
mehr kritische Geister tber alle Linder und Lager hinweg in der
Vision einer Welt zusammenschliefien, »in der die am schwersten zu
vereinbarenden El t hlichen Handel iteinander ver-
bunden sind, . . . Giitte ohne Nachsicht, Mut ohne Fanatismus, Intelli-
genz ohne Verzweiflung und Hoffnung ohne Verblendung«.”

® L. Kolakowski, a. a. O., S. 280.
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PENSEE ET REALITE

REFLEXION UND DENKEN
K. H. Uolkmann-Schluck

Kéln

Die Reflexion ist seit lingerem schon zu einer Forderung erhoben,
die iiberall an uns ergeht. Es wird von uns verlangt: die Reflexion
auf die Bewufitseinsstrukturen, auf die gesellschaftlich-politischen
Strukturen, auf die Ziele und Methoden der Wissenschaften, auf die
Interdependenz von Wissenschaft, Gesellschaft und Politik. Was hat
es mit dieser Forderung auf sich? Sie wird vor allem von den politisch
Progressiven erhoben. Aber wie wird diese Forderung ihrerseits be-
griindet: Muf} die Reflexion, wenn sie dergestalt als unbedingte For-
dcn;ng auftritt, nicht auch ihrerseits ihre eigene Legitimation erbrin-
gen?

Es zeigt sich hier aber noch ein anderes Problem. Die politisch Pro-
gressiven dringen auf eine Verdnderung der gesellschaftlichen Ver-
hiltnisse durch die Tat. Andererseits verlangen sie unaufhérlich die
Reflexion. Aber ist die Reflexion nicht eine theoretische Haltung?
Wie vertrigt sich der Tat- und Verianderungswille mit der unablas-
sigen Aufforderung zur Reflexion, durch welche man sich doch in
eine theoretische Haltung begibt?

Unsere Erorterung ist durch zwei Fragen veranlafit:

1. Wie ist die Forderung nach Reflexion begriindet?
2. Wie steht diese Forderung zum Tat- und Verdnderungswillen?

Die Beantwortung der beiden Fragen verlangt eine Wesensbesin-
nung auf die Reflexion.

Die Reflexion, so denkt man gemeinhin, versetzt uns zu allem und
jedem in ein gegenstindliches Gegeniiber im Sinne (um einen mittel-
alterlichen Ausdruck zu gebrauchen) der realitas obiectiva. So gese-
hen wire die ebenfalls mittelalterliche Unterscheidung von intentio
recta und intentio obliqua fiir die Bestimmung der Reflexion geeig-
net. Diese Unterscheidung meint etwa das folgende: Wenn ich einen
Baum sehe, dann ist meine Aufmerk keit gerad auf den Baum
gerichtet. Ich weile in der intentio recta. ISun kann ich aber auch
mein Sehen des Baums zum Geg and des Vorstell h
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Dann ist meine Aufmerksamkeit nicht mehr geradeaus auf den Baum
gerichtct, sondern sie ist auf mein Sehen des Baums zuriickgebogen.
Ich halte mich in der intentio obliqua. Und so kann ich alles und je-
des zum Gegenstand der intentio obliqua machen.

Wenn die Reflexion so verstanden wird, dann bleibt unbegreiflich,
inwiefern sie den Menschen in seine Grundstellung zur Welt versetat.
Decnn die intentio recta ist doch das Erste und Grundlegende, die re-
flektierte Blickstellung der intentio obliqua dagegen das Zweite, das
in der intentio recta Fundierte. Wie kann das Zweite, das Nachtrig-
liche zum Prinzip des Weltverhaltens werden? Ist das nicht einc Ver-
kehrung der natiirlichen Verhiltnisse?

Kein Zweifel: Mit der iblichen Auffassung von der Reflexion,
nach der sie etwas in der intentio recta Fundiertes, nur nachtriglich
und beiher Vollzogenes ist, kommen wir nicht an diejenige Reflexion
heran, die uns heute tberall abverlangt wird. Die Frage ist daher:
Wie kommt die vergegenstindlichende Reflexion dazu, die Wahrheit
dessen auszumachen, was in Wirklichkeit ist? Wie kommt die Refle-
xion zu diesem Rang?

Man kann mit Recht sagen, daff Descartes die Struktur der Refle-
xion in dem Satz: cogito me cogitare auf ihre biindigste Form ge-
bracht hat. Aber dieser Satz fafit nicht eine gelegentlich in Vollzug
gesetzte Tatigkeit des Denkens, sondern den Wesenscharakter des
Denkens iiberhaupt in dem ganz weiten Sinne von Bewufitsein. So-
dann suchte Descartes in dem cogito me cogitare nicht so sehr den
Ausdruck fiir die Reflexion, sondern er fand darin die Seinsgewifiheit
des existo. Descartes setzte in diesem Satz das Maf fiir das, was uber-
haupt in der Weise des in GewiBSheit Seienden ist. Aus dem cogito me
cogitare ergeht an jedes Seiende die Forderung, sich als ein in Gewifi-
heit An des vor dem BewuBtsein und fiir das Bewufitsein auszu-
weisen. Das Entscheidende ist in der Tat die Reflexion, aber dicse
als der Wesensvollzug des Bewuftseins selbst und durch die Reflexion
dann das Ich oder das Ich in seiner Erweiterung zum gesellschaftli-
chen Wir. Die neuzeitliche Reflexion ist daher primir kein blofer
Akt der Erkenntnis, sondern — wenn diese Unterscheidung hier.iiber—
haupt noch statthaft ist — ein Akt des Seins, ein actus essendi. Das
besagt: Das Sein, das esse des Ich oder des Wir besteht in einem Wir-
ken, einer actualitas, die durch das ego cogito, also durch das Selbst-
bewuftsein bestimmt ist. Das Sein des Ich oder des Wir besteht im
selbstbewufiten Wirken oder im Wollen. Nun ist aber alles Wollen,
sofern es durch das Bewufitsein bestimmt ist, ein Sichwollen. De§halb
birgt das als Sichwollen gedachte Sein eine Mehrzahl wesentlicher
Auslegungsméglichkeiten in sich, je nachdem, was das Sichwollende
ist: die Vernunft, das Ich, der Geist, das Leben, und dieses pntweder
als triebhafte Animalitit und deshalb in der Weise der Willensver-

inung wie bei Schopenh oder, wenn das Selbstbewufitsein die
héchste Manifestation des Lebens selbst is}, i|_1 der Form dc}' unbp-
dingten Selbstbejahung des Lebens wie bei Nietzsche oder die Exis-
tenz des auf sich vereinzelten Einzelnen oder das Ganze der Nation
oder das Wir der Gesellschaft, schlieBlich der Wille selbst, der nur
das Eine will, daft alle Méglichkeiten des Wollens und Wirkens sei-
nem Befehl unterstellt sind.
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Es wird klar, daf in der Reflexion gegriindete Sein als ein Sich-
wollen verschiedene metaphysische Grundstellungen zuldfit, die im
Gang der neuzeitlichen Geschichte dann auch bezogen worden sind.
Es sind metaphysische Grundstellungen, die zwar untereinander ver-
wandt sind, die sich jedoch nicht in der Weise gegeneinander auf-
rechnen und vermittein lassen, daf} sie von einer einzigen Grundstel-
lung umgriffen und in sie aufgehoben werden kénnen. Die neuzeitli-
che Metaphysik ist in sich selbst bereits pluralistisch, so daf8 der mo-
derne Pluralismus seine Herkunft aus dieser Metaphysik hat. Dafl es
sich so verhilt, bekundet sich vor allem darin: Die geschichtliche
Wesensvollendung der Metaphysik hat drei Gestalten: die Spatphi-
losophie Fichtes, die Philosophie Schellings und die Philosophie He-
gels. Aber keine dieser drei Gestalten des Absoluten lafit sich auf die
anderen zuriickfithren. Sie alle sind in gleicher Weise absolut, so daf}
es die Philosophie des Absoluten niemals gegeben hat. Ja, die Vol-
lendung der Metaphysik ist noch nicht ihr Ende. Es tritt noch eine
letzte Moglichkeit vor das Denken: Durch eine totale Umdrehung
aller bisher mafigeblichen Rangordnungen das Sein in das Werden
loszulassen und das Werden, damit es den Anspruch auf Sein erfiillen
kann, als Leben zu deuten. Das ist der philosophische Grundgedanke
Nietzsches.

Wir erfahren heute das Bewuftsein und deshalb, gemafl der Er-
kenntnis von Karl Marx, den Willen als ein politisch-gesellschaftli-
ches Sichwollen. Nehmen wir das Bewufitsein in diesem gesellschaft-
lich-politischen Sinn, dann beantworten sich die beiden Fragen, die
unsere Uberlegungen veranlafit hatten.

1. Der Grundcharakter des Bewufitseins ist die Reflexion oder
besser: die Reflexibilitit. Wird die Reflexion vollzogen, dann gelan-
gen wir nicht nur in ein gegenstindliches Gegeniiber zu diesem oder
jenem, sondern wir erringen cine Freiheit unserem eigenen Bewufit-
sein gegeniiber. Nun ist dieses Bewufitsein primir gesellschaftlich-
politisch. Deshalb versetzt uns die Reflexion auf das Bewufitsein in
eine Freiheit zu unserer geschichtlichen Lage, d. h. zu den gesell-
schaftlichen Verhiltnissen, in denen wir uns befinden. Wird die dem
Bewufltsein eigene Reflexibilitat vollzogen, dann erwerben wir uns
die Freiheit uns selbst gegeniiber, dergestalt, dal die gesellschaftli-
chen Verhiltnisse zum Gegenstand des Erkennens und des Wollens
und Wirkens werden. Die Forderung nach Reflexion griindet in der
durch sie eréffneten Freiheit. Um der Freiheit willen wird die Forde-
rung nach Reflexion erhoben.

2. Wie stehen Reflexion und Tatwille zueinander? Gewdhnlich
stellt man sich das Verhiltnis so vor: Dem Handeln muf§ natiirlich
eine Reflexion vorangehen, weil das Handeln sonst blindlings ge-
schehe. So gesehen bedeutet Reflexion nur das Nachdenken iiber die
Zicle und das Uberdenken der Mittel und Wege, durch die und auf
denen die Ziele erreicht werden konnen. Solches Nachdenken und
Uberdcl}ken gehort zu jeder Art von Praxis, deren vollstindige Ana-
lyse Aristoteles in seiner Ethik lingst vorgelegt hat. Wir haben es
hier jedoch nicht mit dem Denken zu tun, das zu jedem Handeln
irgendwie gehort, sondern mit der Reflexion, die auf das Bewufitsein
selbst in seiner Beziehung zum Gegenstand geht, so daft der Gegen-
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gen 14t in seinem eigenen Wesen zu erblicken. Das gilt es, sich klar
zu machen. Denn hier treffen wir auf eine Grenze der Reflexion, die
nicht ein Mangel, nicht eine verneinende Schranke, sondern die Be-
stimmtheit ihres Wesens ist. Der Reflexion, und das ist das Gesetz
ihres eigenen Wesens, wird alles Gedachte zu etwas Gegenstindli-
chem, sei es des Erkennens, sei es des Wollens. Die Grundformel der
Reflexion: cogito me cogitare driickt aus, daf durch den Vollzug der
Reflexion das Bewuftsein sich selbst zum Gegenstand wird, und zwar,
sofern es ein politisch-gesellschaftliches Bewufitsein ist, zugleich und
vor allem zum Gegenstand der Praxis. Der Bereich jedoch, den die
Reflexion eroffnet, und innerhalb dessen das Bewufitsein sich selbst
als Gegenstand der Erkenntnis und des Handelns erscheint — dieser
Bercich ist selbst kein Gegenstand und nicht etwas Gegenstindliches.
Also etwas Ungegenstindliches? Allerdings; aber wenn wir es bei
dieser blof} negativen Kennzeichnung belassen, dann hitten wir die-
sen Bereich doch wieder nur aus dem Hinblick auf gegenstandlich
Vorstellbares bestimmt und nicht aus ihm selbst gedacht. Der freic
Bereich ist in seinem eigenen Wesen nicht gegenstandlich vorstellbar,
weil alles gegenstindlich Vorstellbare uns innerhalb dieses Bereiches
entgegensteht. Also, so folgern wir anscheinend richtig und doch iiber-
eilt, ist er wohl etwas Undenkbares und deshalb Irrationales. Aber so
verhilt es sich nicht. Zwar 1afit er sich nicht gegenstindlich vorstel-
len und auch nicht beschreiben, weil alles Beschreiben ein gegen-
standliches Vorfithren ist. Aber der Bereich ist und ist nicht nicht, und
er ist, weil er ist, auch immer schon in einer Hinsicht von uns gedacht
und deshalb nichts Irrationales. Er wird von uns gedacht oder mit-
gedacht als die Bedingung der freien Zuwendung zu uns selbst, d. h.
zu dem uns bestimmenden Bewufltsein. Das bedeutet aber zugleich:
der freie Bereich wird von uns gedacht nur in Hinsicht auf die Ge-
genstinde unseres Erkennens und Wollens; er wird nicht in dem ge-
dacht, was er in sich selbst ist. Daraus geht hervor: Wir kénnen den
Bereich in seinem eigenen Wesen erst durch ein Denken erreichen,
das nicht den Charakter der Reflexion hat, die zwar ein Denken ist,
aber ein solches, dem alles zum Gegenstand des Vorstellens wird,
dem sich daher der Bereich in seinem eigenen Wesen entzieht.

Wir machen uns die Frage, um die es hier geht, noch auf die fol-
gende Weise klar: Die Reflexion eroffnet den Bereich einer freien
Zuwendung zu uns selbst. Sie eréffnet ihn durch ihren Vollzug, aber
sie setzt ihn nicht. Was sie setzt, ist das Seiende als Gegenstand der
Erkenntnis und des Wollens. Deshalb ist die Freiheit nicht eine Folge
der Reflexion, sondern die Reflexion verdankt die ihr eigene Freiheit
dem Bereich, den sie eroffnet und besetzt, den sie aber gleichwohl in
ihrem eigenen Wesen nicht zu erblicken vermag. Damit das geschieht,
bedarf es eines anderen Denkens, das wir noch nicht kennen, zu dem
wir uns aber aufmachen miissen, wenn uns der Wesensbereich der
Freiheit selbst zueigen werden soll. Ein solches Denken zu finden, d.
h. es denkend zu crlernen, ist eine Hauptaufgabe der gegenwirtigen
Philosophie.

Wir wollen ein Denken, das imstande ist, den Freiheitsbereich selbst
zu denken. Aber kénnen wir ein solches Denken iiberhaupt wollen?
Alles Wollen ist ein gegenstindliches Vorstellen, und wenn wir das
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gesuchte Denken zu etwas Gewolltem machen, dann wird es uns auch
schon zu einem Gegenstand des Vorstellens. Der Weg zu dem gesuch-
ten Denken geht daher nicht iiber das Wollen, sondern iiber das
Nichtwollen. Aber dieser Ausdruck »Nichtwollen« ist zweideutig.
Nichtwollen bedeutet einmal ein Wollen, in welchem ein Nein spricht,
das sich gegen das Wollen richtet, ein das Wollen negierendes Ge-
genwollen. Nichtwollen bedeutet sodann das, was aufierhalb jeder
Art von Wollen bleibt, was niemals durch ein Wollen vollzogen oder
erreicht werden kann. Das Nichtwollen im ersten Sinne kommt hier
nicht in Betracht; denn es endet in Resignation und Passivitit, in
cinem bloflen Treiben- und Gleitenlassen der Dinge. Wir aber sind
und bleiben die Wollenden, diejenigen, die durch die Anstrengung
der Reflexion zu unserem Bewufltsein in ein Verhiltnis der freien
Zuwendung gelangt sind. Aber wir bleiben zugleich im gegenstindli-
chen Vorstellen und Wollen von diesem frei und iberlassen uns je-
nem freien Raum selbst. in den wir durch den Vollzug der Reflexion
versetzt werden und in dem wir uns bislang aufhalten, ohne ihn selbst
zu denken.

Aber konnen wir denn beides sein: die gegenstidndlich Vorstellen-
den und die aus der gegenstandlichen Vorstellung Entlassenen? Fir
diese Haltung, die uns hier abverlangt wird, hat Heidegger das Wort
Gelassenheit gefunden. Gel heit zeigt sich niemals auflerhalb des
Frkennens und Handelns: denn dieses Auferhalb wire blofle Passivi-
tit. die sich von der Aktivitit des Wollens her als deren Negation
bestimmt. Gelassen sein konnen wir nur inmitten des Erkennens und
Handelns, dann nimlich, wenn wir erkennend und handelnd ein je-
aliches. mit dem wir zu tun haben, zugleich auf es selbst hin freige-
bhen. d. h. es in dem Spielraum sciner eigenen Moglichkeiten belassen.
Wo aber konnte ein jedes diesen Spielraum erlangen, es sei denn in
ienem freien Bereich, den die Reflexion erdffnet und in den sie uns
durch ihren Vollzug versetzt? Deshalb miissen wir den Bereich, in
welchem wir uns schon aufhalten, wenn wir die Reflexion vollziehen,
zueigen gewinnen, und das ist nur moglich. wenn wir zugleich ein
Denken erlernen, dessen Grundzug die Gelassenheit ist. Und viel-
leicht ist der Weg zu diesem Denken selbst schon der Beginn des
Denkens. also der Beginn der Gelassenheit. Wenn wir versuchen, uns
den durch die Reflexion eroffneten Freiheitsbereich denkend zueiren
zu machen, dann haben auch Dinge und Menschen, die in dem Re-
flexionshereich auftreten, nicht mehr ausschlieflich den Charakter
von Gegenstiinden des Frkennens und des Wollens. Das sind und
bleiben sic freilich auch. und auch wir bleiben die durch Reflexion
Frkennenden und Wollenden. Wenn wir uns aber zugleich auf das ge-
lassene Denken einlassen, dann erfahren wir, dafl alles gegenstind-
liche Frkennen und alles politisch-gesellschaftliche Gestalten und
Umgestalten sich selbst in seinem eigenen Sinn so lange noch ver-
schlossen bleibt, als es sich nicht daran erinnert, daf es um _der l}c-
freiung willen geschieht. Etwas befreien heifit: es mit Frcihett. b.ela-
hen und versehen, ihm den Spielraum der eigenen Wesgn§m6gl|ch-
keiten gewihren und es darin belassen, so daf es sich frei sich selb§t
zukehren kann, der Finzelne nicht weniger als die Vélker und die
Vilkergemeinschaften.
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Jenes andere Denken, das nicht den Charakter der Reflexion hat
und das den Freiheitshereich selbst in seinem eigenen Wesen zu er-
blicken versucht, 1afit das reflektierende Denken nicht hinter sich zu-
riick und 1488t es nicht fallen, sondern nimmt es mit und mit ihm das
in der Reflexion gegriindete politisch-gesellschaftliche Wollen der
modernen Welt, dergestalt, dafl dieses Wollen in ein jegliches auf
sich hin freigebendes, daher gelassenes Wollen verwandelt wird. Die-
ses Denken fiigt dem durch Reflexion bestimmten Bewufltsein nicht
etwas von aufien hinzu, sondern es entfaltet und vollbringt nur den
Gedanken, der diesem Bewufltsein mit seinem Beginn schon mitgese-
ben ist, den Gedanken der urspriinglichen Freiheit. Denn seine We-
sensverfassung ist die Reflexion, die den Freiheitsbereich erdffnet,
indem sie uns durch ihren Vollzug in ihn versetzt. Aber nun mdochte
dieser Bereich auch von uns in seinem eigenen Wesen erworben
werden. Und das kann nur durch ein Denken geschehen, das von der
Reflexion seinen Ausgang nimmt und uns, die Erkennenden und tat-
kriftig Wollenden, zugleich mit der Gelassenheit beruhigt.

Daf} aber das, was die Philosophie zu vollbringen hat, nichts Neues
ist, sondern etwas, was im Menschen schon hinterlegt ist, das wird
deutlich aus einer dichterischen Beschreibung, die Johannes Bobrow-
ski in dem Roman »Litauische Claviere« dem Bild einer alten Frau
widmet:

»Was ist da zu sehen, wie driickt man es aus? Die Augen einer
alten Frau.

Ein Blick, der sein Gegeniiber erfafit, ihm entgegengeht oder es
erwartet. Und immer schon begonnen hat, Erwarten und Entgegen-
kommen in Ubereinstimmung und schlieflich zur Deckung zu brin-
gen. Bereite Freundlichkeit. Die nicht zugreift, die einen oder einen
halben Meter vorher verhilt, die Raum 1afit: fiir die Bewegung des
anderen, der nicht gezwungen sein soll, nicht einmal iiberredet, weder
von diesem Blick noch von der eigenen Regung.

Diese Augen haben gepriift, was zu priifen war. Das heiflt nur: sie
haben gesehen, und es ist nicht hergezangen wie mit den Erbsen im
Mirchen. Das war ein braves Kind. Die guten. die schlechten, aber
doch eben flink und schlicht, hierin, dorthin. So brav ist die Welt
nicht gewesen.

Das Bild einer alten Frau. Was beschreibt man an solchem Bild?
Vielleicht, dal man es immer nur ansehen soll? Und zuriickgehen
wie das Licht.«

Wie beschreibt man die Freiheit? Vielleicht, da man sie immer
nur denken soll? Und zuriickgehen wie das Licht.

Die Freiheit ist heute sowohl der Gegenstand duflerster und unab-
ldssiger Anstrengung der Praxis wie auch Sache des reinen, in der
Gelassenheit andauernden Denkens.
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KRITISCHE ONTOLOGIE UND DIE WIRKLICHKEIT
DER MODERNEN WISSENSCHAFT

ZUR FRAGE DES ENTFREMDETEN OBJEKTS
Jan Kamaryt

Prag

Seitdem die spezialisierte und immer mehr uniibersichtliche Wis-
senschaft und Technik markant in alle Sphiren des menschlichen
Lebens durchzudringen beginnen, ist die Frage nach der Beziehung
der Wissenschaft zur Wirklichkeit, oder mit anderen Worten gesagt,
die Frage, wohin die Wissenschaft zielt oder die Frage nach ihrem
Sinn. gleichzeitig ein Problem des cigentlichen menschlichen Seins.
Auf diese Fragen konnen weder die Wissenschaft selbst noch die so-
g wi haftliche Philosophie oder die Philosophic der Wis-
senschaft eine definitive Antwort geben. Aphoristisch kann gesagt
werden, dafl wir alle vermuten oder wissen, dafl wir nicht wissen,
wohin uns gerade das Wissen, dic Wissenschaft selbst, einmal hin-
bringen wird. Die einzelnen Wissenschaften, angefangen von den il-
testen traditionellen Disziplinen bis zu den neu entstehenden Fachge-
bieten, haben, trotz aller Planungsbiirokratie, in Wirklichkeit keine
festen Ziele. Sie sind genauso cin offenes System wie das Sein des
modernen Menschen.

Es lafit sich nicht bestreiten, dafl die Wissenschaft zum Motor des
internationalen Zivilisationsfortschrittes wurde, dafl es zu einer en-
gen Verbindung der Macht des Wissens mit der Macht der staatli-
chen und politischen Systeme kam, so dafl das kritische Fragen nach
deren Beziehung zur Wirklichkeit des Menschen unseres Jahrhunderts
bzw. nach deren und dessen Zukunft, immer dringender wird.

Ich meine, daf in der marxistischen und marxologischen Literatur
der letzten Zeit, die so iiberzeugend beschriebenen Formen des ent-
fremdeten Menschen, Subjekts, kein geniigendes Pendant in den Er-
wigungen iiber das entfremdete oder deformierte Objekt finden. Es
gibt wohl keine grausamere Vorstellung als die der entfremdcten
Wissenfchaft, der Wissenschaft ohne cigene Selbstreflexion, die die
Limite ihres Gegenstandes nicht untersucht, die sich neutral in Bezug
auf die Folgen, zu welchen sie fiihrt, hinstellt.
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Gestatten Sie mir, daf} ich meine Erwigung, die sich zum Unter-
schied von vielen Betrachtungen und Variationen auf das Marx’sche
Thema tber den entfremdeten Menschen, vielmehr also als eine Er-
wigung diber das entfremdete Objekt, benennen liesse, mit zwei lin-
geren Zitaten einleite, die nicht direkt aus dem Werke von Marx,
sondern aus dem von seiner zwei nicht gerade unbedeutenden Inter-
preten stammen. Das erste ist aus dem zweibindigen Werk von E.
Bloch »Tiibinger Einleitung in die Philosophiex, Frankfurt am Main,
1963, Seite 112:

»Das Faustmotiv der Phinomenologie ist daher auch von diesem
Start wie Endpunkt her das Phanomenologiemotiv des Faust: Erzeu-
gungsgeschichte des Menschen und seiner Welt durch Bewegung und
Arbeit. Das Subjekt-Objekt in Faust und Phianomenologie ist auf ge-
meinsame Weise das der Menschheit, die in widerspruchsvoller Selbst-
befreiung aus den Entduflerungen und durch sie, hindurch aufsteigt.
‘Wurde dieser Prozef} visiert durch die damals noch progressive biir-
gerliche Gesellschaft, so stehen Faust und Phinomenologie mit uns
nun an dem neuen Tor, an dem der sozialistischen Gesellschaft. Des-
sen Anschrift heifit: Ende des Objekts am befreiten Subjekt, Ende des
Subjekts am unentfremdeten Objekt.«

Das zweite Zitat stammt aus der Studie des franzosischen Philoso-
phie-Professors griechischer Herkunft, welcher auf der Sorbonne titig
ist, Kostas Axelos: »Einfithrung in ein kiinftiges Denken (Uber Marx
und Heidegger), Tiibingen 1966, Seite 12:

»Marx denkt »ontisch« und logisch-dialektisch, d. h. historisch-ge-
schichtlich, soziologisch, 6konomisch, anthropologisch, politisch; es
geht bei ihm um die Erfahrung, die wirkliche Erkenntnis und das
Anerkennen der wirklichen, realen, realistischen, praktischen, gegen-
stindlichen, obijektiven, sinnlich erfaflbaren Zustinde der modernen
Welt, um sie wirklich real, realistisch, gegenstindlich, objektiv, sinn-
lich und sinnhaft zu verdndern durch die wahre Anerkennung des
natiirlichen gesellschaftlichen Menschen, welche zur tatsdchlichen
Befriedigung seiner elementaren Bediirfnisse fithren soll.«

Marx, obwohl er nie die systematische allgemeine Ontologie ver-
suchte (und dies wire auch gegen den Geist seines gesamten Werkes),
gehort mit dem ganzen Sinn seines Werkes in die Linie und zu den
Traditionen der klassischen kritischen Ontologie. Der Marxismus und
die marxistische Philosophie sind in diesem Sinne weder eine wissen-
schaftliche Philosophie noch eine politische Ideologie, noch eine blos-
se Theorie der menschlichen Praxis, sondern vor allem eine allge-
meine Theorie der UWirklickkeit, ihrer Struktur und Uerwandlung,
und zwar vor allem der sozialen und menschlichen Wirklichkeit. Hier
gilt es jedoch, dafl jedes Untersuchen einer solchen Wirklichkeit,
wenn cs einen Sinn und Zweck haben soll, einen philosophischen
Charakter immer haben muf§ (und es hat ihn nie im kritischen und
intelektuellen Marxismus verloren), und vielleicht auch im Gegen-
teil, dafl jede sinnvolle Philosophie gemeinsame Bindungen mit dieser
Wirklichkeit, mit diesem konkreten Sein des Universums und der
Existenz des Menschen haben mufi.
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Der Marxismus als Theorie und auch als Bewegung stiirmt in sei-
nem Wesen seit seiner Entstehung gegen jede Mechanisation und
Manipulation, gegen die offene oder maskierte Domination der un-
menschlichen und menschlichen Krifte {iber dem Menschen. Seinc
Aufmerksamkeit war jedoch vielmehr auf die Analyse der Folgen
dieser Prozesse, in Bezug auf die Domination des Menschen iiber dem
Menschen in der Gesellschaft gezielt, und es wurde bisher wenig
Aufmerksamkeit der wunmerklichen Kriftigung dicser Domination
mittels der modernen analytischen Wissenschaft gewidmet. Diese
schied zundchst mit einer Kopernik'schen Wendung die natirliche
Welt des Menschen aus, seine Erde, und zwar nicht nur aus dem
Zentrum des Weltalls, sondern auch aus dem Mittelpunkt sciner Auf-
merksamkeit. Es blieb nur iibrig, diese Revolution durch das Galileo—
Newton’sche Modell und Projekt der Mechanisation der Welt zu vol-
lenden, in welcher der Mensch und seine unmittelbare Umgebung als
Erdbewohner nicht nur von diesem Planet sondern auch aus diesem
Weltall ausgeschieden und als blofles Teilchen in das absolut ge-
sth;ﬁenc Universum der physikalistischen Kosmologie einbegriffen
wird.

Erst die Krisis der Physik im 19. Jahrhundert und die neuen Re-
volutionen in der Physik des 20. Jahrhunderts stellen gegen dic phy-
sikalische Physik und gegen ihre kiinstlichen experimentellen Objekte
nach und nach eine neue Welt natiirlicher, physikalischer Stoffe und
natiirlicher irdischer oder kosmischer Formationen auf. Ahnlich stellt
sich gegen die analytische molekulare Biologie, Biochemie und Phv-
siologie die synthetische, evolutiondre und strukturelle, organistische
Biologie, (L. von Bertalanffy u. a.), welche sowohl dic System-, Struk-
tur- als auch die Entwicklungsgesetze des Organischen, ihre natiirli-
che Hierarchie, die natiirlichen ekologischen und dynamischen Be-
zichungen der organischen Strukturen gegeneinandcr respcktiert.

Gegen die kiinstliche, matematisicrte, analytische und cxperimen-
telle Naturwissenschaft, dic aus entfremdeten und auspriparierten
Objekten. die in der eigentlichen Natur nic vorkommen, arbeitet. und
die, ob schon sie sich dieses einscitigen tcchnologischen a priori (H.
Marcuse) bewufit sei, neue kiinstliche Welten, Stoffc und Energien,
manipulierbare Maschinen und Robote konstruiert, stellt sich in Op-
position die entstehende strukturelle interdisziplindre Naturwissen-
schaft, und zwar nicht mit einem bloflen Programm der Bewilticung
und Domination, sondern mit cinem Programm des Uerstindnisses
und der reflektierten Verantwortung fiir die weiteren Eingriffe in
ihre Struktur und Entwicklung.

Ein interessantes Bild bietet auch die Kénigin der angewandtcn
Wissenschaften, die moderne Medizin. Wenn auch dic Szientisation
und Technisation sie auf ein nie dagewesenes Niveau, m't allen De-

aliationsbegleiterscheinungen, hervorgehoben hat. macht sich hicr
ein weiteres Dilemma bemerkbar. Te mehr objcktive Erkennrnissg \ln(l
therapeutische Alternativen zur Verfiizung stehen. umso komplizier-
ter ist die individuelle, subjektive Entscheidung fiir den Arat, die er
in vielen Fillen nicht mehr selbst treffen kann. aber pemeins:\.‘m mit
dem bisher cntfremdeten Objekt — dem Patienten, welcher sich zv
einem freien Subjekt der gemeinsamen Entscheidung veriindert.
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Die duflerste Ausmiindung dieser szientistischen, physikalistischen
Linie, die weit die urspriinglichen, vielfach noch fruchtbaren Reformen
und die kritische Skepsis des alteren Positivismus iberschreitet, ist
der strikte Operationalismus, welcher in der Methodologie der Phy-
sik, z. B. klassisch von Bridgeman zum Ausdruck gebracht wird. Die-
ser Operationalismus stellt die duferste, antikonzeptualistische und
antiontologische Ausmiindung der empirizistischen Linie des logi-
schen Positivismus dar. Uon (Weizsicker definiert in diesen Intentio-
nen die Materie als ein mogliches Objekt der menschlichen Manipu-
lation.

Die Natur wird somit nun als potentionelle Instrumentalitit, als
cine Angelegenheit der Kontrolle der Macht und Organisation reflek-
dert, und wird auf gewifle Weise soziologisiert, denn es werden auf
sie dem Menschen so nahe und intime Kategorien aus seiner eigenen
Welt der Domination und Bewiltigung iibertragen. In einer solchen
Realitiit erscheint die Wissenschaft als vollig neutral, denn auf der
cinen Seite ist sie auf das deformierte Objckt gezogen und auf der
anderen Seite als wiren ihr die Schicksale des konkreten historischen
Subjektes gleichgiiltig. Sie erfiillt somit, wie sie schliefilich auch er-
fillen soll, ihre Funktion, effektiver die Domination des Menschen
tiber dem Menschen mittels seiner technologischen Domination in der
Natur zu steigern (H. Marcuse). Die Zivilisationsentwicklung muf}
zuniichst kontinuierlich diese ontisch stabilisierte Differenz iiberwin-
den, wenn schon nicht in der Wirklichkeit der sozialistischen Projekte
und Wandlungen, also zumindest in den theoretischen. futuristischen
Projekten und Kritiken der gegenwirtigen Zivilisation.

Das was der Ovperationalismus in der Sphidre der Naturwissen-
schaft erfilllt, erfiillt der Behaviorismus in der Psychologie und in
den Gesellschaftswissenschaften. Beide stellen gewifle akademische
Parallelen der erforderten Standardmuster des gesellschaftichen Ver-
haltens dar. Auf dem Gebiet der Gesellschafts- und der Geisteswis-
senschaften befindet sich das physikalistische Modell der Wissen-
schaft trotz aller Versuche um eine Vertiefung und Modernisation
(wie z. B. die Mikrosoziologie, Mikroanthropologie und Mikroethik
u. a.) in einer viel markanteren Krisis und wird vielmehr aus dufieren
und ideologischen Griinden aufrechterhalten.

Die positivistische Konzeption, dafl eine strenge soziale Wissen-
schaft nur auf einer Basis der Rekonstruktion des Handelns aus dem
empirisch beobachtbaren Verhalten des Menschen moglich ist, bedeu-
tet die Reduktion der Soziologie auf die Sozialpsychologie. Das be-
havioristische Programm in der Psychologie erfordert, das animalc
und humane Verhalten im Grunde nach den gleichen methodischen
Regeln zu untersuchen. Zur Grundlage seiner Interpretation wurde
das Schema Impuls — Reaktion und das Verhalten wird als blofle
Antviort auf duflere Anregungen interpretiert. Abgesehen von man-
chen Unterschieden in der Theorie, bildeten alle diese Konzeptionen
(klassisches Bedingen nach Pawlow, instrumentelles Bedingen nach
Skinner, die friihzeitige Kindercrfahrung nach Freud, die sekundire
Kriftigung entsprechend den ncuesten Theoricn) a priori einen Rah-
men fir die experimentelle und theoretische Forschung und wurden

582



zur dominierenden Ideologie und Praxis der angewandten Psycholo-
gie. (Eine ausfiihrliche Kritik vrgl. L. von Bertalanffy, Robots, Men
and Minds, Psychology in the Modern World, New York, 1967.) Die-
ses Grundschema Impuls - Reaktion iibersieht somit einen grofien
Teil der psychischen Realitit, jenen Teil des Verhaltens, welches die
unabhiingige und spontane Aktivitit, das Spiel, die Entdeckung, Er-
findung und jedwede andere schépferische Form zum Ausdruck
bringt. Die humanistische Psychologie und Soziologie konzentrieren
sich gerade auf diese Phinomene des spontanen und intentionellen
Handelns des Menschen. Schon in der Ethologic (K. Lorenz u. a.)
wird das animale Verhalten als begreifendes und intentioneles Ver-
halten aufgefafit, welches nur augenschcinlich und im analytischen
Experiment als rein objektiv crscheint.

Fiir den Positivisten ist dic Teleologie nur cine Sache der Formu-
lierung und nicht die Formulicrung der Sache, sagt zutrcffend J. Ha-
bermas. Fir ihn ist die kausale Beziehung zwischen den Variablen
des geregelten Systems, oder des Systems und seiner Umgebung, ent-
scheidend, die z. B. durch die »Black-Box«-Methode an den Eintrit-
ten und Austritten, ohne Beriicksichtigung des den in der eigentlichen
Realitit oder des auf sie eingefiihrten Systems verankerten Sinn oder
Zweck analysiert werden konnen. Ahnlich bleibt fiir diese Vorgingc
das M t der K ikation und Verstindlichkeit als ein vollig
iufleres, welches sich nur nach dem Vorbild der instrumentellen
Handeln als zweckmifig ausbildet. Die empirisch-analytischen Rich-
tungen sind fiir die objcktive Bedeutung des intentionellen Inhalts
blind und fixieren sich nur auf das eigene Modell des Ucrhaltens,
deren Vorgang ist nur deshalb méoglich, weil das System nicht als of -
fenes, sondern als geschlofienes und logisch komplettes System auf-
gefafit wird. Es kann natiirlich auch cin anderer Systemzutritt zur
Realitit und deren Struktur existicren, wo die Systemeinheiten nicht
nur durch die Definition bloff auf das Svstem eingeleitet werden,
sondern gleichzeitig oder erst durch diesc Einfiihrung und durch ihre
bewuflte Reflexion geschaffen, begriffen und verstanden werden.

Es scheint, da in den modernen Vorgiingen der Wissenschaft der
einseitige Modelluniversalismus versagt, so dafl die Stimmen, dic
nach einem mehrdimensionellen Aufbau der Wissenschaft rufen, dic
die kompl tiren Z hinge des Erk und Nichter-
kannten, Kiinstlichen und Natiirlichen und ihnen entsprechende
Struktur- und Systemzusammenhinge und synthetische Zutritte re-
spektieren wiirden, stindig mehr an Gewicht %ewinncn. (Siehe zum
Beispiel L. von Bertalanffy's allgemeine Auffafung der System-
theorie.)

Schon die eigentliche Untersuchung jedweder Erscheinung als ciner
strukturierten Erscheinung, als eines bestimmten Systems, tragt so-
wohl in das Gebiet der Methode als auch in das Gebict der Interpre-
tation und Theorie eine dynamische Bewegung und neue Elemente
hinein. Sie dndert sowohl den strukturellen, logischen, als auch histo-
rischen- Zutritt zur Wirklichkeit. In der klassischen Vorsystemwissen-
schaft deckte sich dic sogenannte oder beschrichene Wirklichkeit im
Wesen mit dem gegebenen Forschungsgebict iibercin, welches ge-
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wohnlich, auch vdllig strikt durch den gegebenen Gegenstand und
Klassifikationsstruktur der Wissenschaft und dessen empirische Me-
thoden beschrinkt war. In der systemmiflig und interdisziplinir
orientierten Richtungen der modernen Wissenschaft ist der Zutritt
zur Wirklichkeit, véllig im Sinne des Nachlafles der Marx’schen kri-
tischen Ontologie, viel skeptischer und kritischer. Die gegebenc
Wirklichkeit, die gegebene untersuchte Erscheinung und deren Struk-
tur werden nur als ein Element aus der ganzen umfangreichen Klasse
oder Menge der Struktur- und Entwicklungsméglichkeiten des Seins
aufgefafit.

Was das Gebiet der theoretischen Interpretation, das Gebiet des
Begriffes, wie Hegel sagen wiirde, anbelangt, so bestitigt die moder-
ne Wissenschaft immer mehr, dafl alle wirklichen kognitiven Begriffc
cine transitive Bedeutung haben und gehen einer deskriptiven Refe-
renz oder eindeutig definierbaren Isomorphie nach. Die operationali-
stische und behavioristische Auffaflung ist in der Sphére des Begriffes
cigentlich eine therapeutische Auffafiung, denn sie ist bemiiht, alle
diese transitiven, historischen, universalen, negativen, kritisch-opnosi-
tionellen und verdeckten Bedeutungen des Begriffes aufzulésen. Eine
solche systematische Stérung der transitiven Begriffsbedeutungen
kann nicht mehr die natiirlichen Bezichungen auf notabene »ent-
fremdeten Objekten« der Wissenschaft und die natiirlichen Beziehun-
gen des Menschen zur Umwelt — zur Natur und Gesellschaft kommu-
nizieren. Die urspriinglich offene Sprache verindert sich zu einrer
verschloflenen Sprache, die nicht kommuniziert oder pseudokommu-
niziert. eventuell besitzt sie schlieflich eine ausgenrigte Maskierungs-
und Ideologiefunktion. Scheinbar geniigt die strikt empirisch-opera-
tionalistische Auffaflung nicht einmal fiir. die eigentliche wissen-
schaftliche Faktenbeschreibung. Sie wihlt nur gewifle Aspekte und
Faktensegmente aus und deformiert somit nicht nur den konzenptuel-
len Zutritt zur Wirklichkeit, sondern auch die Fakten in ihrem objek-
tiven empirischen Charakter. (Vgl. H. Marcuse. One-Dimensional
Man, Boston, 1964).

Von den modernen Denkern war es vor allem Husserl. welcher
in seinem Werk »Die Krisis der europdischen Wissenschaften und die
transzendentale Phinomenologie«. Haag 1954, zum ersten Mal syste-
matisch andeutete, dafl das Ideal der modernen analytischen Wissen-
schaft und sein Ergebnis. die angewandte Wissenschaft und Technik,
nicht nur mit einzelnen Gegenstinden manipulieren, sondern bemiiht
sind, die Wirklichkeit im breitesten Umfang zu manipulieren, und so
zeht ihr die Selbstreflexion, der Riickblick auf die Wirklichkeit. aus
der sie ursoriinglich herangewachsen ist, verloren, denn sie wird als
Ganzes véllig absorbiert. durch gegenstindliche Strukturen fasziniert,
die ihr im analytischen Experiment bevorstehen und fiir welche sic
Methoden zu deren Beherrschung durch den Kalkul entwickelt. Hus-
serl enthiillte ebenfalls, dafl die Art, wie die Wissenschaft und Tech-
nik die Objektivation interpretieren, die sie ebenfalls realisieren. eine
umeaekehrte Art darstellt und dafl sich diese Objektivation in Wirk-
lichkeit auf dem Boden der natiirlichen Welt. eventuell natiirlicher
tWelten der unbelebten. lebendigen und »menschlichen Natur« und
nicht diese natiirliche {Uelt auf dem Boden rein objcktiver. von der
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Wissenschaft und Technik enthiillten Entititen, abspielt. Dabei war
sich Husserl véllig der Notwendigkeit und Berechtigkeit einer solchen
Objektivation bewuflt, denn sie erméglicht parzielle onto-praktische
Schépfung des Menschen und die Schaffung cines gewiflen Prototyps
der moglichen Einheit der Welt, der Einheit des Seins als einer ma-
thematisch und technisch konstruierten Welt. Er trat vor allem gegen
cine metaphysische Hypostasicrung auf, fiir welche diese Objektivitit
im Geiste des Platonismus und der Leibniz'schen mathesis universalis
die einzige Wirklichkeit darstellt. Gerade gegen dicse hat er scine
absolute Subjektivitit als Wirklichkeit aufgestellt, in welche dic
Objektivation inbegriffen ist und auf deren Horizont sie sich weiter-
entwickeln kann. (Vgl. J. Patocka, Prirodzeny svet a fenomenolégia
/Die natiirliche Welt und die Phar logie/, in: Exi ionalis-
mus und Phianomenologie, Bratislava, 1967.)

Es ist interessant, daf auch der Physiker von Weltruf, L. Heisen-
berg die Komplementaritit und Toleranz der Welt des Erlebnisses
und der Welt der logisch-mathematischen Formel betont, die er als
zwei Grundprototypen der méglichen schopferischen Einheit des
Seins betrachtet. Er meint, dafl der eine ohne den anderen seinen
Sinn verliert und zu einer Deformation wird, welche schauerlich die
eigentliche Struktur unseres Seins als eines Ganzen erschiittert.

Die Entdeckung des Menschen als eines maglichen. unentfremdeten
Wesens ist durch die Auferstehung, Resurektion (Marx) der Natur,
komplementir zu erginzen, mit der Auflockerung nicht nur ihrer
Mitproduktivitat (E. Bloch), sondern auch durch die gemeinsame
Teilnahme an der Struktur des Seins. Bisher hat sich noch keine ge-
sellschaftliche Revolution allein durch die Anthropologic der Revolu-
tion erschépft, und kann sich damit auch nicht erschopfen. Ohne Re-
surektion der authentischen Natur und ihrer Geschichte ist es nicht
moglich, das Reich der authentischen Freiheit und des Sinnes der
menschlichen Geschichte zu erneuern und zu begreifen. »Es gibt kon-
sequentermafien keine neue marxistische Anthropologie ohne neue
marxistische Kosmologie«. (E. Bloch, Differenzierungen im Begriff
Fortschritt, Berlin 1956, Seite 42.)

Mittels der modernen interkontinentalen und sogar schon planeta-
ren Technowissenschaft beginnt der Mensch als ein bedeutender Fak-
tor in die Geschichte der Natur hineinzutreten und die erkannte und
umgebildete Natur dringt unabweislich in das intime Gehege seiner
Subjektivitit. Die traditionelle Subjektivitit und ihr angemeficne Ge-
genstindlichkeit der klassischen Wissenschaft und Philosophie wer-
den somit aufgchoben. Wir gelangen zu einer neuen Offenheit des
Seins, welche die traditionelle alte Subjekt-Objekt-Zerspaltung auf-
hebt und die objektivisicrte Subjektivitit und die objektive Gegen-
stindlichkeit im wirklichen Sinne »der Objektion, das Zum-Objekt-
Werden cines Seienden Ist«, begreift. »Der Erkenntnisgegenstand ist
eben nicht einfach Objekt. Er geht in seinem Objektsein nicht gul‘.
Die Objektion ist ihm auferlich. Er ist, was cr ist, auch ohne sie.«
(N. Hartmann, Kleinere Schriften, Band I, Berlin 1955, Seite 19-20.).
Die entfaltete freic Subjektivitit und Schopfungskraft am »unent-
fremdeten Objekt« der entwickelten und begriffenen Natur licgen
somit gemeinsam in einem Horizont der Zukunft der Menschheit.
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THE ANTI-UNIVERSITY: FOUNDING OF THE FREE
UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK

Joseph H. Berke

New York - London

In the New York in 1965 an Anti-Universily was created and devel-
oped by twelve people, collective the nucleus of its faculty and stu-
dents body. The name of this university ds the Free University of New
York (FUNY). The immediate reason for its establishment is best ex-
plained by this statement which appears on page two of the Free Uni-
versity catalogue:

'The Free University of New York has been forged in response to
the intellectual bankruptcy and spiritual emptiness of the American
educational establishment. It seeks to develop the concepts necessary
to comprehend the events of this century and the meaning of one’s
own life within it, to examine artistic expression beyond the scope of
the usual academy and to promote the soocial integrity and commitment
from which scholars usually stand allof.

Passionate involvement, intellectual confrontation and clash of ideas
are particularly encouraged because we believe a detached search for
ideas and a dispassionate, objective position do not and have never
existed.

The Free University consists of its intellecutal participants. Stu-
dents and teachers meet on common ground to discuss the direction of
the school and to develop curricula, course content, symposia, forums,
etc.

The Free Umvcrsnty of New York is necessary because, in our con-
ception, American universities have been reduced to unsmutlons of nn-
tellectual servitude. Students have been syst ally det
deemed incompetent to regulate their own lives, sexually, polmcally
and academically.They are treated like raw material to be processed
for the university clients — business, government, and military bureau-
cracies. Teachers, underpaid and constantly subject to investigation
and purge, have been relegated to the position of servant-inellectuals,
required, for regular promotion, to propagate points of view in har-
mony with the military and industrial leadership of our sooiety.
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The American university has been emasculated. Its intellectual vi-
gor, exuberance and excitement have been destroyed. What remains
is a dispassionate and studied dullness, a facade of scholarly activity
concealing an internal emptiness and cynicism, a dusty-dry search
for permissible truth which pleases none but the administrator and the
ambitious.

In the very face of these circumstances and in recognition of the
events of the last decade, protest has once again emerged on the college
campuses of America. We welcome the protest: we feel foundation of
the Free University is part of it."

Several notable experiments in education have proceeded FUNY -
Black Mountain College in North Carolina and Emerson College in
California. Unfortunately these communities did not reamin viable.
More recently the San Francisco New School and the Detroit Artists’
Workship have organized courses with both students and teachers in-
volved in the decision making. In Europe similar work has been orga-
nized at the Free School, Oslo, Norway: The New Experimental Col-
lege, Thy, Denmark; and The Anti-University, London; and the Coun-
ter University, West Berlin. Moreover at many schools and colleges
there are study groups which spontaneously and independently try to
cope with the educational devastation to which they are subject. Even
moreinformally, there are innumerable examples of one or two people
studying with particular scholars in a way that maintains the medieval
tradition of education as a dialogue between two people — one with
something to teach and the other with something to learn. These dyads
are a form of spontaneous university, isolated, yet maintaining by their
very existence the possibility of co-ordination and integration with
others working along similar lines.

The Free University of New York was planned and initiated by
Allen Krebs, his wife Sharon, and Jim Mellen in conjunction with Ja-
mes Weinstein, an historian, Staughton Lynd, historian and member
of the faculty at Yale University, Gerald Bong, longshoreman, and
myself, a psychiatrist. Alan Krebs was an assistant professor of history
at Adelphi University, New York, until he was fired for having tra-
velled to Cuba without State Department authorization in the summer
of 1964. Jim Mellen is a political soientist now teaching at University
College, Dar es Saalam, Tanzania. Sharon Krebs is a student of
Russian literature.

On their return {from Cuba, the Krebs set about creating FUNY.
I joined them in the spring of 1965 when much of the groundwork
had been accomplished. Among_ the senious problems that had been
dealt with was that of finances. I'rom the beginning it was obvious that
no independent existence for FUNY would be possible if the university
were to be under obligation to some organization or lnd;lVld\{alS for
financial support. The Frec University had to be self-supporting. In
order to accomplish this the relatively large (for us) sums necessary as
working capital were obtained from 30 dollar loans (now gifts) from
all prospective faculty members, and a large loan from a friend. This
arrangement ensured our independence.
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The Free University had to have a place to meet. Fortunately, Allen
Krebs found a deserted loft building at an excellent location in the
centre of the city. The rent was reasonable and we proceeded to make
the loft habitable. That was quite a job, for the loft had previously
been used as a photographer’s laboratory and was wreck. It was touch
and go whether the place would be ready by the time the University
was to open. On the night of our 'Meet the Faculty’ party, people were
still removing trash from the main room. Yet work got done and even-
tually one large meeting room, four small ones, a lounge and an office
were hammered out.

For advertising, several of us went outiin the wee hours of the mor-
ning and surreptitiously posted leaflets all over the city, announcing
the opening ofPFUNY. We also handed out leaflets at colleges, folk
concerts, poetry readings, ctc. The number of delicatessens willing to
take our 18 X 24 inch posters was amazing.

On Tuesday, July 6, the first classes met. For the first semester,
25 courses were offered. The criteria used for selecting FUNY’s cour-
ses was whether the subject matter and the teacher were, as you might
say, unique entities. Preference was given to those courses or people
who could not appear at an ’establishment’ university. Attention was
paid to the radical educational and political position which the school
was meant to embody.

In terms of the quality of courses offered, the number of students
who attended classes, and the enthusiasm generated by members oi
the student-faculty body, the first semester was an extraordinary suc-
cess. Although we had managed only three weeks advance publicity
about the opening of the school, 210 students registered for courses,
and of these, over 40 took more than one course. In addition, a few
hundred people attended single meetings of a particular course or
weckend event.

During the past two and a half years the Free University has con-
tinued to expand both in number and quality of students, faculty, and
courses offered and scope of extracurricular activities. However, this
did not take place without a major struggle (still continuing) against
the New York City and New York State authorities. First the school
was subject to a series of vicious articles in the city’s reactionary news-
papers purporting to show that it was no more than a hotbed of drug
taking, sex orgies, ists and tr activities. This, in turn
provoked the powers that be in New York City to threaten to close
the school down. The reasons they gave for doing so were all indirect
and underhanded, their favorite being the violation of fire regulati-
ons in the building. Over and over the school fought back, either by
giving the appearance of complying with the utterly impossible and
contradictory regulations that comprise the city’s building code or by
sweet talking the petty officials who swooped down upon the school
from the New York State Department of Education. In a very official
letter to us they stated that FUNY was violating New York State Law
(and thus subject to all sorts of hideous penalties, aside from being
disbanded) by calling itself a university. We thus learned that no
school is entitled to use the term university (in New York) unless it has
been accepted and registered by the New York State Dept. of Educa-
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tion (incompatible with the function of the school) and can show proof
of at lcast 500.000 dollars in assets (incompatible with resources of the
scheol). Although FUNY did consider a head on clash with the State
over this issue as well as the alternative tactic of sidestepping the
authorities by calling ourselves the Free Univerzity, instead of Uni-
versity, we decided that the policy less frought with danger was to
temporarily change the name of the Free University of New York to
that of the Free School* of New York. The asterick after school is an
integral part of the new name, which always appears with an accom-
panying statement indicating why we can can not use the term uni-
versity and citing the New York State law.

Aside from these and other harrassments with which FUNY has had
to put up, many of the best young intellectuals and scholars, political
activists (The New Left), and "turned on’ artists in the city have chosen
to teach at the Free University. They include: Stanley Aronowitz,
Trade Unionist; Lee Baxandall, Playwright; Martin Glass, Instruator
of Literature, Yeshiva University; Calvin Hicks, Community Organis-
er; Will Inman, Poet, Editor of Kauri; Paul Krassner, Editor of The
Realist; Tuli Kupferberg, Poet and Whiter; Levi Laub, Progressive
Labor Party; Shane Mage, Economist; John McDermott, Instructor in
Philosophy, Long Island University; Victor Rabinowitz, Attorney:
Milt Rosen, Chairman, Progressive Labor Party; Susan Sherman, Poet,
playwright, graduate student in philosophy; A. B. Spell C
tator, radio WBAI; Russ Stetler, Staff, Bertrand Russel Peace Founda-
tion.

A partial selection of courses from FUNY's syllabus since it started
would include:

‘The Psychotic Experience as an Archetype of Paradise Lost. This
course will explore the experience of going-int: d with mad
being seen as a fund tal hum; peni rooted in an untenable
intrapsychic and interpersonal situation. Madness will be seen as a key
to understanding the entire panorama of 'psychopathology’. The pos-
sibilities for madness as enlightenment will be discussed. (Joseph
Berke)

‘The Instruments of American Imperialism. This course will deal
with the relationship between social structure and foreign policy. Spe-
cial emphasis will be placed on the translation of class interests into
substantive policy through such instruments as the State Department,
Defence Department, FBI, CIA, White House staff, labor unions, and
industrial monopolies. (James Mellen) )

Rebellions That Failed. A survey of abortive revolutions and rebel-
lions from the time of Medieval Europe to Nineteenth Century Brazil.
These will be examined in terms of their revoluhqnary vision, inter-
nal organization and the objective conditions which prevailed. The
meaning of these failures and their significance for contemporary ra-
dicals will be discussed. Participation will require extensive reading.
(Allen Krebs) .

Cuba. This course will include an analysis of the economic and so-
cial factors which led to the Cuban Revolution and a survey of revolu-
tionary Cuba today. (Levi Laub)
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Paul Krassner Uiews the Press. Wherein you conspire with the editor
of The Realist to analyse the propaganda techniques and satirical im-
plications of each week’s news; the degree of your participation being
a function of the mass and minor media you read. (Paul Krassner)

A History and Evaluation of Dialectical Philosophy. Pre-Socratic
philosophy to the present. A study of the growth of dialectical philo-
sophy. A comparison with other {orms of philosophy. Special emphasis
given to Plato, Hegel, and the modern existentialists and phenome-
nologists. (Susan Sherman)

The Cold War in Transition — From Europe to Asia. The course
will include analyses of the genesis and purpose of the Cold War; a
review of its history through vanious international conflicts; the So-
viet-American detente; the Sino-Soviet split; the Sino-Indian conflict;
the Vietnam War; quo vadis America. (M. S. Arnoni)

Non-violent Revolution. Non-violent revolution: a long discussion
on the needlessness of killing people. (Exic Weinberger)

Moisike (Moo-Zee-Kay). A workshop in the composition and per-
formance of poetry, music, dance and theatre works embodying the
anarchist principle of maximum freedom and initiate of all partici-
pants. The use of chance operations, indeterminacy, 'silence’, and "non-
artistic’ materials in such works will be explored actively and discuss-
ed. (Jackson Mac Low)

An Approach to Experimental Cinema. Screenings and close ana-
lysis of experimental work, from the French avant garde of the 20's
to the contemporary Americana 'Underground’. After analysis, an
attempt to develop a method of defining the relationships between
each tilm makers work and his culture. Screenings will include Rene
Clair, Leger, Epstein, Mirsanov, Man-Ray, Dulac, Bunuel, Steiner,
Anger, Brakhage, and others. (Norman Fruchter)

The Sexual Revolution. The ’growing edge’ of sex; frontier prob-
lems in today’s sexual revolution. The new climate: an historical pers-
pective. Teen-age sex. Homosexuality in America. Sex and the Pill.
What is a familly? The New Legal Codes. The quality of sex. The
sex of children. Sex and Drugs. the Future of sex. The new sexual
humor. (And other topics). (‘Luli Kupterberg)

Improvisation Workshop. A non-verbal exchange of ideas about
ourselves and society. Mime, movement and game techniques for spon-
taneous scene creation. Extracurricular street plays and pageants.
(Eileen La Rue)

A Quest for Self. A search for integrity without dogma in a time of
relative values, exploring the turns of one individual’s life toward
building a synthesis between spiritual awareness and revolutionary
social vision, with Walt Whitman's writing as counterpoint; Martin
Buber, Jung, Fromm, Merton, Tagore — as background reading. No
answers promised; painful questions guaranteed. (Will Inman)

‘The American Dream:. A I'ragic Illusion. This course will attempt
to define a contemporary, peculiary Amenican tragic genre — the pur-
suit of the American Dream. Such standard works as Dreiser’s An
American Tragedy, Fitsgerald’s The Great Gatsby, and Miller’s Deatl
of a Salesman will be radically reconsidered in view of Gatsby’s
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‘orgiastic’ green light. Against the spectre of Everyman succumbing to
the desolate Valley of Ashes, the American Dream in literature will
be related to the current peace and oivil rights movements and the
recent statement by President Johnson that, »these are the most hope-
ful times in all the years since Jesus Christ was born in Betlehem«.
(Albert Bernard Litewka)

The Free University is an educational experiment at a gut level, an
attempt to re-cstablish in a cohesive manner the dialogue that should
characterize the exchange between student and scholar. Wherever such
an exchange exists, there is a 'Free University’. What has to be done
is to bring these small 'University’ sets into knowledge of each other
and create the means whereby new sets can arise.

I personally would like to get away from the idca of a ’course’
taught in the traditional manner. Any teacher worth his salt can talk
off the top of his head about what he is currently thinking or doing.
One might say that a 'course’ should solely provide the opportunity
for one person, the student, to occupy the same space as another per-
son, the scholar, for a set amount of time during which a conversation
about anything under the sun may take place. The catalogue of a 'Free
University’ need only consist of a list of :names and biographical in-
formation about each faculty member. From this, the students would
decide which 'meetings’ they would like to attend.

These 'meetings’ are the essence of a "Free University’. They can ta-
ke place anywhere, in the scholars home, if convenient, before any for-
mal meeting place need be chosen. (Contrast this to the new University
of Kent, England which was organized by first creating an adminis-
tration, then putting up some very expensive buildings, and lastly
choosing a faculty and student body.) This arrangement has very real
advantages for it reduces the amount of money necessary to make the
university viable to a minimum. It also dimirishes the risk of having
the university shut down by the establishment on the pretext of build-
ing violations, etc. Classes could thus be seen as spontaneous events,
occuring all over the dity, in any nook or cranny. In fact, this univer-
sity is already happening in most major citics of the world. It is a uni-
versity that can function at any time, and all the time.

The Free University is a dialectical event. It exists in opposition to
the usual academy, the conventional politics, the corrupted and cor-
rupting society. Its fundamental project is to establish, if not re-estab-
lish our individual and collective understanding of the nature of hu-
man existence and the possibility of Praxis.

To accomplish this, as well as to resist the danger of becoming but
yet another reified remnant of society, the Frec Universities must in-
terdigitate their membership and functions with the many and divers
forms of 'anti-institution’ which are beginning to manifest themselves
on an international basis.

For example, the psychiatric hospital, now clearly seen as an agent
of the state, has been destructured/dissolved by individuals in a num-
ber of countries whereby no 'medical treatment’ is offered, solely
Asylum from the sickness embodied in the porary state.
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The family, long having broken down in the West, has seen the
re-emergence of the commune. In San Franocisco, New York London,
Berlin and elsewhere young people have begun to band togcther, live
in common flats, share food possessions, even grow their own produce
and tend their own stores.

These and others are the initial attempts of people to group together
for their own protection, and in so doing, plan an effective resistance
against the deadening, destructive, super-technologized and bureau-
cratic world in which they live.

The Free Universities are an integral part of this resistance. They

eek to generate in and through themselves an effective strategy, if not
coun orce, to deal with the debasement of man and his environment.

(1967)
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DISCUSSION

HUMANISM AND THE FREEDOM OF THE INDIVIDUAL*
Paul Kurtz

Buffalo

Humanism has had a long, though chequered, career in the history
of philosophy. There have been many varieties of humanism appro-
priate to the different ages in which they appeared; though perhaps the
moments of humanism's highest brilliance can be seen in the Hellenic
civilization of classical Greece and Rome, the Renaissance, the Enligh-
tenment, during the scientific revolution of modern times, and in the
contemporary world. In a very real sense the present day may be cha-
racterized as predomi ly h istic, for h istic concepts and
values thoroughly pervade all aspects of life. A number of diverse and
often contending intellectual and philosophical movements may be
said to be humanistic in character: naturalism, materialism, Marxism,
positivism, analytic philosophy, ph logy, and existentialism.
Moreover, many philosophers influential in the present age are deeply
humanistic: Marx, Nietzsche, Freud, Mill, Dewey, Russell, and Sartre,
to mention only some of the most important.

Humanism has had a remarkable resurgence in the past decade, both
in negative and positive terms. The negative critique of the classical
religious system has been very effective. Humanists have continually
attacked the inconsistencies and hvnocrisies of orthodox religion. As a
result, large numbers of educated people are today unaffiliated with
any organized religious sect and are humanist i_ln outlook and belief.

The »God is dead« ment within theology trates that hu-
manism has been far more influential upon the mainstream of religion
than had been imagined. Many theologians now accept h istic pre-

mises: Religion must be regarded essentially as a form of human ex-
perience. an expression of human values: it is empty if it substitutes
a dead God for a living ideal of human justice.
Many humanists today believe that the battle against religious ortho-
doxy has been won, at least in intellectual terms. Accordingly, it is not
* The papers of P. Kurtz and M. Markovi¢ which we

been read at a discussion between marxist an i
the International Humanist and Ethical Union in Vienna, September 1968.
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enough to debunk faith and dogma without providing a positive set of
ethical ideals in its place. Many are convinced that we must replace
the outworn symbols and cliches of an earlier age of protest with more
meaningful principles of action. They insist that humanists must over-
look any difference that they have had in the past and emphasize in-
stead their common assumptions. The problem that we now face is to
build a humanistic ethics that transcends narrow ideological loyalties.

In a very real sense it is in the present century that mankind has
become fully aware of itself. There are no longer any isolated culture
regions. All men are involved in the same world and have a common
history and heritage. No philosophic or ideological position can escape
comparative analysis or critical scrutiny. We have just shed the shack-
les of theistic theological illusion. We also need to abandon all secular
ideologies that degenerate into new forms of intolerant antihumanism.

It is encouraging to find that many Marxist philosophers in Eastern
Europe are rediscovering strong humanistic and existentialist founda-
tions in the early Marx. The old ideology is not enough. It is not the
destruction of class society or ownership of the means of production
that is the sole aim of socialism, but the full development of humanity.
including individuals. Having consistently defended the value of indi-
vidual freedom in the past, liberal humanists in the West are now
witnessing a profound moral revolution occurring. In no small way
this may be attributed to the humanist critique of religious morality.
Liberal humanists are now beginning to recognize the urgent need to
build a positive and responsible morality.

Presumably those participating in this Marxist-humanist dialogue
are committed to certain common principles. In Part I of this paper.
I wish to discuss the principles which humanists — particularly liberal
democrats and Marxists — hold in common. In Part II, I will focus
on a basic issue that divides us: the role of indivdual freedom. I will
defend the central principle for liberal democratic humanism, i. e. in-
dividual freedom. Too many Marxists, it seems to me, have not given
sufficient emphasis to this humanistic value.

I

Is it possible to find a common ground between various forms of
humanism? It should be clear that there is no essence to which the
term »humanism« corresponds. Rather, any definition of humanism
can only be roughly drawn by reference to certain generic philoso-
phical tendencies that humanists have manifested. Humanists, even
though of different philosophical persuasions. nevertheless share some
basic characteristics. There are, I submit, at least two such minimal
principles: First, humanist reject any supernatural conception of the
universe; they are sympathetic to one form or another of atheism.
agnosticism or skepticism. Second, humanists affirm that ethical values
do not have a supernatural source and have no meaning independent
of human experience; humanism is an ethical philosophv in which
man is central. There are two additicnal principles to which many,
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though not all, humanists are attracted. Third, there is some commit-
ment to the use of critical reason in the analysis, evaluation, and ap-
praisal of value judgments: and fourth, there is a humanitarian con-
cern for humanity, in both social and individual terms.

(1) Anti-supernaturalism:

This first humanist principle, the rejection of the supernatural world
view, is shared with materialism and naturalism. Many humanists,
however, who vehemently deny that ultimate reality is spiritual or
divine, are not necessarily prepared to accept a materialistic or natu-
ralistic framework.

What is essential to all humanisms is the refusal to accept a simpli-
stic cosmic purpose or teleology, the view that God is the ultimate
source of all existence and value, or that there is a bifurcation between
nature and supernature. The humanist does not exclude a transcen-
dental reality on a priori grounds. nor does he necessarily deny that
there may be aspects of the universe that perhaps are beyond investi-
gation now or in the future. He wishes only to maintain that claims to
a non-natural realm have not been confirmed by adequate evidence
nor supported on rational grounds. Thus, attempts to prove the exis-
tence of God (ontological, cosmological, teleological, etc.) are uncon-
vincing, unverified and even meaningless. The humanist does not sim-
ply dismiss the reports of mystical or revelatory experience. But he
looks upon these reports as events to be explained and in‘erpreted in
natural terms, much the same as other data that we experience. Such
events, he finds, can be parsimoniously accounted for without refe-
rence to an alleged transcendental reality. In any case, he asks that all
claims to knowledge be open to a responsible examination of the
grounds by which they are supported: and he does not consider the
evidence referred to by the mystic as conclusive.

Most humanists take man as a part of nature, even though man has
his own unique dimensions, such as frecdom. Therc is no break between
the human mind or consciousness on the one hand and the body on the
other, no special status to personality or »soul«, and especially no pri-
vileged or special place for human existence in the universe at large.
Thus, all claims to human immortality or eschatological theories of
history are held to be an expression of wish-fulfillment, a vain reading
into nature of human hope and fancy. Nature for the humanist is blind
to human purposes and indifferent to human ideals.

(2) Ualue is relative to man:

A second humanist principle, which is basic, is the ethical concern
for man and his works. The humanist says that a theory of value can-
not be derived from a metaphysics of divinity, that value is relative
to man, and to what human beings find to be worthwhile in expe-
rience. Ethical standards thus are not to be found outside of life but
within it. Most humanists have some confidence in the dignity and
power of man to discover for himself the sources of the good life. Thus
the | ist is an promising critic of the established cthical
codes and commandments of orthodox and authoritarian religion.
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Theistic religions have often suppressed the best human instincts. They
have often been dishonest and immoral concerning man’s right to
truth; and they have frequently censored and blocked free and respon-
sible intellectual inquiry. The humanist, on the contrary, asks that we,
as human beings, face up to the human condition as it is. Humanists
accept the fact that God is dead; that we have no way of knowing that
he exists; or even of knowing that this is a meaningful question.

They accept the fact that human existence is probably a random
occurrence existing between two oblivions, that death is inevitable,
that there is a tragic aspect to our lives, and that all moral values are
our own creations.

To be sure, there have been some humanists who have, in the face of
the rejections of the theistic universe of values, become pessimistic.
Yet most humanists have found a source of optimism in the affirmation
that value is related estate there must also be an awareness of the chal-
lenges and of the possibilities that await us. There may be a basis for
genuine confidence, not despair and cynicism. For while there is death
and failure, there is also life and success. And with life come great and
bountiful promises: there are the joys of human love, shared experience
and fellowship, the excitement of creativity, the power of reason, and
the possibilities that we as human beings have some control over our
destinies. If we grant that not all human sorrows and evils can be
avoided, the human situation is not even then irremediable; and with
some confidence in our power we may help to build a good life.

The theist has not always allowed man to be himself. He has looked
outside of nature or human nature, and has created idolatrous religi-
ons that worship graven images. He has often frustrated and thwarted
independent self-assertion. He has thus contributed to the alienation of
man from himself and nature. Man is made to feel dependent upon
God, a »sinner« who must renounce and suppress his pride. But the
more he exalts God as the Father image, the more he demeans himself.
Surely man is dependent upon external forces, some of which are
beyond his control (such as death); but why worship or submit to them,
and why weaken or belittle man, asks the humanist? Why exacerbate
his guilt complex and his sense of sin, and why exalt acquiescence?
Man needs to be himself. He needs to affirm his manhood, to develop
the courage to persist in spite of all the obstacles that would destroy
him; indeed he needs to exceed himself by creating a new life for him-
self. The challenge for the free man is to realize his possibitities, and
to create new ones, not to cower in masochistic denial, nor to withdraw
in fear, anxiety, and trembling, nor to look outside of man for help
that is not there.

Humanism today can look to the enoblement and enrichment of hu-
man life as an end, whether in individual terms, as each satisfies his
ideals and dreams, or in social terms, where he seeks to develop rules
and norms of justice. Humanism claims that man is rooted in the soil
(mature), that it is the flesh (life) that gives him satisfaction, and that
it is in creative fulfillment and social harmony (the »spirit«) that he
finds his deepest significance.

‘What is important for the humanist is that there are no absolute va-
lues or norms independent of what man individually and socially
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chooses. Instead. as Sartre has said, man is condemned to make man;
we alone are responsible for what we are and what we do. Perhaps this
is an overstatement of the case for freedom; at least the humanist asks
that man begin to shed the chains of illusion that bind him, and assert
himself. What man needs is not renunciation but affirmation, not re-
signation but confidence; above all, not blind piety and faith but ho-
nesty and truth.

The humanist in ethics is usually cautious and tentative in his judg-
ments, and he may cven be skeptical about his humanism, recognizing
its limitations. He hnows that it is difficult to find absolute standards,
or categorical imperatives. Yet he suggests that although the human
animal finds himself thrust into existence without his permission, he
can to some extent define himself and determine who he is and what
he shall be. Man can achieve a satisfying and authentic existence herc
and now. But the first essential for this is that he ceases deluding him-
self about what is and is not in store for him. The humanist recognizes
the rich diversity and relativity of value, and the fact that there arc
alternate paths that man may take to achieve the good life. He merely
claims that it is we who are to choose, whatever we choose, and that we
should not shirk our responsibility to so choose, or escape to a world
of dogma and myth.

(3) Relevance of reason:

Some humanists add to the above two principles still a third one,
which they think is essential to any definition of humanism. They
claim that ethical principles are open to rational criticism, that value
judgments are capable of some empirical warrant, and that scientific
knowledge can be applied to the solution of the problems of man. Such
humanists are frequently committed to situational cthics - to the view
that ethical principles are not a priori or universal, but only gencral
guides to be applied and modified in the light of empirical circumstanc-
es and conditions, in terms of means and consequences. This point of
view is sometimes known as scientific humanism.

Not all humanists, however, share this faith in the power of rcason;
nor do they have confidence in the possibility of ethical objectivity. For
example some existential humanists and positivists have emphasized
the subjective ingredients in human values, and they have pointed to
the basically emotive character of philosophical theories of value.
Though all humanisms share the critique of theistic ethics as full of
vain hope and illusion, humanistic ethics at the very least involve a re-
jection of absolutistic ethics as unfounded in reason or evidence, and
hence unreasonable.

The whole question of the empirical objectivity and testability of
cthical judgments has been vigorously discussed in twentieth-century
ethics, particularly by analytic philosophers. It is unfortunate that
Marxist philosophers, have not for the most part taken part in this im-
portant meta-inquiry. Most Anglo-American philosophers have devot-
ed most of their attention to technical metaquestions rather than to
practical matters. Within meta-ethics some humanists (for cxam.plg‘
utilitarians and pragmatists) had accepted some version of naturalistic

597



ethics, i. e., the view that ethical judgments are empirical or may be
supported by scientific knowledge; and they also have had some confi-
dence that philosophy might provide some help in solving moral and
social problems. This point of view, however, has been subjected to a
strong criticism by many analytic philosophers.

The key questions that have been raised in meta-ethics are epistemo-
logical, and they concern the definition of our basic moral terms and
the methods by which we justify moral principles . G. E. Moore denied
that we could define basic moral terms or derive moral conclusions
from nonmoral premises without committing the »naturalistic fallacy«.
The intuitionists agreed that ethical terms were unanalyzable pro-
perties and not amenable to empirical test. And later the logical posi-
tivists and emotivists claimed that all ethical terms were expressive
and imperative, that attempts to define them were persuasive, and that
attitudes, being divorced_ from beliefs, could not be supported scienti-
fically. Many existentialists went in a different direction, though they
claimed that our basic values were commitments, absurd and nonratio-
nal, and not amenable to any kind of objective treatment. The result
was that until very recently many non-Marxist humanistic philoso-
phers seemed reluctant to say anything positive about man’s moral life
or to recommend any prescriptive ideals; skepticism about normative
cthics seemed the only adequate position.

There are those who have been pleased with the results, likening
what has occurred to a »revolution« in ethics. Others have been troubl-
ed and have considered it scandalous. One can agree that a powerful
advance has been made by developing useful analytic tools, but one
can decry the fact that philosophers have ignored the practical moral
problems of life. We seem today to be witnessing within philosohy a
strong reaction away from the extreme skepticism in meta-ethics that
cxisted only a few years ago. There is now a recognition that ethical
language. after all, does malke some sense, that there is a kind of logic
of decision-making, and that reason applies to some extent to practice.
Analytic philosophers have had second thoughts about the emotivist’s
critique, and naturalistic philosophers in rejoinder have attempted to
provide revised and more carefully framed theories. There is now also
the recognition that philosophers had best not withdraw from the world
into a linguistic sanctuary, that there are real problems that human
beings face, and that philosophical analysis on the level of concrete
experience and in relation to the actual problems of life may have
some relevance. Still philosophers today disagree about the precise role
of reason in ethics or the degree of objectivity.

What has been overlooked is that although philosophers may dispute
on the technical meta-level concerning linguistic and epistemological
issues, they nonetheless may share certain moral principles. Thus many
philosophers including philosophical analysts and logical positivists,
are humanists in ethics proper, if not in meta-ethics. Though philoso-
phers may differ in method and approach in meta-ethics, many accept
inh(hcir own moral and political lives a general form of humanistic
cthics.
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(4) Humanitarianism:

Many humanists also wish to add still a fourth principle to their de-
finition of humanism - namely, that humanism involves some form of
) itarianism. Most contemporary h ists have a commitment
to some form of the greatest happiness for the greatest number prin-
ciple or a social justice principle : they consider that the highest moral
prescription is to humanity as a whole. This involves the view that
since all men are members of the same human family, it is our obliga-
tion to further the welfare of mankind.

Now it is possible to be a humanist in the above two senses — to re-
ject supernaturalism and to claim that value is basically human — and
not accept the third and fourth principles above: that is, cither a com-
mitment to reason or to humanitarianism. Many classical humanists,
the Sophists for example, have emphasized the perfecting of one’s own
individual happiness as the highest human good. Onc can think of
Epicurus or Nietzsche as being a humanist without being a humanita-
rian. Yet today, most humanists are in some way also dedicated to the
ideal of social meliorism and a concern for their fellow men. Indeed,
the challenge has been hurled at secular humanists by theistic theolo-
gians that if man is the sole source of human values, what guarantee
or safeguard will we have that humanists can develop a sense of res-
ponsibility to their fellow men and overcome subjectivism and relati-
vism? Can humanism develop not only an ethic of the good life, appli-
cable to individuals, but an ethic of moral responsibility and obligation
appropriate to other human beings or to society at large? If God is
dead and if there is no afterlife, does morality have meaning and does
man have a basis for moral action? Yes, the present-day humanist in-
sists. Indeed, the notion of a dead and risen God, of a last judgment
day, and of the paradox of evil in a world of divine creation, is hardly
a »rational« foundation of morality, and on the contrary seems to the
humanist to be absurd. The only meaning that man can find for mora-
lity is that which he makes for himself. At least, the humanist and se-
cular view of the universe is more realistic and honest and avoids de-
ception and false hope. Thus humanism, not bcing based on theistic
illusion or obedience, provides man a more secure foundation for the
moral life.

Moral imperatives for the humanist are based upon human expe-
rience. They are grounded in an estimation of the consequences of our
action: Which moral rules, we ask, will as a matter of fact leac! to the
best possible life for all concerned, including ours;lves? Humanist mo-
rality need not be grounded in unadulterated egoism — although consi-
derations of self-interest are part of the justification that one gives for
his moral beliefs. Rather, morality is rooted in a sensitivity to. th(; inte-
rests and needs of others, a rational awareness that my good is tied up
with the good of others, and a recognition that any happiness that I
desire presupposes some conditions of order and rules which would
make it possible for other human beings besides myself to achieve their
ends, If the humanist admits of no absolute foundation for moral sym-
pathy or a priori justification of first principles, he does believe that a
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reasonable case for morality can be made, a case that all but the ex-
treme skeptic will understand, since it is based upon the common moral
experience of mankind.

There is a great variety of humanitarian humanisms: including uto-
pian humanism, liberal humanism, democratic humanism, utilitarian
humanism and socialist humanism. There is a double humanist con-
cern: (a) in individual terms, the ideal of the development of the po-
tentialities of the individual, and (b) in social terms, the ideal of social
welfare and justice. If liberal, democratic, renaissance, and enlighten-
ment humanism emphasized the perfectability of the individual and
had faith in the instrumentality of reason and education, utilitarian,
democratic, and especially socialist humanism have emphasized that
many or most of man’s problems can be resolved only by social action,
by changing the social system, the underlying economic structure, the
forces and relationships of production.

Humanists as humanitarians attack all those social forces that seek
to destroy man: They deplore the dehumanization and alienation of
man within an industrial and technological world. In effect, they con-
demn the contradictions of modern life and the failure of modern man
to measure up to the full measure of his potential excellence. The prob-
lem for the humanist is to create the conditions that would liberate
man from one-sided and distorted development, which would eman-
cipate him from oppressive and corruptive social organization and
from the denigration and perversion of his human talents, and which
would enable him to achieve an authentic life. Humanists may not
agrce about the methods of achieving a just and equitable society. But
they share a vision of the good life and the goals of its attainment.
And they are interested in creating a society in which the fruits of mo-
dern technology and automation can be enjoyed and leisure life en-
riched.

There is, however, an important difference in contemporary huma-
nism between those, such as Marxist humanists, who believe that the
problem of man is essentially social, and those, such as liberal demo-
cratic h ists, who emphasize the need to enhance the qualities of
individuality. .

I

The fundamental problem for humanism today as always is the pro-
blem of man. An authentic humanism should not be tied to any parti-
cular philosophical ideology, nor to the special social or economic
structure of a given historical epoch, nor to a specific program of ac-
tion. It is t'rut.z. as we have seen, that humanism has certain minimal
general principles: It rejects dogma; it affirms that value is relative
to human experience; it uses critical reason: and it has a humanitarian
concern for perfecting and enhancing human life. Humanism should
be opposed, whatever the source, to that which dehumanizes or des-
troys man. But humanism is not final in its political formulations, nor
absolute in its ethical principles. Humanism must be prepared in any
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one period to change its emphasis. If in the Renai e it was super-
natural rapacious capitalism, in the twenticth century there are other
forms of alienation that need correction.

Humanism is not abstract principle. 1t must be given empirical con-
tent, and its content, whenever necessary must be open to modification.
Humanism is not simply negative. It has an important affirmative
aspect. Marx was no doubt correct when he attacked thcoretic atheism
for no longer having any meaning and he defended social humanism
as positive and practical.! For Marx the alienation of man had its
source in estranged labor, private property, and a class-ridden society.
Alienation occurs because labor is coerced, not voluntary, and is exter-
nal to the worker. It becomes itself a commodity, separated from the
process of production. Socialism for Marx was the positive transcen-
dence of private property. Although one might begin with atheism,
humanism as atheism is abstract.

Humanism as socialism was »bent on action« and took on »real«
dimensions in the world of man because it offered a solution to the
problem of alienation.

Marx’s positive humanism, though profoundly instructive in its own
day, is not the only viable alternative on the current scene. The danger
is that Marxist-humanism will become ossified, abstract, and theoretic,
a form of pious humanism — unless, that is, it turns its attention to the
solution of present day alienation. Humanists must cooperate in the
continuing task of criticism and reconstruction. Philosophers who are
humanists have a special obligation to diagnose in each age that which
is destructive of humanity.

If we analyze some present sources of friction, we find that racial
antagonisms exist in both socialist and non-socialist societies, that there
are competing national sovereignties, and that the dangérs of armed
conflict and nuclear warfare cannot be explained alone in terms of a
class analysis. There are genuine human problems that we need to
work on cooperatively: The need to develop institutions of genuine
world government, to resolve the disparity between the have and have-
not nations, to solve the problems of overpopulation, the pollution of
the earth’s atmosphere, and the depletion of our natural resources.

The growth of large-scale social organizations constitutes a serious
problem in all highly developed technological-industrial systems. The
estrangement of the individual within large-scale impersonal bureau-
cracies — whether the corporation, commune, collective, trade union, or
university — is endemic to different economic systems. Marx could not
have predicted the new sources of alienation that would emerge after
the destruction of the bourgeoisie. The cure of alienation is all the
more a challenge to socialist societies; for the problem of alienation is
crucial to the Marxist critique of capitalism.

The most sensitive area of disagreement between Marxist humanists
and liberal democratic humanists is the question of freedom for the in-
dividual. Historically, humanism has had, I submit, a fundgmgental
concern for the creative and autonomous individual - and this is the
case not only for Greek, Renaissance, Enlightenment, liberal, and de-

! KarI-Marx, The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts (1844).
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mocratic humanism, but also for Marx himself. Indeed, it is difficult
on this point to make a sharp differentiation between Marx’s huma-
nism and other forms of humanism. Most present-day liberal and de-
mocratic humanists in the West have been so influenced by Marxism’s
desire to emancipate man from an unjust society that it is hard to draw
the line between democratic and Marxist humanism, since many or
most democratic humanists are at the same time socialist or quasi-so-
cialist in outlook. There are of course. as we are well aware, many in-
terpretations of Marx. Perhaps the real contrast should be between de-
mocratic Marxism and other forms of Marxism. The issue that I wish to
discuss is reminiscent of the debate between the Mensheviks and the
Bolsheviks, or between the Leninist interpretation of Marxism and
other interpretations. This debate has gone on for almost the whole of
this century. The key question concerns the use of non-humanistic
means, particularly by a powerful totalitarian state to achieve the ideal
ends of socialist humanism. In humanist terms today, it leads to the
query, in what sense can humanists who cannot tolerate the inequities
of capitalist oppression and inequality condone in silence socialist op-
pression and the lack of freedom?

Surely, aside from anything else, a basic principle of humanism
must be a defence of personal freedom. Any humanism that does not
cherish the individual, I am prepared to argue, is neither humanistic
nor humanitarian.

From the standpoint of the liberal democratic humanist it is correct
to say that man is a social being and that he actualizes his nature lar-
gely in social terms. One’s biological needs are satisfied by economic
and social means, his moral, intellectual, religious, and aesthetic life
are socio-cultural in origin and function. The language one uses, the
clothing one adorns oneself with, one’s food and poetry, are all social
in dimension. Built upon one’s primary biogenic needs are a set of se-
condary needs, largely socio-genic in character. Humane values can
emerge and flourish only because civilization nourishes and sustains
them. Yet I would deny that the so-called »essence« of man is equiva-
lent to the sum of his social relations; for there remains aspects of the
individual that cannot be equated with the social. Although the indivi-
dual transacts in a socio-cultural environment and in relation to other
human beings, it is still the individual agent that engages in the trans-
action, and his social role or status can never fully define his nature
nor exhaust his being. Man’s sociality is no doubt fundamental; and
many or most human problems have a social or collective solution —
but not all. There are dimensions of personality that cannot, and in-
deed should not, be smothered.

I am offering here not only a theory of human nature that combines
Aristotle and Mill with Marx and that finds creative and autonomous
individuals entering into the world and changing it, but a normative
recommendation that suggests what ought to be our attitude concern-
ing individuality. Thus I am not simply asserting that human beings
reserve a degree of individuality for themselves, but that they ought
to be treated as individuals. Any humanism worthy of the name should
be concerned with the preservation of the individual personality with
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all of its unique idosyncracies and peculiarities. With Marx, 1 am say-

ing that »the freedom of the individual is the basis of the freedom of

all«*, We need a new society in which the full and free development

of every individual is the ruling principle«.? The existence of indivi-

dual freedom thus is an essential condition for the social good, and a
ry end of h itarianism.

There are certain human evils that can only be resolved and human
goods attained by a radical restructuring of the whole society — this is
the Marxist message. Yet new and unforeseen evils may emerge in any
society so reconstructed. Humanists should be, prepared to destroy
those social structures which are unjust and to create new ones — but
surely not if this involves the destruction of fhose qualities of indivi-
dluality which we wished to emancipate from bondage in the first
place.

Liberal democratic humanists find that this is what has occured as a
result of some socialist revolutions. Moral in aim, the revolution is
often betrayed by perverse means and a new anti-humanistic dogmatic
theology is resurrected to make excuses for or justify new social ine-
quities. Philosophers should be skeptical of all philosophical systems,
including their own: and in particular they should be prepared to cri-
ticize philosophical ideas that become enshrined in social institutions
and are supported by the authority of a state, party, or class, instead of
by the authority of reason and evidence. If mediaeval Christianity was
condemned by humanists because it used compulsion and censorship to
block free inquiry, so must those ideologies, originally humanist in in-
tent, that are converted into official policies and are justified by force,
not reason. To suggest that one group has a monopoly on truth and
virtue and that all who oppose it have ulterior motives or express a
corrupt social class, is to undermine the whole basis of philosophical
dialogue. The great danger to humanism is the conversion of genuine
humanist philosophy into official dogma and pious cant. If humanism
has meant anything it has meant a respect for free inquiry, an openness
to criticism, a toleration of different points of view.

One often hears that one cannot grant freedom because of the dan-
ger of counter-revolution, and that to create socialism one must first
destroy all the fetters of the old society that seek to impede it. But by
allowing a closed society, one may destroy the very individuals that
one wishes to liberate. In the place of the inequities of class and private
property, one may substitute a new bureaucracy and a new class in
control of the awesome power of the state, which may result in even
greater dangers of alienation. Instead of pluralistic centers of power
all power may be vested in one center, and the condition of the worker
may be no better and perhaps worse than under older forms of society.

There are inequities in capitalism and in some socialist societies,
there are no doubt dangers of its reappearance - but this is not what
is here at stake. The real issue concerns the fundamental difference
between the democratic and non-democratic conceptions of society and
differing sets of values. Democracy is not a mere bourgeoisie ruse, a

* Communist Manifesto
3 Capital (Kerr ed.) Vol. 1., p. 649.
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plot of mendacious liberals, as Lenin claimed, to oppress the masses.
1he democratic ideal touches at the wellspring of humanism: the en-
richment of human individuality. Individual diversity and creativity
are positive goods, first, because they are at the very heart of the good
life, and second, because they are a pre-condition for social progress
and development. I should argue that an open society in the long run
is more likely to find new and ingenious solutions than a closed one,
1t is rich in discovery and invention, seminal in imagination.

Now I am not in any sense minimizing or demeaning the other im-
portant values that socialist humanists have advocated: the need to
maintain an adequate standard of living, to get rid of inequalities, the
destruction of false class distinctions, equality and fraternity, social so-
lidarity and shared experience, the virtues of a rationally planned so-
cial system. These are human goods to be cherished and developed.
[ am merely saying: Yes, but not at the final price of individuality. It
is not a question of either individuality or sociality, freedom or justice,
liberty or equality, but a combination of both that is the moral obliga-
tion of the humanitarian; for we recognize that an essential condition
of freedom is equality.

What do I mean by individual freedom? I am not talking about eco-
nomic freedom or private enterprise. I believe in some measure in pu-
blic control. I do not think that it makes much sense to say, as some
Hegelians have, that a man is »free« only in so far as he fulfills him-
self in society. This seems to be a blatant equivocation on the term
»freedom«. What I wish to emphasize are intellectual, artistic, moral,
political, social, and organizational freedoms, all of which I think are
compatible with socialist humanism.

I am arguing first, as humanists have argued against theists, for
intellectual freedom, for freedom of thought and inquiry. This involv-
es the right of heresy and dissent, including untrammeled freedom of
societies; yet it seems to me to be an indication of the strength of a so-
It also involves artistic freedom, the right of individuals to express
their creative aesthetic visions as they see them without the fear of so-
cial censorship.

In moral terms freedom requires an open society in which indivi-
duals may express their own unique talents and pursue their lives as
they see fit, enjoy, or suffer their tastes, values, attitudes, and beliefs.
It means a society in which individuals will have some measure of pri-
vacy and be left alone. Freedom includes the right to critically dissent
from the prevailing social norms. In recent years this has meant civil
disobedience; where the society violates my basic moral values, I may
disobey its laws as an act of protest. It is puzzling that civil disobe-
dience is permitted in the Western democracies, though not in socialist
societies; yet it seems to me to be an indication of the strength of a so-
ciety rather than its weakness that it can tolerate individual diversity.

In political terms, moral freedom cannot exist unless there is some
measure of political freedom. This involves the legal right of opposi-
tion, elections, petition, recall, the right of assembly. There must exist
clearly defined mechanisms for checking political leadership and
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transferring power. There should be established common legal pro-
cedures or a constitutional system guaranteeing individuals due process
and equality before the law.

The kind of individual freedom that I am talking about is not simp-
ly moral and political, but is social and organizational as well. It en-
tails the right of individuals to participate fully in the social organiza-
tions in which they live, breathe, and function. The demands for self-
management by worker’s councils or for participation by students and
faculty in the affairs of universities recognize the need for individuals
to share in the lives of their institutions at different levels of decision-
making. Without such decentralization, democracy is not fully opera-
tive, nor are human beings saved from alienation.

There are various forces that seek to limit and restrain the indivi-
dual in capitalist, semi-capitalist, or mixed economies. The mass-
media, mass journalism, advertising, and propaganda all tend to limit
:xdividual decision and belief and to dry up effective heresy and

issent.

Human beings are converted into passive consumers rather than ac-
tive creative doers. As Herbert Marcuse has pointed out, socialist so-
cieties face a similar »spiritual« problem, for there also exist large-
scale technological-industrial forces that tend to dehumanize man.
Technology, automation, and highly centralized impersonal organiza-
tions (»organizalities« I have called them elsewhere!) all contribute
to the impotence and powerlessness of individuals and undermine free
choice and self-determination. We need as a corrective widespread de-
mocratic participation within organizations by individuals, who, shar-
ing cooperatively with others, shall nevertheless be the masters of their
own destinies and capable of larger and larger areas of voluntary
action.

But, I reiterate, we also need areas of privacy and liberty where no
coercive authorities or organizations operate, and where individuals
are left alone to direct their own lives and careers in terms of their
own inclinations and desires.

Humanism is nothing if it is not a theory of liberation and emanci-
pation of man and if it does not contribute to the enhancement of indi-
vidual human experience. Perhaps what we can use today is a new
Humanist Manifesto, written by both Western and Eastern Humanists,
which spells out the rights of the indvidual and criticizes all those
forces in the modern world that seek to constrain him.

4« Moral Problems in Contemporary Society, Essays in Humanistic Ethics, ed. by
Paul Kurtz, N. Y. Prentice-Hall, 1969.
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BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF MARXIST HUMANISM
Mihailo Markovié¢

Beograd

1

The growth of humanist theories and movements has usually been
a symptom of an increased readiness to resist various alienated social
forces such as church, market, state, ideology, and technology. Great
humanist philosophers and writers have invariably expressed revolt
against these social structures in which man has been degraded or
belittled. The recent universal surge of humanist literature can be
accounted for only by the deeply rooted anxieties of a generation
which had to survive not only the Nazi atrocities but also the Stali-
nist purges and now brutal slaughtering in Vietnam.

And still »humanism« is one of the most ambiguous and most mis-
used of terms. Even some of those who have never in their lives
shown in practice any real concern for human freedom and dignity
like to play sometimes one of those humanist verbal games which is
so easy to learn and even easier to repeat.

A natural reaction to this is a desire to dismiss the very notion of
humanism. For example, Herbert Marcuse in his paper at the Kor-
chula Summer School this August expressed the view that humanism
in general, including socialist humanism, is obsolete and that it be-
longs to the culture of a society which has already been overcome.
Then he continued by expounding a plea for a new type of man,
with new needs, values, and aspirations; this plea was clearly nothing
else but again a demand for a humanist qualitative change.

2

If misleading concepts and misuses cannot and need not be fought
by dismissing important and well entrenched terms, some necessary
distinctions must be made. One of them is the distinction between
descriptive and normative concepts of humanism.
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The former refers to common features of various historically given
forms of humanism. Humanism in this sense can be defined as a ge-
neral concern for man while approaching all theoretical or practical
problems. This means rejection of any transcendental and superna-
tural conception of the world. Our picture of the universe is contin-
gent upon our sensory powers, language, capacities of thinking and
imagination, and instruments and habits of our practical activity. Our
theory of knowledge and logic depend on the historically given level
of the human conceptual apparatus and accumulated experience. All
values are relative to human necds, feelings, and preferences. The
meaning of human life and striving is created by man himself. Many
philosophical trends are humanistic in this sense, even those which
do not have any explicit theory of man and do not pay much atten-
tion to anthropological, ethical, aesthetic, and political problems. Such
was, for example, the »humanism« of Ferdinand Cunning Scot Shiller
who in opposition to abstract and deeper so analized formal logic
elaborated a theory of knowledge and logic relative to practical hu-
man experience and existing human language.

Humanism as a normative concept is a projection of a possible
ideal future of man and of society. It is the expression of some spe-
cific values and, at least implicitly, a programme of practical action.
Humanism in this sense varies from one trend to another: it has a
definite meaning just in so far as it challenges or even excludes all
other humanistic philosophies. That is why some Marxists two deca-
des ago made considerable effort to show that existentialism is not
humanism. That is why there are always some bourgeois philosophers
who try to show the lack of humanism in Marxism. That is why Pro-
fessor Kurtz in his paper, »Humanism and the Freedom of the Indi-
vidual, after expounding four principles which are accepted by most
humanists, goes on to say: »Surely, aside from anything else, a basic
principle of humanism must be {my italics] a defense of personal
freedom. Any humanism that does not cherish the individual, I am
prepared to argue, is neither humanistic nor humanitarian.« And
further: »Any humanism worthy of the name should be concerned
with the preservation of the individual personality with all of its
unique idiosyncrasies and peculiarities.« .

By insisting on this »must« and »should,« Professor Kurtz tries to
build up a specific normative concept of humanism which he labels
»liberal« or »democratic« and opposes to Marxist humanism in the
following way:

»There is, however, an important difference in contemporary hu-
manism between those, such as Marxist humanists, who believe that
the problem of man is essentially social and those, such as liberal
democratic humanists, who emphasize the need to enhance the quali-
ties of individuality.« (p. 8)

That this distinction is rather simplified becomes obvious from the
rest of the paper. Professor Kurtz quotes several texts in which Marx
also insisted on the freedom and full development of each individual
as the basic principle. And, even more important, Professor Kurtz
himself points out the contrast between »demacratic« Marxism and
other forms of Marxism.«
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Marxism today really is a whole cluster of opposite orientations
and tendencies, some of which can hardly be classified as humanism
in any sense. And although all these various orientations would really
clash” with »liberal humanism« precisely on the issue specified by
Professor Kurtz, the reasons for disagreement would be vastly dif-
ferent.

Some contemporary forms of Marxism disregard the problem of
individual freedom because they are ideologies of backward or fairly
developed but bureaucratic societies. In the former case, the whole
society still faces the tasks of the capitalist epoch; accelerated indus-
trialization and urbanization require centralized methods and consi-
derable sacrifices from individuals; the general level of education
and culture is still low, etc. Under such conditions there can be no
question of superseding »liberal humanism.« In the latter case, so-
ciety remains below the level of already historically possible indivi-
dual freedom. Disregard for personal freedom is, in both cases,
clearly, the consequence of internal weaknesses of such societies which
are still rather far from completing a socialist revolution.

However, those variants of Marxism which follow Marx in pro-
jecting the possibilities of an already developed industrialized and
democratic society are opposed to the classical bourgeois liberal hu-
manism from an entirely different point of view: the problem is not
to proclaim the principle of individual freedom and full personal
development in an abstract, purely theoretical, ahistorical, acritical
way. The problem is: How to realize this principle practically? In
which concrete form can it be materialized under existing historical
conditions? Which existing social structures and institutions must be
abolished in order to make room for a freer and richer life for all
individuals?

4

Individual freedom in the economic sphere in every society based
on commodity production means unlimited private initiative and con-
sequently growing social differentiation. Herbert Spencer merely
drew all the logical consequences from the laissez-faire conception
he condemned any governmental intervention. Poverty, according to
him, is a natural result of inefficiency, stupidity, and weakness of
character. Therefore intervention to favor the particular group of the
poor is unfair because it negates the fundamental law of equal free-
dom. In addition, state intervention is always in the interest of a par-
ticular group and against the interest of other groups. This is true:
state intervention in the conditions of the market economy leads in-
evitably to bureaucratization. Thus, liberal -humanism has to choose
between the inhumanity of laissez-faire capitalism and the anti-liberal
bureaucratism of state capitalism. Or perhaps something should be
done about the assumption of commodity production? But what? And
how — within the framework of liberal humanism?
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Intellectual freedom is »freedom of thought and inquiry,« »freedom
of speech and publication,« »the freedom to teach, preach and advo-
cate,« etc. Other conditions being equal, the very proclamation of
these freedoms would constitute an enormous achievement in the
process of human emancipation. But other conditions are not equal.
Funds for scientific research are alienated from the research worker.
The mass media of ication are either p d or fully con-
trolled by those who have nothing to say, especially nothing heretical.
And the vast majority of mankind, anyway, has not the slightest
chance to enjoy any intellectual activities, free or unfree.

Political freedoms — the »right of opposition, election, petition, re-
call, the right of assembly« - really are conditio sine qua non of every
democratic society. However, the mere proclamation of these free-
doms means, practically, little in every society in which there are one
or more political parties with their bureaucratic party machines, enor-
mous funds, and developed techniques for the ipulation of indi-
viduals.

Self-management and various forms of participation of individuals
in social communities in which they live and work, might, under cer-
tain conditions, be a decisive step towards abolition of alienated la-
bor. To be sure, participation in a private enterprize is, at best, a
palliative measure only. Self-management within scattered, atomized,
disintegrated enterprizes, still subordinated to bureaucratic structures
at the level of the global society, must be taken as only the first im-
portant step in the process of workers’ emancipation. If this step is
not followed by the next ones, if the permanently developing, inte-
grating system of self-management does not gradually replace the
organs of the state and professional politics, the principle itself might
be compromised and reduced to one more of the sweet nothings of
contemporary social life.

5

The difference between traditional liberal humanism and the de-
mocratic contemporary form of Marx’s humanism does not consist,
therefore, in the fact that the former is concerned primarily with the
human individual and the latter primarily with the totality of social
phenomena.

The real issue is whether radical individual emancipation is feasi-
ble without radical change of the whole social structure. The real
issue is: how and in what sense would it be possible for an individual
to be really freer, more capable of expressing all his potential po-
wers, of developing a need for satisfying the needs of other members
of his community — if he continued to produce commodities for the
market, if political power remained alienated in the form of the state
and political parties, if a monopoly on the mass media survived, if
factories of Ersatz culture continued their production of ever cheaper
and increasingly more worthless magazines, television programmes,
comic-books, etc.
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The real issue is whether humanism remains a pure theory, satis-
fied with verbal declarations and abolition of existing alienation in
thought, or is a theory which immediately implies a program of prac-
tical disalienation.

6

Marxism is essentially a humanism of praxis, a philosophy which
tends towards as complete a unification of theory and practical action
as possible. This unity by all means affects both theory and practice.
Theory assumes the role of a permanently vivid and concrete critical
self-consciousness — thus it becomes a major historical force. Practice
becomes enlightened, on the one hand, by a global vision of an
ideally possible future, and, on the other hand, by a critical unders-
tanding of the existing historical situation and its inherent possibi-
lities for change.

Thus Marxist humanism is opposed to all those trends which see
the meaning of philosophy in the analysis of positive knowledge, in
passive wisdom, in understanding and explanation which lead only to
adjustment or to powerless intellectual revolt. In particular, it is
opposed to a pragmatic, existentialist, and Stalinistic conception of
human practice.

Pragmatism lacks a universal, humanist vision. Also it neglects the
role of prior theory. Man as presupposed by pragmatism is an ato-
mized, isolated individual with his particular interests, an individual
who has not yet become a social being, who reamins enclosed within
the boundaries of his given and reified world. This activity is irra-
tional and utilitarian.

Human activity remains also irrational within the framework of
existentialist philosophy. If man has no definite structure of his being,
which is the product of all previous history, a structure which thus
precedes any act of choice and engagement and determines the limits
of the possible, then everything is equally possible and no theoretical
knowledge about the past can be relevant for the future. Our activity
is, therefore, purely voluntaristic. Only a posteriori shall we know
whether the goals have been really possible, and only then will our
activity acquire a definite meaning.

7

This view is not without.merit as the expression of revolt against
the conformism of the majority of intellectuals who fully conform
to what is given and to what prevails. Existentialist humanism rejects
this rationality of »great numbers« which avoids any radical change
and any risk, which loyally serves the existing social order.

An existentialist in action refuses to be burdened by knowledge,
refuses to be realistic and wise — because uncritical knowledge and
conformistic wisdom lead only to unessential improvements and re-
forms, never to radical transformations. By refusing to admit any
boundaries, any conditioning by the past. he achieves a good deal of
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freshness and spontaneity of behaviour, he acquires a possibility of
creating something really new — on the margin between the possible
and impossible. But this novelty could arise only by chance. An enor-
mous number of such blind choices and a tremendous waste of human
energy are needed in order to create something really new and really
important in this way. Such an activity of atomized individuals, if trans-
fered from the field of poetry and the arts and play to politics again
leads to the rule of »the law of great numbers.« Various uncoordi-
nated individual actions cancel each other and the historical process
remains determined by the unknown blind forces. All spontaneity and
originality of behaviour of isolated authentic personalities remain
only a hardly observable embellishment on the margin of great im-
personal historical streams of events. These streams can be modified
and redirected only by coordinate activity of large social collectives
which get engaged in order to materialize a real, though maybe not
very probable, possibility. -

The Marxist approach to the problem of the praxis of an individual
is superior to existentialism in at least two respects. First, it eliminates
the utterly simplified view that all knowledge is a source of confor-
mism. Critical knowledge, in difference from positive or technical
knowledge, provides information about negative, destructive forces
within a system (e. g., Marx’s law of decreasing rate of profit in capi-
talism). Thus it allows the discovery of hidden real possibilities of
radical change. Second. while existentialism overestimates the possibi-
lities of spontaneous individual actions, Marxism realizes that an indi-
vidual can decisively influence the course of history only in so far as
he succeeds in expressing and articulating the real needs of a whole
social group to which he belongs.

8

With respect to both these points an ideological mystification ty-
pical of the bureaucratic abuse of Marxism must be avoided. Bureau-
cracy also proclaims a readiness to change the world and, as positive
science does not suffice for that purpose, it wants to supplement it by
a »revolutionary theory.« On the other hand, bureaucracy keeps re-
peating that only the broad masses. especially the workers, can make
history.

However, by »the change of the world« bureaucracy does not mean
a real supersession of existing forms of alienation, including institu-
tions of professional politics, but only small improvements and re-
forms. »Revolutionary theory« tends to be as militant and uncom-
promising as possible only with respect to the external capitalist wor~|d;
with respect to the initial forms of socialism it is utterly conservative
and apologetic. Bureaucracy still tries to play the role of the workers
avant-garde but instead of expressing the real needs and interests of
workers, it expects the workers to follow loyally all the twists and
turns of its policy. But if workers cver rebel they are labeled »mob,«
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»underground,« or »the weapon of the class enemy.« The rule of bu-
reaucracy rests on a double basis: on the one hand, sheer brute force,
and on the other had, an ideology which tries to rationalize its policy,
and its whole social position.

9

The rationality implicit in Marxist h ism is fund tally dif-
ferent from both ideological rationality and from the rationality of
positive science.

For ideological rationality an effort is characteristic to express the
interests and needs of a particular social group in the form of mutually
linked, systematized, indicative statements whose main function is to
mystify real social relationships and to create the appearance of a
universally valid Weltanschauung. In order to demystify this kind of
apparent rationality it is necessary to show not only that seemingly
factual statements are often only value judgments in disguise, but also
that these value judgments express not universal but particular inte-
rests and needs.

For the rationality of positive science, on the contrary, a charac-
teristic tendency is to exclude all value judgments as irrational. How-
ever, in this way the question about the fund tal goals of h
activity gets removed into a sphere of irrationality. Rationality is thus
reduced to the rationality of means and consequently to technological
rationality. No matter how irrational and inhuman are the goals,
maximum efficiency in the process of their realization would signify
also the maximum of rationality. And this best shows the absurd cha-
racter of such a limited concept of rationality.

The Marxist notion of rationality includes both fact and value,
knowledge and ideal. But in difference from positivism the idea of an
integral, critical knowledge is assumed by Marxism. In difference
from any ideological axiology, which projects the interests of a par-
ticular social group into an ahistorical, transcendental sphere of being,
Marxian rationality presupposes a universal ideal of possible emanci-
pation, solidarity, and fulfillment in a concrete historical form.

10

The concept of science and theory have a fundamentally new
mcaning in Marxist humanism. This is the consequence not only of an
ever present practical orientation but also of the application of a new
method of thought — dialectics.

Scientific theory which one finds in Capital is neither empirical in
the ordinary sense nor purely speculative. It is not a mere description
and explanation of actually given phenomena but a study of possibi-
lities. ‘This study is based on ample empirical evidence — thus the
possibilities in question are projections within a real historical situ-
ation. However, the projections are strongly colored by a philosophical
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vision. The starting point of inquiry is not just a mass of empirical
data but an elaborated anthropological theory and a critical examina-
tion of all relevant previous theoretical knowledge.

The essential part of building up a new theory is the creation of a
new conceptual apparatus. These concepts have both explanatory and
critical functions. Dialectics is essentially a method of criticism, of
discovery of inner limitations, tensions, and conflicts. Contemporary
historicism, which is primarily interested in diachronic aspects of social
formations, and structuralism, which pays attention only to synchronic
aspects are only partial moments of Marx’s method. According to this
method scientific theory tends to examine whole structures, totalities —
— not isolated events. But a structure becomes meaningful only when
it is conceived as a crystallization of the past forms of human practice,
and with respect to historically possible futures. On the other hand,
what is historically possible can be lished only by taking into
account the structural characteristics of the whole situation. To be sure.
structural characteristics are constituted not solely by the static factors
which preserve the stability of the system, but also by dynamic factors
which lead to disfunction and destruction.

Thus the role of science is not only to provide positive knowledge
and to secure maximum efficiency within the framework of a given
social system. It also discovers other possibilities of the system which
correspond better to human needs. Thus critical science shows not
only how man can best adjust to the dominating historical tendencies
within a given social framework, but also how he can change the whole
framework and adjust it to himself.

Marxist humanism, like any other humanism, presupposes a con-
ception of man and human society. The problem is not so much to
expound this conception in detail but to clarify its theoretical nature.

According to Marx the form of a genuine human society, the end
of the present prehistory and the beginning of a real historical process
is communism. It pressuposes such a high level of development of pro-
ductive forces that there will be an abundance of material goods and
most of time will become free from imposed, alienated labor, free fqr
praxis — a creative, spontaneous activity with definite esthetical quali-
ties. Production would become a process in which individual objecti-
fies his potential sensual and intellectual powers, affirms his perso-
nality and satisfies needs of other individuals. Material products and
labor force would no longer be commodities, consequently there would
no longer be money, market, exploitation, professional division of
work, state, professional politics, ideology, religion and all other forms
of alienation. Such a society would be a genuine community of free
individuals. Associations of producers would control and direct ex-
change with nature and all other social processes in a way most ra-
tional and most adequate to human nature. Individuals would work
in such a society according to their abilities and they would be remune-
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rated according to their needs. Their freedom and complete self full-
fillment would be a condition of freedom and true historical devel-
opment of the whole society.

This whole vision rests upon a normative concept of man. According
to Marx man is fundamentally a being of praxis which implies: a po-
tentially free, creative, social rational being, able to develop further
its nature, to create new own senses, powers, abilities.

Obviously this concept and the whole idea of communism are not
simple extrapolations of a necessary historical course, they are not in-
ductive generalisation on the basis of empirically established laws.

The course of history is not constituted by any reified, linear neces-
sity. Empirically we can only establish existence of various criss-
crossing opposite tendencies with ever new deviations from established
regularities in the past. In contemporary society there are both tenden-
cies of fast technological progress, with obvious liberating effects, and
tendency of increasing use of new technology for the purpose of des-
truction: there is the tendency of the reproduction of market economy
in socialism and of its ifringements in capitalism; also in socialism
there are now tendencies of abandoning rigid planning and intro-
ducing a new social polarisation whereas in capitalism planning is in
increase and social differentiation tends to be reduced.

These various tendencies open a spectre of possibilities. On the cha-
racter of human practice it depends which of these possibilities will be
realized.

The character of this practice cannot be predicted with anything
approaching certainty because human behaviour and development is
lacking any certainty.

All preceding historv presents a picture of opposite tendencies of
human behaviour: craving for freedom but also escape from responsi-
bilities. a striving for universality and internationalism but also class.
national and racial egoism, need for creativity but also powerful, irra-
tional destructive drives. Faced with such contradictions, we cannot be
satisfied with simple extrapolations, even less can we atribute to them
a scientific character in the same sense in which the empirical scientist
makes his predictions in a limited, well explored field. To assert, the-
refore, that Marx’s anthropological theory and humanism are part of
empirical science and a necessary consequence of our knowledge of
social laws, would amount to an ideological mystification.

On the other hand, the humanistic ideal of Marx is not a pure Sollen
of idealist axiology, nor a matter of arbitrary individual choice, nor
only the expression of utopian hope. Values implied by this ideal are
those historical possibilities which correspond to human needs, and
needs are something real, historically determined, given in a practical
immediately sensory form.

The most difficult problem here is how to distinguish among ge-
nuine, authentic needs and artificial needs which are the result of ma-
nipulation and enforcement of certain patterns of behavior.

Any attempted solution could seek support (1) in old humanist tra-
dition. (2) in the existence of a widespread feeling of revolt against the
prevailing social habits, (3) in actual preferences in everyday human
behavior.
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(1) There is a very high degree of agreement among great humanist
thinkers of the past that man should be free, able to live in peace,
creative in activity, united in solidarity with other people, etc. This
agreement does not prove anything but shows a universal human cha-
racter of the corresponding anthropological considerations.

(2) Marxist philosophical anthropology is a strong expression of
revolt against the human condition in capitalist society. Capitalism
and to some extent initial forms of socialism have shown that privati-
zation of individual, class, national and racial egoism, one-sided
obsession with technology, material possessions, and political power
degrade man, develop destructive instincts and eventually make hu-
man existence empty and ingless. Marxist h ism is a radical
negation of a society in which man is so deformed, and in which possi-
bilities of a fully developed life are so reduced.

(3) This negation has a democratic character. The humanist ideal
implicit in this negation expresses certain deeply rooted, basically
assumed preferences. This could be empirically established by investi-
gating which among rival norms of behaviour large masses of people
would follow, all other conditions being equal.

But in a way this has already been practically established. Marxist
humanism is nowadays the main spiritual inspiration for very broad
liberation movements. To be sure, these movements have sometimes
been used for selfish and inhuman ends. And still their very existence
shows that Marx’s humanist ideal is not only the continuation of a
great tradition and not only the expression of revolt against all that
is inhumane in the present-day world, but also a dream that might
come true.
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COMPTES RENDUS ET NOTES

Andrija Kresi¢:

Politicko drustvo i polititka
mitologija

Political Society and Political
Mythology

Beograd 1968

Andrija Kredi€s book »Political So-
ciety and Political Mythology«, in which
the author makes a slgmflcant theoreti-
cal contribution to criticism of the »cult
of personality« and Stalinism in gcnu'al
is certainly welcome at this moment in
history, when certain aspects of Stali-
nism have been repeatedly actualized,
especially in big power foreign policy
through the oractice and doctrine of li-
mited soverelgnty Through and many-
sided elucid. of the ph of
Stalinism in general cnables us better
to understand and also to assume a
stand in light of these new tendencies.

Starting from the standpoint that the
truth, not utility or the serving of daily
political needs, is the only proper mean-
ing and goal of the theory, the writer
of this study critically analyses the So-
viet critique of Stalinism and its own

that this critique was onesided and not
sufficently thorough in its reckoning
with Stalinism. This critique attacks the
style and method of »cult of personali-
ty« polmu. the dogmntnm. centralism,

but all of this is ascnbed to Stalin,
while every criticism of the politics of
the party and the political system as a
whole is considered bourgeois-revisio-
nist. This relationship was presented
with a literary image in which the
»cult of personality« was only a foreign
body in the healthy organism of the
By such reasoning the removal
of the foreign body from the otherwise
healthy organism would authomaticaly
bring about recovery and perfect funct-
ioning thereafter. However, Kredié's res-
ponse to it is that the foreign body has
infected the entire organism, which was
unable to remain imune to the infection
of the carrier, so that the politics of the
»cult of personalitve was negatively re-
flected in the entire life of the state
and the party. Namely, the above-ment-
joned political forms are not only met-
hods of leadership. but also the system
of interpersonal relations in public life.
Hence it is not possible to heal the
infected organism by a single operation
but rather by means of a protracted
process.
dditi

of every cri-

evaluation of this self-criticism, sub:
ing both counteracting trends of poli-
tics, i. e., the politics of the period of
»the cult of personality« and the poli-
tics of de-Stalinization, under the com-
mon category of political society.

e Soviet critique of the »cult of
personality« as expressed at the 20th
and 22nd Congress of the CPSU and in
other documents is, to say the least,
insufficient. However, Kreli¢ does not
deny certain positive and progressive
clements in it, because it was the base
of some concrete practical measures of
de-Stalinisation. But the fact remains
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tical reference to the system and party
politics by Soviet criticism of the »cult
of personality« has resulted in the abo-
ve-mentioned incompleteness and incon-
sistency. Its onesidedness consists in the
fact that it sees only the consequences
of the »cult of personalitys, but does
not see its basis, or it sees it only in-
completely. The only explicit attempt to
represent the »cult of personality« not
only as a cause but also as a consequen-
ce, has been accomplished by the authors
of the new »History of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Unione, in which



they described the roots from which the
»cult of personality« sprang in the fol-
lowing words: »The cult of the perso-
nality of J. V. Stalin arose under par-
ticular, concrete historical conditions.
The building of socialism has had to
surmount inumerable difficulties in a
relatively backward, agrarian country
which was destroyed in an imperialistic
war and in a civil war, surrounded on
all sides by hostile capitalist states, and
which was in a position of constant dan-
ger from outside attack. This complex
international and internal situation de-
manded an iron discipline, a presistent
strengthening of the future and a strict
centralization of leadership.«

They write that Stalin led the struggle
against Trotskyism, right-wing oppor-
tunists and b i ionalists, an

upon the absolute power of the centra-
lized state over the economy and all
public life.

Politics as one special aspect of pu-
blic life was extended and permeated
the entire society, so that public and po-
litical life became equivalents. Society
is, accordingly, a political society, be-
cause all of its members, cither as su-
bjects or as objects, are included in the
political structure, which is a method
of creating laws and institutions and
therefore the mechanism or instrument
by which the corpus politicum (the hier-
archy of political subjects) rules and
governs people as objects.

The principles, on which the whole
edifice of the »cult of personality« has
been built, have eluded Soviet criticism
of Stalini: because it has itself re-

against the aspirations of capitalist ne-
ighbors, and that he performed services
not only in insuring the victory of so-
cialism in the USSR but also for the
development of the Soviet communist
and liberation movement. These expla-
nations are incomplete and limited. We
may agree that in the beginning a strong
centralization of leadership and a limi-
ted democracy were necessary because
of certain internal and external social
and political conditions, so that the
young state should remain monolithic
and capable of securing the results of
the revolution. However, after this first

mained within the framework of the po-
litical society. It is only the reverse side
of the same political process which the
Soviet state has undergone ever since
October, 1917. It is the same »cult of
personality« only its oposite pole, its
immediate empirical negation on the le-
vel of practical politics, which fits a po-
litical society with a system of personal
power against thc same political society
but with a system in which power is in
the hands of collective political bodies.

The consciousness of the political so-
ciety is a mystification of political cons-

i a political hology, a poli-

critical period, which lasted h
more than a decade and after which
there was a complete victory over the
class enemy, the basic economic diffi-
culties had been surmounted and no
danger of outside attack was present,
so that there was no longer nced for the
aforementioned non-democratic, centra-
lized leadership.

The above-quoted »History of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union«
and other documents do not say anyt-
hing about why such leadership was
maintained and assumed even further
despotic dimensions. One cannot ascribe
the persistency of despotism only to cer-
tain negative aspects of Stalin's perso-
nality or even to the authority and po-
pularity which he aquired by his servi-
ces in the critical period of the Soviet
state, for it has also some deeper causes
of a social and economic nature. The
scult of personality«, Stalin's omnipo-
tence, the almost religous attitude to-
ward him, in which a form of a trans-
cendental, holy worship of his persona-
lity and deeds was present, was based
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tically instrumentated ideology. In this
context, philosophy becomes the apolo-
gist of the political socicty, the hand-
maid of the political mythology, which
becomes the means by which society be-
comes completely political and maint-
ains the political status quo. However,
this contradicts its fundamental purpose
according to Marx, who says that in
order to realise its essence and fulfill
its import philosophy must be the criti-
cal consciousness and conscience of the
existing order and the herald of the
new. Consequently, if philosophy is to
be the way and means of the socializat-
ion of politics and the humanization of
life, it cannot and must not be anv-
body's »ancilla«, which means that it
cannot be a mere apology for politics
cither, because by locking itself up in
the present, in ideology, it loses itself
and thus contradicts its fundamental
purpose as a nonconformism, as a cri-
tique of the existing order and an anti-
cipation of the future.

Nikola SKLEDAR



Danko Grlié:

Zasto?
Warum?

Studentski centar Sveutilifta
Zagreb, 1968

In der zeitgendBischen Welt
gibt es nur zwei Grundalternati-
ven: sich cinfach vom geschicht-
lichen Geschehen treiben lassen,
oder die Geschichte in die cige-
nen Hinde nehmen und handeln.
Ein Drittes gibt es nicht.

(Neun Thesen iiber die
Handlung)

Die Auseinandersetzung mit der dog-
matischen Denkweise, die weit langsamer
und miihsamer vor sich geht, als gemein-
hin angenommen wird, muf} nicht immer
die Form vod dicken, von Beweisen und
Zitaten iiberquellenden Wilzern anneh-
men. Manchmal gelingt es auch kurzen,
lcicht zu lesenden Essays oder Streitge-
sprichen, dic entstanden sind »in der
Hitze alltiglichen Kampfes gegen alles
Uberkommene zum Zweck der Schatfung
von grundl den Voraus fur
¢in philosophisches Gesprach, in der lei-
denschaltlichen Suche nach einem Aus-
weg aus einigen lrrwegen« (Nachwort,
S. 159), manchmal gelingt es also auch
diesen Formen, den Panzer dessen
durchbrechen, was uberlietert, erstarrt,
verkalkt ist und Gefahr lauft, dem trei-
en Denken alle Auswege zu versperren.

Danko Grli¢ gehért zu jener Gruppe
jugoslawischer Philosophen, die, bewatt-
net mit der Schirfe ihres Geistes. der
dogmatischen Denkweise den Krieg er-
kiart haben, indem sie ihre kritische Sp1-
tze vornehmlich gegen das richten, was
Ursache und Folge des Dogmas ist. In

ist, die dann als entbléfite auf ihren, von
der Geschichte bestimmten Platz ver-
wiesen werden.

In den Essays »Praxis und Dogmac,
gen zur Freiheits, »Zum abstrak
und realen Humanismus«, »Dogma oder
Philosophic« polemisiert Grli¢ mit ver-
steinerten Theorien, die die Denktitig-
keit hemmen und die schépferische Aus-
serung des Geistes cinengen (»Praxis
und Dogma«) oder er bemiiht sich, dic
lllusion von der Philosophie als etwas

dem Zei hehen Fremden zu zerst

en (»Der Sinn des Engagements in der
Philosophie«), oder aber er widerlegt die
Auffassung, die in der Freiheit ectwas
sicht, was die Moglichkeiten des Men-
schen iberragt, etwas, was dem Men-
schen gegeben oder nicht gegeben wird,
sowic auch jenc Auffassung, die unter
der Freiheit cinen begrenzten, unbeweg-
lichen Zustand versteht.

»Die Freiheit ist also ein Proze8, und
ihre Grundlagen und ihr Ursprung lie-
gen nicht in der Verwirklichung sondern
in dem Schafiensprozefs . . .« »Der Sozia-
lismus ist deshalb keine Abhandlung
dber den Begriff der Freiheit und auch
nicht die endgiiltige Losung des Begritts
der Freiheit, sondern cin treies Wirken,
cine kithne, noch nie gesehene Mensch-

d des Menschen ohne Pri
und demgemill cin immer aut andere
Weise treies Leben.« (S. 47)

Ein besonderes Anliegen von Grlié
kommt zum Ausdruck in der Tendenz,
sich der stalinistischen Denkstruktur zu
widersetzen, die, um ctwas gutzuheiflen,
cine simplilizierte Wahrheit, polarisiert
aut gut und bése, vor sich sechen muB.
»Die stalinistische Revision des Marxis-
mus und des Marxschen Humanismus ist
noch immer unausrottbar fest verwurzelt
sogar in den Képfen jener Menschen, die
autrichtig davon iiberzeigt sind, eine sol-
che Weltauffassung iberwunden zu ha-
ben« (S. 86) Ein solches erstarrtes und
bis zu den Grenzen des Méglichen ver-
armtes Bewuftsein wirft seinen Schleier

diesem Sinne hat Grlié¢ in der
zwischen 1962 und 1967 mehrere Essays
verfafit, von denen elf, in ciner etwas
iiberarbeiteten Form in einem Sammei-
band unter dem Titel »WARUM«? ver-
otfentlicht wurden.

In diesen Lssays begniigt sich der Ver-
fasser nicht nur damit, »haretische« Ge-
danken auszusprechen, sondern er be-
miht sich, bis in die Grundlagen der
neuen Formen der Dogmatik vorzudrin-

von lllusionen auch iiber die Paradoxa
unserer Zeit, weil es beispielsweise
schwer ist, die Tatsachc zu leugnen, dal
in Wirklichkeit »der Mensch freier war,
als er unter den Umstinden der nicht-

< ckelten Produkti hiltnisse die
Oktoberrevolution erhob, als zur Zeit, da
er brav die seclsorgerischen Aufgaben
crteilte oder erfillte im Rahmen der

lcohne bed d hoher kel

et nmalen PPyt

gen. Mit Hilfe seines alles ifel

den Geistes schafft Grli¢ eine politische
Philosophie, deren Sinn in der Freile-
gung der Wurzeln der Dogmen zu sechen

ten P fte der
Epoche.« (S. 41)
In dem Essay »Kunst im Lichte der

Technik« {bernimmt Danko Grlié die
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Rolle cines Asthetikprofessors, der aber
keinesfalls aufhort, ein politisch enga-
gierter Philosoph zu sein, wihrend er in
dem Aufsatz »Persdnlichkeit und Tap-
ferkeit« Gber die Moralitit philosophiert:
»Dic Grdfe und der Sion der Tapfer-
keit scheint mir - im Gegensatz zu Hart-
mann - dojh von der Grﬁﬂereerinn-

er

unseres Handelns abzuhingen. Alles an-
dere ist cine scheinbare, ephemere Tap-
ferkeit, cine Tapferkeit, die nicht kon-
stitutives Element der ganzen Persénlich-
keit ist und die |eder:ut in Felghclt um-

h kann... in K in
die Armut der Inf ngen, in eine 'Tapfer-
keit’, die schr bald in die Knie gehen
wird, die den Freund verlassen wird, ob-
wohl sie ihm zuinnerst recht geben muf,
die wegen der »Winke« und benevolen-
ter Ratschlige »von oben« die eigenen
Thesen und Standpunkte aufxeben wird.
obzwar sie von ihrer Ri it Gber-

nicht als cine Art religidsen Fundaments,
als cin »credo«. Indem Grli¢ die marxi-
stische Weltanschauung akzeptiert, wen-
det er sich der Welt und den Ereignissen
in ihr zu, und sucht, durch intellektuel-
le Bemithung die Fragen zu beantwor-
ten, die ihm eine solche Welt stellt.

»Die Philosophen stehen mit ihrer gan-
un Lend‘cnscha‘lllmhl:lent im Kampl fir
un
M’ahrhenl und sie missen hinter |hren
Worten _stehen. die sic ausgesprochen
haben. Denn schlie und endlich ~
wic es Unamuno richtig gesagt hat -
phllosophlert ein Philosoph nicht nur
mit seiner Vernunft sondern auch mit
Hilfe seines Willens. seines Gefiihls. sei-
nes Blutes und Markes, mit Kérper und
Seelc. mit seinem Herzen, sciner Lunge,
seinen Emgewmdcn seinem Leben. Denn
sonst wiirden wir Philosophen zu freien,
niemandem verantwortlichen Schgpfelr.n

zeugt ist. Tapferkeit ist nicht nur eine
tapfere Tat, sondern Teil des gesamten
menschlichen Habitus.«

Der Verfasser dieser interessanten und
lcicht lesbaren Essays versucht keines-
falls die »Schlisselprobleme« des Mar-
xismus »zu l3sen«, obwohl alles wovon
er auf cine gefillige und bindige Art
mne Memnng 2u sagen hat keineswegs

halb dieser steht.
Im Grunde genomemn ist Grli¢'s Stand-
punkt ¢in humaner freiheitlicher Gegen-
standpunkt: die Widerspruch zu ctwas
Endlichem und Beendetem. Dic soliden
Kenntnisse des Marxismus dienen ihm

von Wi iel und zu

nern werden oder cinfach zu Professio-
nals des Denkens. und als cinziges Kri-
terium des Philosophischen in uns wiir-
den wir die pscudophilosophische Bele-
senheit anerkennen, und nicht in erster
Linie dic menschliche Entschlossenheit.
Deshalb ist die Philosophie nicht nur
Fach oder Beruf, sondern sie ist Lebens-
entscheidung. Die Entscheidung des Phi-
losophen ist, nichts ohne Nachdenken zu
Gbernehmen, sondern immer wieder zu
fragen: WARUM?<« (S. 160).

Slobodanka DAMJANOVIC
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VIE PHILOSOPHIQUE

MEETING OF CZECHOSLOVAK AND YUGOSLAV PHILOSOPHERS

A meeting of Czechoslovak and Yugoslav philosophers was held in Opatija from
December 5 to 7, 1968, on the topic »Present-Day Socialism«. Ideas were expressed
in direct talks, without special reports or previously prepared written materials and
without minutes. For this reason, it is the greatest ambition of this article to show
the views and attitudes presented without more detailed analysis but with reasonable
accuracy.

Present tendencies in socialism and an entire complex of questions relating to

ialism were di dinasi ion where the develop o? ialism poses new
questions and seeks new theoretical answers and practical solutions. Many of the
participants in the discussion kept at first to the problem of the essence of socialism
as the basic question for broader di ion and th ical confirmation. At first
glance academic, such an approach in the present situation of socialism has a broad-
er significance for the theory and practice of the Marxist vision of the future so-
ciety. In this sense, it can be freely said that the events in Czechoslovakia underlay
the talks, in which the following basic i domis d at is socialism?
What is the relationship of socialism to d ? What is the relationship of
Stalinism to socialism? A quite comprehensive discussion was held in this frame-
work on the boundaries and criteria of what socialism is and is not and whether
it is possible to spcak of a crisis of socialism on the basis of experience and its aims.
An attempt at a general definition of socialism is a necessary consequence of com-
plex events in the working movement and in individual countries. This attempt me-
rits support and attention, because one often speaks both of socialism as a world
process and of socialism in Europe, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, the Soviet
Union, etc.

Seriousness in comprehending and delineating socialism is due first of all to the
fact that every interpretation of this concept indicates different solutions with often
contrary practical results. Is socialism to be comprehended as a system, a transitional
phase, an order, a model formulated in theory and an attempt to realize it in prac-
tice, or as a movement which has its own internal logic of development and grows
out of itself? Is socialism the achievement of freedom, a free society in which man
is realized as a free being, or should socialism be viewed as one form of a socio-
political system and legal structure? Of interest, for example, are the ideas of
Vojan Rus, for whom the dilemmas of socialism as an economic system or a moral
problem, socialism as lithic or pluralistic, as a sp or an
institution, as determinism or indeterminism, as politics or culture - are all false
ones. Attempts to delineate socialism, whether we mean socialism as a system or
an ideal humanistic model, or socialism as a process, have involved a series of va-
riations.

Stalinist and Humanistic (self-governing, democratic) Socialism. Rudi Supek
spoke of two tendencies, of two types of socialism: the statist tendency (statist so-
aalism, which is a more adequate term than is Stalinism, which can exist even
without a Stalin and can occur even in developed countries), and of the self-mana-
gement tendency, for which the terms humanistic or democratic are used and which
is best described by the term self-managing (or self-governing) socialism. The de-
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velopment of modern society involves evere increasing subordination of the indi-
vidual to the centers of public power, and increasing manipulation of the masses.
This suppression and total alienation of man is seen in all areas of public life,

production, in the lp litical sphere (strengthening of bureaucracy), in culture (ma-
nipulation of people by ideas, for example, by mass media). These elements and
h of ghe _‘ of modern society show the nature of the self-

Ry

(h

i or ion of society, which in all these areas points to a
series of demands and real processes which abet it.

Several participants in the discussions stated that degeneration of the idea of

ism is inevitable if self: is not based on socialism. Emphasis
on the importance of self-management, which leads to the realization of a free and
developed personality, stresses the superiority of the humanistic, seli-management
oricatation of socialism over all forms of statist, state socialism, Stalinism or neo-
Stalinism.

It was stated that the Czechoslovak experiment showed the boundaries between
what is and what is not socialism, that we no know precisely how far a society
which calls itself socialist can go, although it also poses another question, i. e.,
whether Stalinism can be called socialism, for Stalinism actually does not transcend
the limits of burgeois society: a change in terminology is not a change in essence.
According to G. Petrovié, one cannot speak of statist socialism, and Stalinism itself
is contrary to the notion of socialism. Stalinism is the theory and practice of ne-
gating human freedom, while, socialism is a truly free socicty in which a free per-
ton_ll{lty c?n_rellize its cre: ty.

c hi

Stalini

is specially important in the period
from 1948 to the present, which, according to Petrovi¢, can be divided into three
parts. What was called socialism reached its lowest ebb from 1948 until Stalin's
death. Even then, not all sceds of socialism disappeared and after Stalin's death
they started resurrecting in all socialist countries (the events in Eastern Germany,
Poland, Hungary). The kening of socialism in the lled socialist countries
played a great role on a world scale, for other communist parties began to respond.
Revolutionary movements began in the colonial world, so that the third stage
begins in the early 1960s. This devel led to str hening of socialist forces
in the most developed capitalist countrics, which is of particular importance. Re-
cent years, especially 1968, have shown that the compromise between socialism and
Stalinism is rotten to the core and cannot survive. On the other hand, there was
parallel action by progressive forces in the most developed capitalist countries, in
the socialist ies and in the undeveloped countries of the third world. Al-
though there is still no coordination of action by progressive forces in all three
parts of the world, nevertheless, the movements have been similar. Awareness that
the struggle has assumed such a form has given a new impulse to progressive forces
in the world, and there have been new initiatives this spring. Unlortunately on a
world scale reaction triumphed. Yet defeats can sometimes be more important than
victory; thus the cvents of this spring can provide the impetus for a new and more
Ppromising beginning.

The Roots and Origins of Stalinism. The main task of the discussion was to
discover the roots of Stalinism. Certain theses were explained and formulated in
this sense. First of all, that the roots of Stalinism must be sought in certain events
which took place immediately after the October revolution: the suppresion of the
Kronstadt uprising under the leadership of Tukhachevsky and Trotsky and liqui-
dation of the workers' opposition at the Tenth Congress, which led to the banning
of all fracti in the i and to the liquidation of divergent
view, the roots of all that is now going on in the so-called socialism are found in
torship of the proletariat is an unlimited power (Ljuba Tadi¢). According to this
view, the roots of all that is now going on in the so-called socialism are found in
the concept of totalitarian democracy, which we know from Robespierre and Rous-
scau, but which leads to pseudo-democracy. All this leads to well-known conse-
quences in social practice, to impoverishment of socialist tl}eory ;nd practice.

Another idea, expressed by xﬁlan Kangrga in connection with the events in
Crechoslovakia is an attempt to view the problem more broadly, startin| with the
relationship between revolution and counterrevolution in a situation in which there
is a conflict between political society and socialist society. In secking the roots and
causes of the present situation, he proceeds from the Marxist thesis that political

lution is bourgeois lution and that it paves the way for burgeois society.
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Can it be maintained that the proletarian revolution carried out by Lenin remained
in the political realm or that it was also a social revolution? Milan Kangrga thinks
that Lenin's NEP is symptomatic, for it is not incidental but a necessary deve-
lopment which points out to the lack of the bourgeois society in Russia. There is
no way to identify el of bourgeois society (political freedom) with sociali
These elements are significant to the extent that they are requisites to socialism,
the pr dition for tie devel bourgeois society into socialist society. It
is characteristic for this viewpoint that it defines socialism as self-management,
i. e., as an association of producers.
In addition to this view, it was suggested that the tragedy of the Soviet Union's

further historical development lay in the fact that many things were based on the
remises of socialist development inaugurated by the revolution, even though basic
catures of this development were in many ways bourgeois. Although bourgeois
society had the ad ge of achieving specific freedoms, socialist society, even in
its existing form, had the advantage of realizing certain socialist premises. Political
society was based on obscuring these premises, and a notion of completed socialism
was developed, which was not only an inaccurate idea but a dangerous one as well.
For this reason it is essential to view socialism in a more adequate way, i. e., in the
form in which elements of bourgeois and socialist society are intermingled.

By this we have by no means exhausted what was said in Opatija on the rela-
tionship between socialism and Stalinism. Many ideas and notions were expressed,
and the analysis of Stalinism itself was not only phil hical but also sociological
and socio-psychological. So, one could hear that in Stalin's time, when the Soviet
Union became a symbol from which revolutionary movements created their model
of the future, there existed mass ideologization, the creation of masks. stylization,
mystification, the acceptance of fetishes and self-deception. The reason for this was
to retain a seeming of cultural blossoming; during the purges, the Constitution was
glorified as the greatest of achievement, etc. In this situation a certain degree of
revolutionary asceticism also occured; the revolutionaries hid the real truth from
themselves and did not say what they thought. Asceticism was adopted as a su-
preme virtue, whereas it actually resulted in an unprecedented uniformity of
thought, ad programmed asceticism was imposed as a necessity. Stalinism occured
from above and below, in all parts of society. It exploited asceticism. This made
it possible to consider bureaucratic centralism necessary, even where it obviously
hampered development.

The social changes which have occured in the Soviet Union were the subject of
thourough sociological analysis in the course of debating the aims, purposes and
possibilities of ialism. The devel of Soviet society was shown in some
discussions as development from a charismatic to a technocratic organisation of
power, favorable for operating large systems. Normally, the technocratic tendency,
which recalls the technological revolution and depends on a technical intelligentsia,
creates a new centralist and undemocratic model of society as a union of statism
and technocracy. Such a society has an ideology inspired by Stalinism and its in-
terpretation of Marxism, and herein is the reason that there is no de-Stalinisation.
This is an expression of the general tendency to concentrate social power, the ten-
dency to base society on the mass subordination of man and to deny basic human
needs. The consequences of such a social system are numerous: mass conformity,
apathy and passivity of the masses, a gulf between the individual and society, etc.
All this requires a more detailed sociological analysis.

The Czechoslovak Experience and Present-Day Socialism. Naturally, the talks,
one of whose goals was to throw light on present-day socialism, did not ignore the
Czechoslovak experience and the results of military intervention. It can be freely
said that there was a constant dialogue about these events and that the Czecho-
‘slovak spring and auttumn were a leitmotiv of the three-day talks. Both Czecho-
slovak and Yugoslav philosophers talked about the process of de-Stalinisation in
Czechoslovakia, which meant the democratization of political life and of the entire
socicty. In the discussion one could see the main characteristics and elements of the
process of democratization in Czechoslovakia: first of all, the entire public was
drawn into the process. Public involvement increased, and that was the main factor
of the process. The role of leadership in this complex lay in the fact that it en-
couraged this process and was able to grasp the movement of the masses and be-
come their representative. Herein is the specific nature of posl-_]anuari develop-
ment and of the role of the leadership in it. The main indications of this process
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are that initiative from below was d hip was abolished and free-
dom of the press and of speech was realized. This has never been realized in so-
cialist countries to such a degree. Reporters and journalists not only played the
role of intermediaries but played an independent political role as well. The rela-
tively maximum freedom of the press lay in the fact that it could criticize the
leadership, though the socialist orientation of the press was retained. Communist
awareness faced a crisis in the process. One part of the intelligentsia created illu-
sions about the benefits of bourgeois democracy. This crisis existed during the first
phase of development from January to April, when old cadres were in the leader-
ship, both in the political structure and in the economy. The May plenary session
adopted new luti pressing qualitative changes in the country and the
party.

During the second period, from April onwards, democracy developed within the
party, with the attitude of the public playing a decisive role. Development of de-
mocracy within the party led to a change in the appearance of the party, to in-
creased A)ar(icipation of the party intelligentsia, without which the action program
of the hoslovak party was unthinkable. The process of democratization led to
increased confidence of the masses to the party. Practically and politically. and
not merely administratively, the party became the leading force. This trend con-
tinued after the letter from the five and reached a climax during the special con-
gress. August 81 marked the beginning of a gradual recession, and at this time the
problem of national soveregnity arose and national interests were made identical
with the policies of the party. The discussion pointed to a number of interesting
facts from the well-known seven days in Czechoslovakia (August 21 to 28). Thesc
days showed that Czechoslovak society had d. ated that it could manage it-
self and although necessary ications were lacking. The Czechs and Slovaks
proved to themselves that they could manage enterpriscs. communities and mass
media in a very complex situation in which many other socicties would have

bled. A situation developed in which bureaucracv disappeared. Thus the Cze-

hoslovalk . Cialin:
T

to has proved the experience that an old cul-
ture, without arms and with its own resources at least temporarily triumphed over
Stalinism.

The talks also brought out the weck points of post-January development, when
there was a lack of organized action by the intelligentsia. It is typical that intellec-
tuals in various ficlds united after August, and constituted a powerful political
force. They made serious demands on the leadership, and it appears that some of
them will be met. Finally, mention was made of further prospects for the Czecho-
slovak road to socialism. The alternatives are either overcomming the process of
restoring Stalinism or, else, an attempt to restore Stalinism, although everyone
agreed that the events of the past cight month had a future of their own.

Differences of viewpoint also emerged during the threc-day talks of Czecho-
slovak and Yugoslav phil hers in the free exch. of ideas and in the presen-
tation of the conclusions to which their studies led. There were also differences of
opinion which guaranteed that the discussion would be more lively and interesting
and helped assure that key probl of the th ical aims of socialism would be-
come clearer. The talks showed that di ion of present-day ism cannot be

urely doctrainaire and that now, directly after the August events ip Qzed\oslova-
ia, new questions arise in studying the theory and practice of socialism.

Toma STAMENKOVIC
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