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CONGRESS - DIALECTICS OF LIBERATION \

Sajo Petrovie & Igor Hajek - 27th July 1967

Petrovic

As you know, I am going to talk about the journal Praxis. It may
really seem a little unusual or even inadmissable for someone to come to
a Congress on Dialectics of Liberation and, instead of talking either on
dialectics or on lideration, talking on the journal which he is editing.
So in order ‘. explain that, I must tell you that I really came to the
conference with a raper in written form which I intended to read, but I
decided not to read the paper but to takk informally to you about Praxis
for two reasonss one is that David Cooper advised me to do so, and the
second is that I found his advice wise, And I hope David won't be angry
with me if T %ell you how it happened. Really it happened so that David,
after he read my paper told me "Oh, it's great, it's great." And after
a pause he repeated a third time "Oh, it's really great." So when he
three times repeated it was great, it was clear to me that he didn't
regard the paper suitable for the purpose but he didn't know how to tell
me that. So in order to help him I told him "No, it's really not great,
it's a fool paper". And then he told me"It is groat indeed, dbut I would,
if T may make a suggestion, I would suggest you talk on Praxis." I
accepted his suggestion because I think in this Congress a number of people
from various = intellectuals from various fields are gathered, it is
really better to talk informally, and I thiwt Praxis is a good topic ‘for
such a talk. T think it's a good topic because Praxis is not only a
journal, although it is a journal, It is also not only a literary concept,
Praxis is xkmm really a way, or a mode, or # form of being: namely, it is
that form of being which is characteristic of man, it is really what makes
men men, So I think it is quite appropriate for such a Congress on the
Dialectics of Iiberation.

There are different possibilities for talking about the journal. I.
really, in these introductory words, do mot intend to speak in the way of
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information. I don't intend now to talk to you, when did it start, how
can you subsoribe or etc., but I will be glad to answer such questions in
the course of the discussion.

Now I would really like to talk something abdout the, what one could
call basic or guiding ideas of Praxis, I would like to talk really a
1ittle about the motives which led us to found the Jjournal, We reqlly
decided to found the journal because, not simply because we wanted to
have the trouble of editing a journal - which is udg/: ::ublo and
losin: much time - dut because we didn't find a single Journl;hrho‘::ioh
we could express our basic intontions and wishes. S0 I would like to
tell you gomething about those dasic ideas. T would only like to mention
that when I am talking about our guiding or basic idess, this doesn't
imply or mean that all editors or members of the editorial board - becsuse
we have seven members of the editorial board - or even members of the
advigory board, which is a group of 40 or 50 people, or even all cone
tributors to the journal have some common ideas which they simply share.
Really we differj very much among themselves, even the editorgal board,
but nevertheless we have certain similar views. 5o what I am going really
to 40 18 to talk about some of my owmn views, with u remark that some of
my colleagues who take part with me in this journal, have rather similar
views on these points. I'm really going to talk about four views, or
four points, or four conceptionss a specific conception of philosophy,
a specific conception, or concept of socialdam, a definite concept of
Marxism and a concept of internationalism, If I am mentioning now four
problems or four concepts about which I am going to speak, this doesn't
mean that there must be foury I could redve~ them or summarise them into
three or two points, or even one, or I can expand it into ten. I am doing
this simply because of the necessity to give a gtructure to my talk which
as lucien Goldmann yesterday reminded us, is very important always in human *
activity, although structures are something which is historical and which

in. of course. made bv man himaalf.
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the journal
First, we started imxgmmexaX to promote 2 certain concept of philo=-

sophy. As we all know, contemporary philosophy is in a curious state.

In a way it is, if you regard numbers, in a state of flourishment because,
as I was recently told by the organisers of the next Philoscphical Congress
in Vienna, more than two thousand philosophers come to the Congress from
the U.,S. and more than two thousand from Russia. But despite such a great
number of philosophers, you know that philosophy is really leading a poor
existence in the sense that we are mainly - what we mainly find under the
name of philosophy is a thought which is separated from other kindsof
intellectual activities, such as art, literature, science etc,, and which
is separated from the basic problems of men's life and of the contemporary
world. Philosophy has become one among special fields, which is further
subdivided into more special fields, into philosophical branches or
disciplines such as logic, ethics, aesthetics etc, etc., and which has
really no touch with what is going on in the world, and which is satiefied
by contemplating certain aspects or part of the world, helping the
existing world to function or leaving it &s it is.

Our conception of philosophy is a conception of an alive thought
which has something to say about basic problems of man's life and the
contemporary worldy; and which dmmuxtt not only wants to say something
about tl’a::}::un't want simply to get a theoretical knowledge of it, but
which wants to change it, which doesn't want $o leave the existing as it
is. So in the editorial to the first number of Praxis, we express such

want thought

a viewpoint that we/philosophy as a sort of revolution. And we further
specified it by saying that we would like to have a philosophy whioch will
%e the pitiless criticism of everything existing, and the humanist vision
of a better human future, and an inspiring force of revolutionary action.
Such a statement, and the viewpoint which we cxpressed, has however met
with many misunderstandings. Some have thought that, by insisting that
we must take over the problems of : and the world etc,, that we are
really advocating the abolition of philosophy, that it is a kind of even

politivistic programme. However, our idea was not to push philosophy aside

LS
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and then go to a kind of an action, because we believe that really no
action leading to a really human society is possible without philosophy
as a oritical thought of man, of himself and of the world in which he
lives.

So that our viewpoint is not to abolish philosophy, our viewpoint
is to develop philosophy, really to negate that, if you like, self-
alienated form which pontemporary philosophy mainly hasy to renew great
traditions of philosophy which, when it was really flourishing, was
concerned with great problems of man's 1ifey and to go further, to in
2 way o to the realisation of philosophiy - which doesn't mean that
philosophy will be realised at any point of history, because this would
mean the end of man, of history and of gociety - but it means that philo=-
sophy cannot be separated from life and has to participate in the creation
of a new life,

Another misunderstanding was that we are perhaps interested only in
some parts of philosophyj; that we are perhaps interested only in
political and social philosophy, or perhaps also in a kind of philosophical
anthropologye. This is also not a right impression or interpretation,
because we really believe that not only social philosophy and political
philosophy, but in a way all so-called traditional branches of philosophy,
including metaphysics or cp:.&uoloq, were concerned with real problemas.
And what is our viewpoint, it 1:7:1310 philosophy has to be reduced to
some of its branches., We on the contrary think that it is wrong to dividéd
philosophy into branches. It is possible to divide philosophy into
disciplines for purposes of teaching it in schools. But when somebody
gets interested mainly in déviaions, or in some special
field, he is really not a philosopher any more., Those who specialise, let
us say, in ethics or aesthetics or in some other field, they really camnot
say anything important even in that field, because all questions of
philosophy are so closely connected, It is impossible to discuss a
question which would be regarded as a question of social or political
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rhilosophy - toxfu-plo a question of a better society for which one should
engage - if one doesn't have a concept of men in mindy and it is in-
possible to discuss a concept, or the problem of men without discussing
questions which have bearing on it, as typical questions of metaphysic,

as the question of the meaning of beingy because to explain what man is
one should explain his specific mode of being, and in order to do that
one has to discuss the problem of - about the meaning of being in gemaral,
one has to discuss the problem of the time, one really has to destroy the
traditional conception of time as something which is determined from the
past, and elaborate a mew concept of time which starts from the future:
one has to discuss the problem about the relationship between the
possibility and actuality; and one has to discuss a number of other
so-called general philosophical questions.

So what is our intention, it is not to metaphysics
or some other field, We really believe that questions of social, so-called
social, and political philosophy are comnected with problems of philo=-
sophical anthropology, epistemology, ontology eto., On the other hand we
also think it is impossible to discuss problems of, 1::!“:@. ontology
apart from the problems of anthropology or, if you like, social philosophy.
Because if one wants to angwer the question about being in gemeral, one
cannot disregard the problem -about the being of man, which is a specific
and, in a way, if you like, the highest mode of being. (So our view is
that philosophy as a whole should develop), that no great questions of
philospily should be ignored or eliminated.

A third misunderstanding and criticism was directed to this part of
our programme and those of our sayings where we said that we would like

to develop philosophy as a pitiless criticism of everything existing -
which, as you know, is one of the sayings of the young Marx. Some %
people objected to that, saying that really this means that we

are a Rind of group which wants to criticise everything, which is
destructive, which is not constructive; and that such a destructive

eriticiem as we pmactise cannot help anybody, and is even socially,
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theoretically fruitless and socially harmful, This criticism is also
without foundation because really, you saw when I mentioned how we defined
our task we were talking not only about criticism, but we talked about

the humanistic vision and the inspiring force etc., But on the other hand
even if one takes this oritical part of it, we believe that every
criticism is both constructive and destructive, and it is a naive way

of dividing criticism into constructive and destructive, In answering

the oriticism that we are destructive, a friend of mine recently wrote
that we are neither constructive nor destructive, we are simply subwersive,
in thessense that every real thought is subversive because it wants to
subvert the existing order, Either it is subversive or else it is not

a thought at all,

So really what we have in mind is not simply criticising in the
sense of saying No, which is really a vulgar conception or concept of
eriticiems because you know eriticism derives from krinein, which means
"to judge", and this means really to analyse a situation and come to its
core, to its essence, to discover both its limitation and the possibilities
for its further development.

In addition to such misunderstandings and oriticism whioch assumed
that we are really doing less than we were intending to do, there have
been alpo such criticisms which wanted to attribute to us much more than
was our intention. So, without disputing that we are doing a kind of
philosoplly, some have thought that we also want to become a kind of
political movement or a political party. And this again was not our
intention, We are really a philosophical journal which, among other
problems, discusses of course problems of political philosophy. And we
discuss them very frankdy and openly, an' our discussion of those political
problems certainly has also an influence upon the political 1ife in
our country. But we don't want to form a political party, for the simple
reagon that we don't believe that it is - that the future of mankind
should be organised in such a way that you have political parties as the
basic tool or form which will enable to make decisions about 1life. Ve
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really think that one can discuss whether a one-party system or two-
party system or three-party aystem eto, is better for this country or
that country, at the present moment, But we think that in all cases
the goal to which one has to strive is not either to increase or to
diminish the number of parties, but to go to a no-party system, And
this is the direction in which we ten!to go and in which we intend to
support the development,

The second point which I mentioned is a certain concept of socialism.
Ve are, in the of Praxis, socialist, but we have
a certain concept of socialism which we would like to promote., As you
all know, there are many different concepts of socialism, and in this
meeting it has become also obvious that there are many many concepts and
interpretations of socialism. Nevertheless I think that the predominant
concept of socialism is still the one which was developed inside Marxism
and ingide the Third International, and which is still more or less
accepted in Russia and in most socialist countries. This is the concept
which regards socialism as a political system - a social system - a
social system which is very clearly and simply defined, because it is
regarded as the so-called phase of Communism. It is a view
that all the future history of mankind will pass through cho.76w
phasess the phase of socialism and the phase of ripe communism, And it
is also a conception that between capitalism and socialism there is a
transitional periods the period of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
So that in a way there is a scheme of development, there is an idea that
we have first capitalism, then a transitory period - periocd of the
dictatorship of the proletariat,~ then socialism, and finally communism.
So that we know in advance what is going to happen.

Socialism and communism in general are defined by the fact that
private property has been abolished and that you have a common and really
mainly State owmership of the means of production, And then a difference
between socialism and communism is drawn, on the basis of a certain

priviple of distribution which will be prevailing for the society.
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Socialism is defined as a society where we have the distribution
according to worky and communism as a society where we have distribution
according to needs., This is the prevailing concept of socialiem, at
least in the socialist countries and in the communist workers' movement.
And this is a concept which we in Praxis have been criticising, bdecause
we find that it is not adequate, We think that it is really even not
Marxist although it may have some of its roots in Marxism, but it is
mainly a Stalinistic concept.

First we think it is rather a dangerous conception to talk of the
dictatorship of the proletariat as a transitional period between
capitalism and socialism, which is neither capitalism nor socialism.
Because the idea of such a transitional period which is something special
leaves too much freedom for determining what is such a period going to
be. So that, for example, although you will have a developed democracy
in socialiem, and although you have a kind of democracy - with many
defects but nevertheless in some countries a form of democracy ¥ou have-in
capitalism, you can say that a transition period need not be similar
in this respect either to capitalism or to socialism, it can be a period
of violence, a period in which inhuman means are used for achieving
hpman purposes. And this is what has sometimes really happened, and
this is what somebimes compromised the idea of socialism.

Then, if you come to the idea about sccialism and communism as
something where yumxkmxm the basic thing is to have private property
abolished, and the difference is in the way in which the distribution
is made, it is again a dangerous conception because you regard socialism
and communism, and it is the implication that these are good or imi best
social orders for which you have to fight. You regard them as something
which can be defined in terms of an economic system, and then you are
able to require all men to make whatever he can for that social gystem
vhich £ now becomes a oriterion for human behaviour, for judging it as
human or un~human, I think it is a wrong conception because really,

what is characteristic of contemporary man? It is ktm that he is really
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not a man, that he is self-alienateds that means that he has become
divided or split into different spheresy that his life is divided into
economic activity, political activity etc, etc.; that he is not a

whole being. And this conception of socialism and communism accepts

the fact that man will be divided and that there will be a mpecial
economic sphere of his !ife dominating the whole of his 1life, and serving
as a criterion for the social progress.

So in rejecting and criticisgng such a view, we insist on the fact
that socialiem and communism should be defined as a human sociaty.

once wrote that socialism really is a cult of
personality = but not in that sense in which it was uwed to denounce
Stalinism, because the phrase "cult of personality"” was in that place
used really to mean the cult of impersonality. But in the sense that
communism #s a social order in which the human personality must have
the possibility to develop its human possibflities. So that really we
take such a viewpoint of socialism and communism as humanism, and we
&t regard this division of all future development of humanistic society
into two phases as quite unjustified, because we are not able to 5::;::“.
for the fubure how it is going to develop.

I think really that it is interesting that it can be shown, and I
have shown that in some of q writings, that for example Marx used the
words socialism and communism, in several places he used the word
socialism as denoting a higher phase in relation to communism. So it has
sometimes been understood that we want $o0 have first communism and then
socialismj; but this was not the idea, the idea was to show that such
divisions are untenable and that what is most important is to conceive
socialism as a human and humanistic society, and to take its humaneness
as the criterion of its development. If you regard it in this way, then
it is impossidble to argue that in a certain way inhuman means are helping
developing a socialist society in the future, Boomo}ln-n society
cannot be made using inhuman means.
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So I come to my third point, which is Marxiem. Marxism is not
very popular nowadays and sometimes our fr/iond? :I.n ’J\):)go-llua(ami ’o(h‘ev’holto
tell us that we are really perhaps the lu‘tWL | ‘ !
and it might be possible, Nevertheless we are Marxists, but not Marxists
in that sense which is now still current, and this is a sense in which
Marxiem is identified with Stalinism, We believe that Staliniem is
really not Marxism, or if you like we think that Staliniem is a kind of
a self-alienated Marxism. If I say that Stalinism is a kind of self=-
alienated Marxism, I want to say really that it is not something which
has nothing to do with Marxismj; because if it had nothing to do with
Marxism, it would be easy to throw it away and not pay any attention to
it any more. But Staliniem really takes some conceptions or views from
Marxism, only it develops it in a wrong way. It is not, I think, some-
thing which could be regarded as a weak point of Marx that something
like Stdm-oo/:nvuo been developed from it; because it is really a
mark of a great thought, or a great philosopher, or a great thinker,
that his thought always leaves different pouibtlitiu%. Only
narrow-minded people have such views that they cannot be misinterpreted
or misunderstood, or interpreted in different ways. So I think that
Stalinism is a possibility of Marxist thought, but it is the worst
possibility. There are many other possibilities which could be explored
and developed.

So we try to develop another possibility of Marxist philosoply, and
we have been doing that, always oriticising Stalinistic conception of
Marxist philosophy. To mention just a few points, we have been first of
all criticising the Stalinistic attidude to the philosophical inheritance,
especially the attitude to Marxist philosophical inheritance. As you
know, there is a concept in Stalinism about Xksughty four, three = the
number is oh-ngtng,.rn:' ttg five - classics of Marxism. Marx, Engels,
Lenin, for a time it was Stalin, and some now, Mao. But we think that

it is wrong, not simply because Stalin was included, but because this

concept of the classics of Marxism, this idea that there are four or five
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people which are the collective possessors of the absolute truth, which
know everything, which are always in agroement among themselves, and
everybody with himself, is a wrong concept and cannot be maintained.

ve nlso disagree with the Stalinistic concept, or attitudes to non-
Warxist philosophers, which is an attitude that someone who is not a
Marxist cannot say anything important or valuable in philosophy. In our
editorial we have written that we believe that intelligent opponents of
Marxism can help wore by their oriticism the development of Marxist
thought than the dogmatic and non-intelligent followers or admirers

of Marxism.

Another point in which we disagree with Stalinistic interpretation
of Marxism, is the viewpoint that philosophy has to be a tool in political
action, especially a tool used by the Communist Party. Ve believe that
philosophy is a greater activity, which has to be its own judge. This
doesn't mean of course that philosophy should psy no attention to reality,
that she lives in an ivory tower etc. Hut it means that she is responsible

the philosopher
for herself. There is nobody else to tell ¥wx what shall mhe discuss
and to what conclusions should he oome, A further distinotion is that
we do not accept the viewpoint according to which Marxist philosophy, is
dialectical materialiem. Because dialectical materialism as it was
developed in Russis is really a conception which is a negation of some
of the basic ideas of Marx. Diaslectical materialiem, for example, is
a eonception which explicit}y contains no conception of man. It talks
only about matter, mind, knowledge etc., But implicity it contains a
conception of man, It contains a conception of man as sn economic animal.
Asdd we think that tois conception, slthough it is widely sttributed to
Marz - namely the conception that the economic gphere of man's 1life is
decisive, and even that the so-called forces of production play decisive
or determining, the tools of production play & determining role in the
development of all society = we thiank that such a conception is really
not Marx conception. Marx really thought that man, in a certain period

in his history = namely in the period of class~history - of his alienated
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history, was mainly an economic animal, But it was not his general
theory about man, It was really his criticism of the self-alienated
nociety. FHe believed that man really is a free and creative being of
praxiss something which he has been only to a certain extent to the
alienated society, but something which he can and ought to become.

We think further that the go-called concept of materialism, the
idea, the whold problem of what is primarily matter and mind, the thesis
that matter is primary, which isk regarded as the basic thesis of
materialism, is really a conception whioh is based on dualistic con-
ceptions, which is based on the misunderstanding of what human praxis
really is, and which is also an evasion of basic intentions of Marxist
philosophy.

We think further that what is usually regarded as Marxist theory
of knowledge, the so-called theory of reflection, which has been
elaborated mainly by lLenin - although he found it a little in ZIngels
and before him - is really not the Marxist theory of
knowledge., Because it is basically mechanistic, it can be a part only
of a mechanistic and a vulgarly materialistic conception of the world,
S0 that we think that this is also a Stalinistic conception.

v¥e really even have certain doubts about the Dialecthes, at least
about the Dialectics as it was conceived, Ve think that Dialectics, if
is taken as something desoribin: such general and unchangeable laws of
nature, is certainly untenable. B5Hut we have certain doubts also about
the Dialectics in human history, because the question arisess how a
dialectics should be made which won't contain a certain contradiction,
in maintaining at the same time a change in history, and on the other
hand insisting on some general structure of what is happening. 5o that
some have even explored the poseibilities of a so-called post-dialectical
thinking,

These are some of the indications which show you the differences
between our concept of Marxism and that concept of Marxism which has been
developed in Stalinism. Of course when we develop such a conception of



Petrovic: = 13,

Marxiem, we meet with objections from all sides. We are criticised
from the aide of Staliniets as betraying Marxiem, and we are on the
other side also criticised from those who think that no form of
Marxism has any importance today, I think in this audience today it
will be more appropriate to say just a few words about this second
objection.

I really find it sometimes rather naive when I hear the objeotion
that it is impossidle to talk of a creative or non-dogmatic Marxiem,
because every Ism is already a dogma and is something uncreative.

Really we always live in a historical situation and we always have
behind us, behind our back, we have a historical development not only
of the world but of philosophy, and at no point we cannot ignore the
results of that development. Somebody who tried to develop a philosophy
or a viewpoint starting from no premised, could really only fall below
what has already been long ago achieved, I had such an experience ten
years ago. I had an opportunity to talk to Bertrand iussell, who made
this objection, who asked me about what kind of philosophy one finds in
Jugzoslavia. I told him that there are different kinds but that Marxism
is the prevailing kind, "Creative Marxism" he told me, "it's impossible.”
So T reminded him that he, in his own books, says that he is using the
theory of knowledge mainly taken over from Hume; and his views in
political philosophy have been taken over from Mill, And this is no
obstacle for him to have his own, if you like, creative views. So that
T think that really, when we talk of Marxism, we are entitled to think
of a oreative Marxism if mm by that we mean really not repeating what
was said by Marx, but if we mean by that that we are inspired by scme
of the basic thoughts of Marxy that we are ready, not only to develop it -
becanse it was a Stalinistic conception that everything which was said
by Marx is true, however you may ald something to it, some more concrete
explorations, more conorete theses = we think that not only you can add

theses
some concrete experiences and knowledge, but you can deny certain pkrzums
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or you can find that they are not tenable, In this sense I think it is
possible to talk about a creative Marxism,

Finally, my fourth point was internationalism. Ve are a journalism
which is published in Jugoslavia, and more spocifically in Croatia, in
Zagred; bdut we don't think that either philosophy or socialisam or
Marxism can be something purely national or nationalistic., We believe
that both philosophy and socialism and Marxism are international
phencmena. However we are not quite satisfied with the concept of
internationalism, which is sometimes offered as a kind of final truth.
Because the concept of internationalism is a concept whioch starts from
nationalism. It is a concept that geople from different nations could
cooperate, And we are of course in favdur of such international oo-
operation. T have no objections to anybody either for loving his own
country or for cooperating with other countries., But T think what is
more important, it is to go further, to ald to intermationalism,
transnationalism. Namely, to add the viewpoint that we have to cooperate
not only as representatives of different countries, but as human individuals,
as persons or perponalities. Zo that what is basic for us, it is this
1f you like transnational, or cosmopolitan, or humanistic, human per-
spective, Tt is something which I think is very important, and it is
pomething which has also brcpghi us certain misunderstandings and
objections. For example, we have formed an international advigory board
of about 40 or 50 persons from different countries. But of course when
we indicate those names we don't indicate their countries, because we
po not regard them as the representatives of the different countries
but 28 individuals who have certain common views with us and with whom
we want to cooperate, 5o we have met sometimes objections, why have we
taken o many people from this country, and not from this country. And
this question is out of place because we didn't want to make representation
from all countries, because we are not simply internationalists, we are,
as T was all the time repeating, transnationalists and humanists.

Thank you.
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sessself one doesn't have a concept of men in mind; and it 1s
impossible to discuos a conoept, or the rodlem of z2en without
discussing questions which have bearing on 1t, as tynicsl
questions of wetapiysie, as the question of the meaning of being:
because 60 ex;lain what man {9 one should explai: hie srecifie
zode of belug, and ia order to do that one hamf to disomes

tae probdblez of @ adbout the memning of bdeing in gemeral, one
pes to discuss the oroblem of the time, one really has to
destroy the traditional conception of tiae as something whioch
is degteralced from the ;ast, aud elaborate a uéw conce t of
t1se which starts from the future:One has to discuse the srotles
sbout tne relationshi; bdetwee:n the ;oseidllity snd actuality:
and one has to discuse a number of other soe-called general
rhilosophniesl questionn,

eseeut on the other hand even 1f one takes this critical mrt
of xe.[i: belleve that svery citiciem 18 both co structive and
00.truottv;. 244 1t 1e 2 2alve way of ¢dividing oriticiss into
sonstructive and destructive. Tn answerling the eriticisms
that we are destructive, & friezd of nine recéntly wrote that
we are neither constructive nor destructive, we are siavly
subservise, in the sease toat evary real thoveht 18 subdversiv e
becsuse 1t wante to sudvert the exieting ordar, Tither 1t 1=
subversive or else it 1s not a thougnt at sl{Z]

seeeelf you regard it fn thie way, thi‘?t 1o izpossible to argue
that 1. a certaln way lshusas moans are hel;ing developingz a ‘
socialint soclety in the future. Jecause 8 numan soclety
Qtnnot be made using inhussn :ocn{i] _ .

....‘E} you know, there is a conoept in Stalinie= abdbout four,
taree « the rusbder 48 cheanging, soze "ow say five é classlos
of Marxism, Yarx, "ngels, Leain, Tor a time 1%t -‘n Stalin,
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pecause “talin was included, but because this concept of the
claspios of Marxiss, this i1des that there are four or five

;eodde wnieh are sue¢ oollective jossessore of the absolute

truth, which rnew everything, whichare alwaye in agreerent

among themselves, and everybody ith himeelt, 18 & wrong councert
and csnuot be maintalinea Ve alro dissgree with the "talinietie
conecpt, or attitudes to noﬁ-?ltxtut pallosophers, which is an
qttitude gnet somecne who 18 not & “Yarxist cannot say saything
izrortant or valuable in rhailosorny. In our editorisl we have
written that we believe that i1ntelligesnt opponente of Yarxisw

ean nel: more by their or-itieliss the dowlopment of Merxist

thought tha: the dogmatic and roneintelligeut followers or adalrers

of “arxien,

vsoeh! further oletinetion 1o thet we do net accept tho view
point according to wolch “arxist philosonhy, 18 sialectic
saterialisn, Fecsuse dialectical materialisa as it was develored
in "ussia 12 really a conception which 18 a negation of somne of
the bagle ideas of Marx, inlectical aaterialsin, tor exanrle,
18 = 20nce tlon which explieitly contains no coneertion of man,
eepssssseceary really theognt that man, in a certain nperio?

in 21s nistory « nanmely, 12 the ;eriod of classehictory -of hie
slie ated nistory « was meinly an econonic animal, Fut 1V wvas
not hie getersl theory Shout man, Ttwas rellly nis oriticiez o ¢
the selrealie atod society. e believed that zan reslly iev s
free 2.4 creative bolng of »raxis: momething which he hss Ddeen
ouly to A certeis exte.t 40 tos alionated soclety, but soweiblsg
wilclh ke cau aud ought %o become,

e talux furtber that tae so-called eoucent of adterinlise
bae ldea, Lue whole xoblem of whut 1¥ primarily »atter end wiad,
the thésis éhat smatter is primery, which 1ls regarded as the
basic theels of materialism, i# really a conception whiech is
based on dualistic conceptions, which ie bdesed on the misunder-
steanding of what huvan praxis really is, and -hie:_}o also an
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e 19 T really find it sometismes rather nalve when I hear the
objectlon that 1t 1s impossidle to talk fof 8 creative or none
dognatic Yarxis=z, because avery T an ie already s dogua and is
gomethiug uvnoreative, Really we alwaye live ina historicle
pituation, and we always have bdehind us, dekind ocur back, we
have 2 historical fevelopreats not only of the world but of
philosorhy, and at no point we cennot ignore the resulte of
that deavelorment, Somsbody who trled to develop & 'hileso;hy
or 8 view oint startiang from no ;remieses, could really only fall
below what has already been long agoacheleved, T had such an
ex;erience ten yeare 8s0. I had an onportunity to talk to
Sertracd ‘uesell, who mad this obdjection, who asked me adout
vhat ki=4 of philosonhy one finds in Jugoslavia, 7T told his
that these are d4ifferent kinds bHut that Yarxisa 1s the rree
valling ¥ind; "Creative Merxiss", he told me, "it's impossibdle”
%0 I reminded him that ho, 12 his own books, 2ays that he e
asing the theory of knewlédge malnly taken over Erom Fusme: and
his views in ooliticel ;hilosonrhy have been taken over from Mill,
And this 12 ro obdstacle for hinm to have his own, if you like,
egsative views, 90 that I think that really, when we talk of
Marzisn, we are entitled to think of & creative Yarzmiea 1f by
that we mean redlly not raneating #hat was sald by “arx, dut Af
woe mean by that that we are Inspired by some of the dasic thoughts
of Yarx, that we are ready, notenly to develon it « beocsuse 1t
wvae 8 2talinistic concention thet everythling which was sald by
¥Yarx is true, however you may add something to 1t, nome nore
oonarate explorations, more concpete thesss < we thiank that not
saly osc you a4l some concrete experiences and mowledge, but
you oay deny certain theses, or you oan find that they are zot

' touoblgi Tn this sense, T think 1% is possidle to talk Mdout
a areative ‘arxisn,

Tnally, =y fouth oimt u.otntcrn.ttoanltoy. Ve are o
journalism whioh is published in Tagoslavia, and zore specifica 1ly
in Croatia, 1u Zagred: dut we don't thiuk that elther philesephy



sationalistic. Y¥e believe that both philoso hy and soclisliss
sud “arzles sre iaternatioaal shenomenad, However, we are not
quite satisfled with the coneept of internationalies, Which 1s
eoadlacs offersd as a kind of final truth, lecause the cozecent
of laternstionaliss is a concept which etestes from natlionalies,
It 19 & conce;t that neople from differeant natine could codorerate,
Add we are, of course, lu ffavour of such interaational cod

o eration, I have 10 objection to anybody elither for loving
his owa country or for co-opersting with other couatries, But
I thiak what 1s more laportant, )t 12 %o go further, to add to
interaationalisa, treasaationaliea, Yazely, to add the view-
point that wo heve to cooperate wot ouly as representatives of
d1fferest countries, but as huzan individuals, s® persons or
persozalities, %0 that what 1s bdasic for uspit 1e this if you
1ixe tracscationsl, or cosmorolitan, or husanlatic, human rer-

l tpoctlvjz} It 1 esomthingd which T think is very lmsportant,

snd 1t 1o something which has aloo brought ue certalc mishndere
standinge and ebjections, Yor exanrle, we have forzed an inte re
sational edvisory Yoard of about A0 or 50 pereens from different
coutries, Put, of course, when we indlcate those names we don't
indicate thelr countries, bacause we #o not ragard thes aep the
re;rese tatives of the 4ifferent countries dut as individuale

who lnve certaln common viows with ue andwith whom we want %o

co0 . erate,

Wes et
e 8 .....‘2911. the ;rocess that 1o now going on im often terwmed,
in the west, libderalisation. T think t this term might de
‘m 11t%1le nisleadiag beosuse 1t 1s otavly{:g:} although T ayaself .
of oourse aia; 1ifye dut it 19 uautun; hoyiua sosnrehansion,
[:; slways like %o think of aa artiols by an Aserican journalist
T read which was desoriding the sconemic changes ;oktnc rlace
in Huagary, where he aanid that ia NHungery they bave doue away
with Commusniss, that only one saall thing romained gnd that was
the public ownership of the means of :rodnctloéz]' ﬁ




various sides and roints of view « dHut T think that =ainly 1t 1»
2 continuous dlscussion, Alsrfite, clash of views, 2 movenxent,
oscillationf in some Airection fwhich T think dajo “etrovie
defloed very wall in his sreech, And sven in spite, I feel
thst 1t's s0lng somewhere even ins rite 0f ryemxrumm retrogressive
movement, the ;o9eibdility of which we cannot exclude, Yuch

of what has bdesn sald here 12 relevant 60 1t, PEasically, the
zain thing 1# nowadaye the relation bdetween society and the
individusl, And the aim of all this « I again will recell the
vords of Tuclen “oldwen « 1p, quote YThe oreation of 2 sociel
system vhich require # the miniaum of sacrifice ffom the indi-
vidual®™, T think this ®pinozian thought 1s very important and
very relevant for what 1 goling on.

Yow, I am speak¥ing about intellectuals,butnot only about them
because very magy peorle are actively taking part in all this,
There are many many disousesions about these ssorificlies: waht
sacrifices are necessary, whic are not necessary, in a stabllised
gociety of the socialist type, “yen the very word "stalised"
12 often bdelng discuseed,

There &re seversl spheres ia which this »rocess i takiong
place, dut they are linked together of gourse. The firet one
is, I think, the economic, At you heerhaps very well know,
in most sociallist countries gyow -« and T think especinlly in
fzechoslovakia nowadays « we are trying to get rid of the rigid
planning system, which aight have bdeen necessary, 8 necessary
sacrifice - aight have bdeen « during the Cold ¥War perhaps at
gsone stage of develorment; but 1t 18 belng renlaced now by self-
tegulating new ecomoamic patterns and structures -« T think
"sul Sweezy would be muech botior qulaified to speak about this,
Thie 12 creating a new situation, It hae b gront influence
of oourse on the human condition andsituation: not ‘only on deeision
paking, but alse on participation in decision making for inetance.

The other snhere, olosely linkedot %le, is political selence
where there 12 the prollem « I will used the word very often,
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ghould he de an object of politics only? The responsibllity

of the society aes & whole to the iandividual 1s dscussed, while

1t used to be the other way reund: the iladividusl was responsidle
to the soclety, but the responsibility of the gociety to the
individual was overlooked., Porall this we have varlous terams,
Seme of them are: "democratisation”, "humanisation". Of course,
this 1s =sgaln closely related %o the position of soclsalist inetie-
tutlous. They aleo have a 1ife of thelr own, aad they have »
tantaxguexey tendency to dig in once established - which, of course,
breeds alienation, It doesn't simply dlsappear with the
establishment of &« socluliet soclety.

I think that perhaps, in the words of our philosophers and
political scleatists, the effort gohe in the way to find a sptem,
to define or establish a continuous development of a system whieh
does not prevent the individual to develop fully all his potential
sossibilities, but rather creates counditions in this direction,
One of them, and not the least laportant, for lastance, iz the
legal security of the ladividual,

snother sphere - which agaln 1s linked to the others very
closely, they all sometimes merge - 18 the widening of awareness,
You might term 1t perhans - aleo the term Wich was very often
ueéd here, was the expanding of comsclousness, Yesterday in 2
question nosed %o ¥, Goldmana, somecne used theee worde wieh I
would like to quote: "Reduction of the humen condition lead to
reduction of consciousness, whick in turn leade to reduction of

ereativity”; Inthink this 18 very important,

Again, in relation to some thinge that have bdeen said here,
I think tist the issues which we face nowadags are of a much subtle
nature, and need a kind of sgphisticated or thoughtful spproach
very often, Ve are very afraid, I must say, of short cuts ad
inetst solutions, I had - I talked to some veople hwe who sald
to me tht 1t was alusury that we could devote co wuch attention
to these abstract things and abstract ways of thinking « abetract
awahlama thay aalled them. I think that -« I don't think so, that



thle 1e indulging 1o luxury, because after all we had to pay quite
dearly for this luxury in meny respects, And thie luxury -
so=called luxury « I think ie a2t a certain stage of soclety mn
absolue necessity,

dlscussion

pg 24 Pgtrovie: ‘hether you would define intermationalism as cooperation

ng26

between different natims, or between the working classes of
different countries, it is not sufficient, I think one should
go furkher and 2lso take into scocount internstionslism as a
traasnationaliem, Namely, 22 a cooperation between peorle
regardless of thelr own natiom, I think 1t is = »rofounder
concept and T think it i¢ something which we must have in =ind,
Pecause 1f we insist that our position ie internationalism as a
position of cooperation of nations, so 1t will bde very d1ffioult
for us to go out of nationslien, It wxXwyzx always sresupposes
« in order to have 2 nices internationalism you must have strong
nethas, because you don't have internatisnal colladoration 1f
you don't have natione a® strong units, dasic unite of your 1ife
Aind what T was refuting was not the reality of natione, or every
the imnortanée of nations, or even the possidility of every one
of us to love one's own nation = I aleo love Jugeslavia, ete.,
but for example i1f one 12 epeaking sbout thie problem, sovething
which T am very often stating in Jogoelavia when we were dlescuseing
probleme, that T found much more close to ma, for example, here
ie our friend, the Czech philoropher Tarel »

T found him much cloeer to me, not only his philosophic views but
a8 2 humen being in whom I have full confidence, more confidene
than in many Jogoslave, or Serbs, or Croate, who belong to the
saze nation as I de. S0 that is a concrede exaumple to show you

what T mean by transnationalism,

Jetrovie: T personally think this 12 not, that it is detter
to go into the direction of no-party system by a kind of a



vithering avay of the party, ¥hich does this mezan? VWell, I
think once of the ways of doing this isnot to abolésh or destroy
the party, bdut to develonr more snd more such » situation that
more sund more all decisions sbout prodlems will be taken by
those who are involved in thenm,

pE 27 [Jetrovis: ....1s that|reszlly bourgeols humanisa whats to remain
ineide the limit of thé erxieting, of the contemporary soociety,

Vhereas Sur humaniem 1e revolutionary and, as T told you, even
subservive, Namely, we think that 1t i neceseary to make a
fundamentel change of social order, Only where we disagree with
dogmatic Marxiets 1e, dogmatic MaPxists think that the Shdke

probles could be reduced to the »roblem of sodal change,and

even lees, to change in the form of property, There 1e¢ a
conception that you hve simply to abelish private property and you
have reily 2 humanistic erociety, This 1¢ sowmething with whieh
ve dleagree, V¥Ye think t! is necessary not only to abolish the
rrivate sroperty and to oput into 2te plede the state property,
because then you have 2 new form of slienation and expleitation,
Pecause you have ngain the worker seperated from those who make
d@cisione, snd they aremore or leess in the sanze nosition aes in
eapitalienm, 90 we think we must sleo abolish state property

and mske a real social sroperty, to have » real self-menagnent

of the immédiate producers. Fat this 18 2 nosition which i@

generally accepted in Jugoeslavia, aleo by Jugoelav nolitical

leadership, and now 1t comes something again of which we, an

philosephers in Praxif..ccecees nameley we think ti 1s not enough

to introduce a system of workers' selfemanagement or somethinz s

einilar; 1% is renlly, we believe, impossidle to make simple

certain foclal foras which will secure the developazent of

\ rocinlisn or humanism, W¥e think that in addition to the change

| of sooial structure, there sust bhe an sotivity of every individual
7t 1s imrossidle to create n free soclety in such a way that we
should ereate certain inetitutions, or forme of social 1ife, whiech
vill automatieslly preduce a free society. Tecause a free




soclety 19 a2 wmoclety of €ree nmen, and free men sre renlly nen
who are sotive asoreative and free belngs, And freedom is
something which cannot de given as a gift to somebody, or forced,
or nroduced, without that, “verybody has to fight for his own
freedon, Tt 12 1mroeesible to make somebody free, fociety
eannot be organised in such a way that, as a kind of a produet,
1ike from 2 slot-machine, you will get free individusls, %o

that wve #ink 1t i® necesary both tomake a fight for a2 socinl
change, change of inestitutions snd organisation, and it is also
necessary to fight for individual freedom 4n the sense of
develoning free creating or self activity of every man, I

think perhane bourgelols humanism would ineist on, that indi-
vidual activity by which everyone should achieve his own freee

dom & 1t 1s perhans & way of putting 1% a 11ttle orudely, And
Marxist dogmatiste will ineiet on soeclal change., ¥e think that
both cannot be really sepamated from €aCh.cceecce.

ssesssbut we think that we would object to bourgeols libheralism
that ke would regard freedom as 2 formal concept, or that he
thlnks that freedom is elmply the admence of exteranal imredinents
to 4o se. ind we would iasist on *he polint o eontent, nanely the
fact that freedom 18 not onli'to-othlnc outeide, of nan"s porsinie
11ty %o move freely or ot do something, dut freedon in developt

first one's own creative potentialities, ereating something new,



~iugosiav ang Gzecn

{arovic
Yugoslav: eses then I hesr the objections that it is impossible to talk
27?7 because every reason is already a dogma, and 7 ? 7 we

alvw ys like in a hiostorical situatior, and we always have behind oursdlves
historicsl development not only of the world, but of a whole philosophy

and at no point we cannot ignore the result of that development. Somebody
who tried to develop a philosophy or viewpoint starting from no premises would
really ounly fall below vhat has already been achieved. I had such an
experience ten years ago. I had the oprortunity © talk to Bertrand

Russell, who made this objection ce.. cuT
HATE
Yug: seees repesting whot was sedd by Marx, but if we mean by that we

are inspired by scme of the boadc thoughts of Marx ceeee

[
!‘nclt eeee Of socialiss or Marxism can be something purely natio nal or

nationalistic, Ve believe that both philosophy, Socisliss and Marxiam

are internstional phenomena. However, we are nor yet decided on the
concept of international, reslly, which is sometimes offered as a kind

of final truth, Becsuse the concept of internationaliem is scmething
which starts from nationalism. It is a concept that people from

different nations should co-operate. And they are &f course, in favour
of such a co-operation. I have no objections to anybody either 7 7 7
his own country, or co-oper:ting with other countries. But I think

what is sore important, it is to go further, to trans-nationalismy Let

me put forword the viewpoint that we have to co-operite not only as mumeuottxtixs
representatives of our own countries, but as human individusls, as

persons or personalities .... what is basic for us, it is tpans-national,
or cossopolitan, or humanistic, human perspective. It is something which I
think is very important, and it is sowething which hus alsc brought us
certain misunderstandings and objections. To give an example, we have
forwed an internsntional advisory board of about 40 or 50 persons from

different countries. cuT
(spplaus:)
pHrTEck
Czech: seeee I met people here »t this Congress, who didn't always have
a clear picture of what ia going on in Socialist countries ..... CUT

Czech: ceee might be & 1little misleading, it's simplifying, although I



like to think of an article by an Awerican journalist I read which was
describing the changes taking place in Hungary, where he asaid that they
have done away with Communiss in Hungary,that only cne small thing
remains, that is the ublic ownership of the means of production. Ve

can view it frowvarious sides, but I think it is a continuous discussion,
often dispute, clash of views, a movement oscillation, in scme direction,
which I think Gaior Petrovish defines very well in his speech. And even
in spite of, I think, it's going somevhere, in spite of retrogresasive
movements, the possibility of which we cannot exclude. Much of what

has already been said here so far is relevant to it. Basically, the

main thing is nowadays the relationshdp bhetween society and the individual.
And the aim o’ all tiis is, quote, 'the creation of a social systeam that
requires the minimun of sacrifice from the individual'. I think this ? 7 ?
thought is very important,very relewant for what is going on. low, I'm
talking about intellectuals, but not only them, because very many people

are actively taking part in all this. cuT
Yrtrrsc
Cadech: o..0 in most Socialist countries now, I think especially in

Czechoslovakia nowadays, we are trying to get rid of the rigid planning
systes, which might have been a necessary sacrifice, might have been,
DURING the Cold War, perhaps, at some stage of development, This is
being replaced now by self-regul-ting, new egonomic patterns and
structures, I think Paul Sweezey would be more qualified to speak about
this. This is creating a new situation. It has a grest influence, of
course, on the human condition and situation = not only on decision-
meking, but also on participation in decisionsmaking, for instance. The
other sphere closely linked to this is political science, where there is
the problem - I will use the word very often - of collectivity and the
individual. Is man an object - should he be an object of politics only?
The responsibility of society as a whole to thmm. is discussed,
while it used to be the other way sround. The individual was respdnsible
to society, but the responsibility of society to the individual was
overlocked. For all this we have vsriocus terms, and some of them ... CUT



)4l

% esee continuous development of a system which does not prevint

the individual to develop fully all his potential possibilities, but

rather creates conditions in this direction. One of they and not the

least important, for instance, is leghl security for the individual.

Another sphere, which ag in is linked tc the others very clesely, they all
sometines merge, is the widening of awareness. You wmight term it xmk

perhaps, the tersm that was very often used here, was expanding consciousness.
Yesterdasy in a question posed to M, Goldman, someone used these words:
'‘Reduction of human condition leads to reduction of consciousness, which

in turn leads to reduction of creativity.' I think this is very important., CUT

Hr T
Cgech: eee. this Congress, for me, for instance, speaking from a very

personal viewpoint, is providing s very useful background. I have the
feeling that in our country any theoreticil discussion is bound to have
sooner or later at least some influence, on actual conditions and policy-
making. And even if the resyonse is neg:tive, one has the feeling that
sozeone is listening. It might not be very encouraging, but nevertheless,

I think thet in some respects, and this is of course our particular situation,
we are a little wore with the hard facts of life ..... cur

m esse Allen Ginsberg was deported and accused of being a homosexual,
- the law that has been in existence for about 10 days in this country
has been in existence for about 10 years in CzechosloWwakia. The whole
question of the deportation of Ginsberg is much more complicated, since,
his poetry has been published, and the incident has been almost forgotten

b’mo cur



