FROM: THE RT.HON. SIR KEITH JOSEPH, Bt, MP

Rt.Hon. Mrs. Margaret Thatcher, MP. 5th August 1977

E .

You may remember that I mentioned to you a powerful
piece of writing by a man called Leszek Kolakowski. He,
as a young Marxist, played an important Tole in the Polish
'revisionist' movement of the 1950s and 1960s, was expelled
from the Communist Party in 1966 and later deprived of his
post as Professor of Philosophy at Warsaw University. He
is, at present, a Fellow of All Sals' College, Oxford where
I meet him from time to time = etlng a
history of Marxism.

He can be described as a disenchanted Marxist who has
a firm belief in pluralism and democracy.

He and Stuart Hampshire convened a conference of Marxists
and ex—-Marxists about three years ago at which a number of
papers were discussed. These papers were put together in
a book called "Socialism" which the two of them edited.

I did not, myself, find the book worth reading because
the papers were either beyond me or not illuminating. But
the introduction to the book by Kolakowski is well worth
reading as a trenchant statement of the contradiction between
theory and practise and the inherent impract/abilities of
Marxism. e

I attach a photocopy of the introduction. I hope
you may spare time to read it all but may I particularly
draw your attention to the summary of the conference on
pages 14-17.

Obviously, no need to reply.

o '/<m/~

/-




St Qo3P

9 August 1977
<o +

In ¥rs. Thatcher's abgence
on Woliday, | am writing 1o
thank you very much indeed for
your kind letter of August 5
enclosino Leszek Kolakowski's
introduction to "Socialism",
which | will make sure she sees as
soon as she returns,

Richard Ryder,
Private Officey
!
4

The Rt. Hon. Sir Keith Joseph, Bt NP
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The papers in this volume* were presented at the April 1973 inter-
national mecting in Reading sponsored by the publishing housé
Weidenfeld and Nicolson an/d the Graduate School of Contemporary
European Studies, Reading University. The organizing comimittee
(Robert Cecil, Reading University; Stuart Hampshire, Wadham Col-
lege, Oxford; Leszek Kolakowski, All Souls’ College, Oxford; Sir
George Wcid:nfcld,tpubﬁshcr) decided to change the title, originaily
“What is Wrong with the Socialist Idea?’, into a milder one, ‘Is there
Anything Wrong with the Socialist Idea?’ The first title, in fact, scemed
to take for granted that something actually is wrong with the socialist
:1.a. Tt was, however, the overwhelming - though apparently not
unanimous — opinion of those who participated in the mecting that the
decp crisis aftecting both contemporary socialist thought and socialist
ovements does not result only from contingent historical circvaa-
ctances, but is also rooted in ambiguities and contradictions in the pri-
mordial socialist message.

The purpose of the meeting was not 1o criticize existing socialist
regimes or movements but fo analyse again the basic traditional con-
cepts and values which constitute the socialist idea, and to question their
validity in the light of both historical experience and of theoretical
criticism. It was obvious that the discussion could not ignore the ex-
periences of so-called socialist countries, but this critique was intended
to help the analysis of the idea of socialism itself, rather than to express
direct political attitudes.

The original proposal for the meeting laid out its tasks as follows:
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The socialist idea has custained so many blows — presented as great
victories — that people who chare traditional socialist valucs should

* Except for those by Richard Lowenthal, Steven Lukgs and Gilles Martinct.
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INTRODUCTION

reflect upon some fundamental issues which this idea involves, and
should not be satisfied with criticism of existing socialist systems as
its ‘imperfect’ or ‘distorted’ embodiment. The idea itself scems to
be dying in socialist countries and it is manipulated and used else-
where as a slogan in so many and such different political groups
that it is hardly possible to find any clear content common to all its
variants. We siiould ask ourselves at what point the traditional idea
of socialism, the basic assumptions of socialist ideology, became
resistant to theoretical objections and to modification in the light
of historical experience. Such fundamental concepts as ‘social con-
trol’, ‘working class’, ‘revolution’, ‘ownership” and ‘equality’ still
call for new analysis, free of prejudice. The difference between the
socialist idea itself and comprehensive projects of social reform
(such as health service, insurance, pensions, general education, pro-
gressive taxation, etc.) should be reconsidered . . .

Here are proposals for the topics to be discussed:

1. The concepts of economic self-management and social control of production
It may be readily agreed that democracy in{the productive process is
the necessary condition for socialist dcvclﬁlplncnt; and that, in par-
ticular, the influence of the working class on production, if linnited to
cach productive unit separatcly, may coexist with despotic forms of
government and lcave to the ruling burcaucracy complete freedom
in the application of the means of production, in investment policy
and in the distribution of national product. On the other hand, con-
temporary technology itself — not to mention the complex nature of
the modern economy - require very special competence at all levels
in both economic and technical management of production. Is
economic democracy possible and is it compatible with competent
management? Or is the very concept of competence a “bourgeois
invention’? Is the alternative to burcaucratic despotism some system
of free competition, based on co-operative prenerty, with all that that
entails? How far is the Yugoslav experience relevant to the question,
and what may be leamnt from it? Can society rid itself of burcaucracy
and, if not, can it tame it? Or is bureaucracy perhaps not the product
of technology at all but only of particular social conditions?

2. The implications of modern technology for socialism

In the traditional Marxist sense socialism was supposed to draw its
hisg@lcal strength from and demonstrate its superiority by abolishing
thoW®¥crs which the capitalist mode of production imposed on tech-
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nical and productive progress. It is obvious that social problems are
by no means solved either by economic growth or by technical pro-
gress in itself either in the East or the West (the very concept of
progress in this sense being more and more doubtful, considering the
orice paid for it by mankind). It may also be argucd that socictics
based on capitalist modes of production have not lost the ability to
stimulate technical development — rather the opposite scems to be
true; it is also arguable that the traditional Marxist distinction be-
tween productive and non-productive labour, and consequently the
very concept of surplus value, is more and more doubtful. How far
can the socialist idea be defined in terms of productivicy? What is
valid and rational in the idea that socialism, as opposed to capitalism,
promises more free time for cultural development and more satis-
faction of material needs? What is the meaning of the often-repeated
statement that technology itself (not only its application) is not
‘neutral’ in relation to social conflicts, and what would a specifically

‘socialist’ technology s};rﬂfy?

3. Socialist planning and the market econonty

The productive anarchy of the capitalist cconomy was traditionally
seen in socialist ideologies (beginning with the early utopians) as the
opposite of socialist planning. This opposition raises doubts on both
sides. What does the concept of socialist planning mean, as opposcd
to the cconomic activity of the state in industrial capitalist countrics?
And how far is there interdependence between ‘rational’ planning
and the ‘irrationality’ of the market even within the socialist
economy? Bricfly: how far has the relationship changed between 'thc
two pairs of ‘opposites’, planning-market and socialism—capitalism
(they have certainly ceased to be regarded as opposites nowadays)?

4. Socialism and ownership

It is often argued (1) that ownership of the means of pru:::luctian has
lost its primordial importance in highly developed capitalist societies;
and (2) that the abolition of private ownership of the means of pro-
duction is in itself irrclevant to the problem of socialism since, as is
well known from experience, extreme despotism, both political and
economic, may be established where the ruling group has no formal
title of ownership. How far is this true? Is tyranny, based on mono-
poly of command over the means of production, the only alternative
to capitalist socicty? Does the freedom of the individual — as many
claim — involve freedom of possession, at least tofa certain degree?
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INTRODUCTION

Is a non-despotic society conceivable in which the ruling group keeps
monopolist power over the means of production? Or does t.ue
socialist idea involve many forms of ownership?

5. Socialism and the nation

Most Marxists (including Marx himself) believed that the national
question would be automatically solved as the unity of human cul-
ture progressed and that socialist development would naturally
abolish national conflicts, since the latter were a by-product of class
antagonism within capitalist society. It has turned out, however, not
only that socialist states have miserably failed to provide any solution
for national conflicts, while preserving national oppression intact;
we have witnessed also in recent decades, against all expectations, the
growth of nationalism throughout the world. National and tribal
tensions and struggles seem to dominate the current political stage
more than other conflicts. Does the very existence of such an entity
as the nation necessarily limit the validity of the socialist idea, which
apparently failed to take account (except in a tactical sense) of the
reality of the nation? Are Jaurés’ ideals on|this point piously naive?
What does the concept itself of national sovercignty mean in a
socialist perspective?

6. Socialism and the working class =

What is left of Marx’s fundamental idea that the industrial proletariat
would carry out — by virtue of its peculiar class origin — the socialist
transformation? Was Marxian social philosophy as a whole based on
a false prediction concerning class polarization in the capitalist society
and the inevitable impoverishment of the working class? Looking at
the most developed industrial societics, what remains of the theory
that the bourgeoisie-proletariat conflict dominates the historical
development of our epoch? What is rational in the argument that
the working class was ‘integrated’, gained middle class status and lost
its interest in socialism? Let us imagine what the dictatorship of the
proletariat would mean if the (real, not imaginary) working class
took over exclusive political power now in the United States. Was
the Marxist philosophy of history at this crucial point just an arbi-
trary fantasy? If so - is there any ‘class content” in the socialist idea?

7. The meaning of equality |
Equality belonged to the very core of all traditional socialist ideolo-
gics. Engels’ statement that equality means nothing more than the
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abolition of classes does not sufficiently clarify the concept; neither
does the slogan adopted by Marx (for the “first phase of " socialism)
'to everybody according to his work’. Equality of wages has provec
from much convincing experience to be economically impracticable,
On the other hanc, an economy which is supposed to be entirely
based on use-value (if conceivable) cannot provide any common
measure for comparing different kinds of ‘work’ in order to apply
the slogan just mentioned. Moreover, some people claim that 2
certain social stratification is a necessary condition for social stability.
Are there serious arguments in favour of such a statement? The
existing socialist societies are full of privileges of different xinds, not
only in income, but in access to scarce goods, in education, in frec-
dom, in prestige, in power. Which of them could, and which could
not, conceivably be abolished? AVhat does the idea of equality mean

in the light of this experience?

8. Socialism, revolution and violence

It is obvious that the question of whether or not a socialist society is
bound to be preceded by revolutionary upheaval depends on the
meaning we give to the words ‘socialism’ and ‘revolution’. The
history of revolutions based on socialist ideologies in the twenticth
century does not fit into Marxian predictions. On what basis = we
claim today that socialist revolution is likely (or more likely than
before) to break out in highly developed societies? Is there anything
that makes the prospect of socialism impossible without a revolu-
tionary collapse of the whole system (whatever that mcans)? What
does the concept of revolutionary class mean today? Flow can we
deny - after so much experience of it ~ that violence has a sclf-
perpetuating tendency, and why should we expect that if violence
is applied to existing capitalist societies it will not produce a socicty
based entirely on institutionalized violence?

9. The ideal of unity of civil and political society

According to the Marxian idea, the socialist society would abolish
the distinction between real life, i.c. the entire mass of conflicting
individual interests, the informal social structure, the rclations of
production etc., and the political and legal order, which expresses
and falsifies these relations while giving the society an illusory unity.
What is valid in this ‘organicist’ ideal, bearing in mind that in
existing socialist socicties this apparent abolitign mcans simply
the attempt to replace all spontancous social tieg by the forms o

‘
s ,




R

T AT

il

-

e

-'I‘
_lt* 1

i

1

INTRODUCTION

organization imposed by the state? What does this unity mean, if not
simply the totalitarian state? In what sense is it conceivable that the
mediatory functions of law and of state institutions could be
abolished without the destruction of society? And why should we
tend towards such a unity? Does the Marxian ideal simply involve the
inadmissible prediction that all conflicts will be removed from social
life once class antagonism disappears?

10. Socialism and Weltanschauung
Is the socialist idea necessarily bound to have a philosophical basis?
To be sure, a kind of naturalistic, Promethean, anti-religious phil-

This connection has remained in communist partics, which believe
that they cannot dispense with some sort of philosophical back-
ground — in contrast to social democratic movements, which seem to
be philosophically indifferent. Is there something in the very nature
of the socialist idea that makes it imperfect without a proper philo-
sophy? If so, of what does this connection consist, and why should
a certain Weltanschauung be applied to the social programme or
even to a certain method of analysing historical processes?

11. Education and ‘Socialist Man’

Traditional socialist ideology (Marxian or not) involved a vision of
the ‘new man’ who would emerge as a result of new social relations
(abolition of the distinction betwzen manual and intellectual labour;
replacing egoistic motives by social ones ctc.). The question arises,
however, of how the kind of education predicated by this idea can be
distinguished from sheer compulsion. It may be argued that, for
example, the abolition of the distinction between manual and intel-
lectual work can really only be carried out by compelling people to
do a certain kind of work, which presupposes mass repression and
turns the socialist idea into a caricature of itself. The traditional con-~
troversy over whether people should change themselves before they
start building the socialist society or are only able to change them-
selves in building this society does not seem to have lost its relevance.

12. Socialism-and the values of tradition

The socialist idea in the Marxian version (and in the Fabian version -

also) was deeply rooted in rationalist ideals of the Enlightment. It
implied that the socicty of the future would throw off the burden of

traditional values in all cultural matters, including in particular sex
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and family life, and bring about emancipation from all restrictions,
institutions and sentiments allegedly incompatible with the rational
life (whatever that means). Consequently, it scemed that the dis-
solution of the family and unrestricted sexual freedom naturally be-
longed to the socialist idea (this view seems to have prevailed in
Russia for a certain period after the revolution, to be replaced later
by the return to a strictly puritanical morality; both Soviet and
Chinese societies are in this respect the most conservative in the
world). It scemed to many people, morcover, that socialist culture
would bring about a complete rupture with previous history in all
respects except that of technology itself (and sometimes even tech-
nology was not spared). In the light of our experience this rationalist
ideal may seem not only naive but dangerous as well, Can we
imagine a society which will start af entirely new culture in a cultural
desert? If not, are the values imposed by tradition to be accepted
simply as such, i.e. as imposed by the tradition, in defiance of rational-
ist slogans? What is right in the view that no social stability and no
moral education can be asstired without a certain respect for tracition
as such (including some traditional values concerning sex and
family)? In what sense does socialism mean a rupture with the
preceding culture and in what sense may it be viewed as its con-
tinuation?

For a variety of reasons this plan could not be entirely fulfilled; some
topics were absent, some papers did not fit exactly into the proposed
schema. To fill, at least partially, these lacunae, we decided to add to
the volume three papers which were not presented at the meeting. Two
of them, by Richard Lowenthal and Gilles Martinet, were read at the
International Seminar on ‘Socialism in Changing Socicties’ held in
Tokyo in April 1972 and sponsorec .y the Japan Cultural Forum in
co-operation with the International Association for Cultural Freedom
and two Japanese magazines. Another, by Steven Lukes, was specially
written for this volume. Five papers presented at the Reading meeting
(by Kolakowski, Ludz, Harrington, Sirc and Hirszowicz) were com-
mented on by other participants (respectively, Hampshire, Kusin, Brus,
Nuti and Marek) and these comments are included in the volume,
We do not reproduce here the discussion — usually very animated ~
that followed each paper. It may be useful, however, to point out some
recurrent topics of the discussion and to mention the mmle points which

divided the participants. .
7 ifl
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INTRODUCTION

As could be expected, the discussion continually reverted to the
meaning and validity of most traditional socialist values; in some cases
the divergences and arguments followed patterns familiar in socialist
thought for many decades or even centuries.

There was disagreement not only on how to define the concept of
socialism but even on what approach to take in trying to define it. The
Marxian tradition was usually the starting point in this debate. It was
pointed out, however, that in some important issues Marxism itself
tried to combine heterogeneous sources without removing their con-
tradictions and achieving internal coherence. Thus, in conformity with
the legacy of the Enlightenment, Marxism stressed the autonomy and
free development of individuals as supreme values, while on the other
hand it inherited a romantic nostalgia for the perfect unity of socicty.
These two tendencies (as Taylor stated) run counter to one another and
are reflected in two quite different conceptions of what a socialist
society should be like. The rationalist and utilitarian side of Marxism
produced visions of a socialism made up of individual happiness, abun-~
dance, leisure, creativity. The romantic side stressed the need for a
return to the organic community and woulcl tend to produce totali-
tarian socialist utopias — if it is true (as Kolakowski argued) that the ideal
of perfect unity is unlikely to be carried into effect in any form other
than totalitarian despotism. Another tension (stressed by Petrovié) may
be noticed between Marx’s revolutionary humanism and his economic
determinism. From the first point of view the movement towards
socialism implies a permanent process of interdependence between the
spiritual development of individuals and the changing material and
institutional conditions of their lives; this means that socialist trans-
formations cannot be defined in institutional terms, The other approach
describes historical processes in purely ‘objective’ terms and leaves no
room (as Raddatz pointed out) for reflection about how individual
consciousness and personal values are affected by institutional trans-
formations; consequently, it lets us conceive the socialist movement as
2 technical device destined to carry out certain institutional projects (in
particular expropriation), and socialism as a condition where these
projects are fulfilled, regardless of what happens otherwise to the
human beings who make up the new society.

To define socialism merely in terms of public ownership and power
negates the ideological concept of socialism - this point was not dis-
puted among the participants. Neither was the belief that socialist
theory cannot be a blueprint for universal salvation, removing all social
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conflicts and dissatisfactions. Such general agreement, however, did not
pre-empt controversy on all the more specific issues. Should we define
<ocialism as a certain desirable set of social relations, or rather (as Hamp-
shire suggested) as a method of solving social problems according to the
aspirations and needs of underprivileged classes? In the discussion two
attitudes — the utopian and the pragmatic — constantly collided with one
another. It was repeatedly stressed by some (Marek, Petrovi€) that we
cannot dispense with utopias, f.e. with imaginary pictures of a ‘dis-
Jlienated’ human community, even if we know that such an ideal is not
within the reach of human potentialities; we need itasa kind of regula-
vive idea, rather than as a real goal to be achieved; we need it to help us
see a general direction to follow in all practical issues. However, a more
pragmatic approach seemed to prevail in the discussion. Since 1t turned
out that many social claims which) in nineteenth-century capitalist
society seemed hopeless were in fact satisfied, the radical ‘either-or’ in
viewing social systems (capitalism-socialism) lost its persuasive force
(Walter Kendall’s opinion). The pressurc of the organized labour
movement has proved undenlably successful in employing the existing
state institutions to improve the lot of the working class, and thus there
is no reason to put any a priori limit to the efficiency of this pressure; on
the other hand, the existing socialist systems have proved themselves
incapable of resolving any social problems which, judging from ex-
perience, could not be solved within capitalist society. They solved, at
incalculable human cost, the problems of industrialization in some
underdeveloped countries and so they assumed the role of organizers of
primitive accumulation, but they have been unable to cope with a
single task which, according to the tradition of socialist thought, was
supposed to fall to the specifically socialist form of social organization.
Whether the existing socialist socicties can be considered as poor
preliminary steps towards the socialist form of life, as defined in the
Marxian tradition, or simply as instruments of rapid industrialization in
countries which lay on the peripheries of capitalist development — the
answers to this question varied according to the participants’ vicws on
the criteria for defining the socialist world. Harrington's opinion that
material abundance is a precondition for socialist development and that
we should measure progress by the reduction of necessary work and by
the growth of leisure carried the obvious conclusion that the socialist
revolution has never yet occurred, that no society remotely deserving
the name of socialist is in existence and that socialist dctclnpmcm is in
principle inconceivable in underdeveloped socicties, in I.}articular in the
A
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INTRODUCTION

Third World. This opinion was not shared unanimously. There was, on
the other hand, the rather isolated opinion that existing socialist sys-
tems, incfficient and oppressive though they are, should be considered
as crucial steps beyond the class society since, although failing to destroy
all sources of social antagonism, they succeeded in destroying onc of
them, that resulting from class division (Nuti). This question led auto-
matically to another: how far is it true that the Soviet-type socicties
have produced a new class division? Another largely unshared view
was that the deficiencies of socialist systems are to be explained by the
incompetetce of the ruling bureaucracy and not by class antagonism
between this bureaucracy and society (Nuti). Most of those taking part
(Hirszowicz, Walter Kendall, Kolakowski, Sirc) argued that the system
of privileges instituted in these societies gave birth to a new clash of
interests, different in some respects, but basically similar to class division
(power without responsibility; exclusive control over the means of
production by the ruling group; permanent conflict between the trend
towards technological and economic progress and the monopolist posi-
tion of the political bureaucracy).

Harrington’s view of leisure as the basic criterion in evaluating
socialist development was criticized for another reason. It was pointed
out (Taylor) that the very idea of leisure 1s self-defeating, since the
growth of leisure entails the erowth of new demand for goods to ll
the free time, with 2 consequent move towards new products and new
forms of consumption. Taylor argued that the most urgent changes
needed to allow the advanced industrial societies to escape the disastrous
consequences of their economic arowth (the endless spiral of mutually
stimulating demand and production) imply a spiritual reorientation.
To achieve a recycling technology and non-quantitative growth people
would have to rearrange priorities in the personal needs, not only to
reform their institutions.

No nuatter how important the divergences brought to light in the
discussion, agreement seemed to prevail thatany meaningful concept of
socialism implies the ability of the working society to decide its own
fate, which includes, in particular, control over the means of pro-
duction. This topic was broached many times from different angles.
Brus insisted upon the distinction between public and social ownership,
the latter involving economic democracy (and consequently political
democracy also, as the former is inconceivable without the latter). The
experience of Eastern Europe proves that a system which achieves
public ownership of the means of production makes none of the pro-
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gress traditionally expected of a socialist society unless that ownership
assumes a social>character, i.e. unless the working socicty enjoys its
rights to economic delf-management. Marek stressed the demands for
industrial democracy spreading throughout the industrial socictics as a
new phenomenon opening a fresh perspective both to Western socia-
lism and to the people’s democracies. A democracy which stops at the
factory entrance does not deserve its name, nor does a democracy which
stops at the factory exit. Hirszowicz made the distinction between
different levels of industrial democracy (technological, managerial and
social) while stating that industrial democracy is conceivable only as
part of a participatory democracy encompassing all aspects of social
life.

I't was not difficult to reach agreement on the meaninglessness of
economic sclf-management withgut political democracy. But more
specific issues concerning the feasibility and the practical content of
economic self-management provoked debate. It was argued that no
institutional devices had yet been invented to reconcile the contradic-
tions between efficient mahagement and industrial democracy; if we
want to have both, this is conceivable only by means of all sorts of
compromise. And are not many aspects of the Yugoslav experiment dis-
couraging? More often than not, real management and the real power
of decision lie in the hands of professionals, whatever the formal rights
of workers. On the one hand, the greater the autonomy of particular
industrial units, the more room is left for the unrestricted operations of
the normal laws of capitalist accumulation, with all its cestructive
aspects. On the other, highly centralized planning is both inefficient and!
anti-democratic, judging from the experience of the Soviet-type
societies, and the more sophisticated the technology of a country, the
more glaring does the incfliciency of its central planning appear. It is
impossible (as Sircargued against Nuti) to run the whole economy. But
can we expect that the existing cconomic system of Western Europe
and North American will prove suscepti-.¢ to important changes
which would bring about a piecemeal transformation, with more
and more equality in the distribution of wealth, more and more
democracy in industrial management, more and more participation of
all in the joint results of production? It was argued (by G. A. Cohen)
that the possibilities which the tremendous technological progress in
capitalist society opened up for the growth of leisure cannot, and never
could be, be employed for this purpose since, faced with the choice be-

. " # 5 L
tween more output and more leisure, capitalism nfust by its very
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nature invariably opt for the former. Thus reductions in working hours
were so far negligible within this system. It was argued too (Nuti) that
progressive taxation could lead, theoretically, to a more cgalitarian re-
distribution of social wealth, but in fact it does not.

Generally speaking, there was no agreement about how far the
experiences of the socialist countries are relevant both to the prospects
of the socialist movement in Western Europe and to the validity of the
very idea of socialism. Nobody denied this relevance but its limits were
differently defined. Are we to explain the technological and economic
inefficiency of these systems by contingent historical circumstances or
rather is it built into the very foundations? How much is due to failures
in operation and how much to the basic faultiness of the construction?
How far do these experiences cast d~ubt on the feasibility of socialist
ideals and on the possibility of achieving all their values jointly? It
appeared that some of the values belonging to the very core of socialist
rradition conflict with each other in practical application: very often
‘he need for freedom and the need for equality prove to be incom-
patible; the ideal of full industrial democracy can hardly be harmoni-
ously combined with competent management; we need both more
leisure and more consumer goods and it is difficult to sce how we can
get more and more of both; we need both security and technological
progress, but complete sccurity scems to imply stagnation and tech-
nological progress means permanent disequilibrium (Sirc). There is no
_ theory capable of supplying a system of reasonable compromises be-
tween the conflicting values, far less eradicating their contradictions.
We need (Hampshire argued) more and more comprehensive planning,
yet lack a reliable theory for it, since our knowledge of society is
necessarily limited, and we are bound, in social enginecring, to produce
many unforeseen effects. Is it not therefore safer and more responsible
to test the possibilities of the existing forms of social organization, in-
stead of promising a great leap towards perfection with no guarantce at
A1 that the results will not be much worse than the present situation?

It was repeatedly pointed out in the discussion that some important
changes in socialist consciousncss in the Western world resulted not
only from the failures of Soviet-type socialism but from the transfor-
mation of capitalist societics, which made some inherited socialist
values irrelevant, less important or doubtful. According to Marxian
predictions, socialism was supposed to do away with the restrictions
which the capitalist mode of production imposed on the progress of
technology and it was here that socialist organization would prove its
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superiority. Not only did it turn out that the existing socialist socictics
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are losing the ‘technological competition’ while clumsily imitating
o

1

Western models, but the very value of technologica® progress hoe he-
come less and less attractive as the main criterion of social progress in
view of its notorious destructive aspects.

The second important point on which nineteenth-century socialist
thought seemed, in the light of new experience, particularly vulnerable,
was the role of the working class in the socialist movemen:. While
criticizing the theory of the embonrgeoisement of the working class and
opposing the tendency to identify the welfare system with socialist
development, Bottomore pointed out that the socialist movement
lacks any reliable class theory applicable to contemporary changes. The
tendency, popular among various leftist groups, to look for another
revolutionary vanguard in marginal or merely underprivileged groups
(immigrant workers, lumpcnpmﬁmriat, racial and national minoritics),
none of which is the working class in the Marxian sense, was on
frequent occasions depicted in the discussion as a reflex of despair,
rather than being based on sociological analysis. It was pointed out, on
the other hand, that the changes in the position of the working class in
highly developed societies are not restricted to welfare benefits but
include the negative control the unions are able to exert in many im-
portant social and economic matters, which could be described as a
limitation on private ownership or as partial expropriation (Kendall).

The third aspect of socialism where the crisis of values is patent is the
internationalist tradition. An analysis of the ‘state’ concept of the nation
as opposed to its ‘class’ concept was made in the discussion by Ludz.
Many phenomena were depicted to show how the hostility between
nationalist and socialist idcologies has lost most of its force: it is normal,
not exceptional, for leftist movements to support nationalist claims of
the kind which surely descrve the label of ‘reactionary’ according to
old Marxist theorics, and in many conflicts it is almost inconceivable
for the left not to espouse the nationalist cause (Taylor). Nostalgia {or
the tribal community is very strongly felt in many leftist groups
(Hampshire); on the other hand, nationalism is encouraged by the
growing economic function of the state and for this reason, too, it
often coincides with socialist programmes (Brus). In some formns
nationalism (especially in Eastern Europe) col:cides with democratic

~ claims for autonomy and participation (Kusin), while in the large

socialist powers socialist idcology became indistinguishable from
chauvinist or imperialist aspirations. Some of the p:ii‘ticipants stressed
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the validity of traditional Marxist tencts that conceive the pation as a
transitory phenomenon, without any specific value from the point of
view of the socialist movement (Eric Hobsbawm); others did not see
any incompatibility between the internationalist attitude and nutimEﬂ
allegiances (Ludz). At least two points were not questioned: that the
existing socialist states failed utterly to fulfil old promises to solve
national problems, and that internationalist ideals had practically died
out in the socialist movements. Great-power jingoism and claims for
national independence both appear very often in socialist ideologies and
nobody finds this unusual any longer. |

To éivc a personal view of the Reading meeting I take the liberty of
quoting my concludihg remarks after the debates:

It was not the aim of our discussion to criticize existing political
systems, 1~ vements or parties, socialist or communist. It is obvious,
however, that onc ca iscuss the socialist idea today as if the

existing attempts to realize it were irrelevant to the discussion, as I
nothing has happencd since the idea was born. In organizing this

meeting we wanted to avoid four categories of pcuplr{, four kinds of
meicality one often finds in discussion on the relationship of the
socialist idea to its practical embodiments. . |
First, there are people who simply think that there is nﬂ@l?g
wrong cither with the idea or with the shape it has Eakcn in socialist
societies; the idea is coherent, consistent and splendid and was per-
fectly incarnated in the Soviet-type countrics. This is the point of

view of orthodox communists.
Sccond, there are people who think that the idca has proved utterly

bankrupt in the light of existing experience and that there is Fh?rcfnrc
nothing to talk about; the communist system buried the socialist idea
for ever. |

Third, there is the approach typical of many Trotskyites and
critical communists. It may be summarized as follows: one cannot
deny that there is a burcaucratic distortion in communist COUntrics,
that many mistakes have been made, but the principle or the essence
are sound; all right — if you insist, I concede that th{s system was
Luilt on several dozens of millions of victims, on invasions, on
national oppression, on glaring inequalities, exploitation, cultural
devastation, political despotism — but you cannot dm}y fhnt the
factories are state owned! And these statc-owned factories in com-
 unist countries ate of such priceless value to mankind that all other
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circumstances are irrelevant and secondary when faced with this
achievement.

Fourth, there is the attitude which is quite common among the
New Left and which can be expressed as follows: all right, T agree
that the existing socialist states arc all rubbish, but we are not
interested either in their history or in their actual conditions because
we are going to do better. How? That is very simple. We just have
to make the global revolution that will destroy alienation, exploita-
tion, inequality, slavery, discomfort, pollution, overpopulation and
traffic jams. The bluc-print is ready, all we have to do is make the
global revolution.

If we look around we realize that there are few who would not
fall into one of these four categories. We have succeeded at lcast in
that these attitudes were absent here. This means that we take
scriously both the socialist idea and the existing experience of
socialist countries and we agree that this experience is very relcvant
to the discussion of the validity and the prospects of the idea. We
must recognize, however, that within these narrow limits we turned
out to be divided on all the issues raised in our discussion. This fact itself
proves that almost 150 years after the word ‘socialism’ came into
being we still have to go back to the beginning. I would not say,
however, that this is a reason for despondency o1 despair. Even if it
is true that we cannot ever abolish human misery, it may at the same
time be true that the world would be even worse than it is if there
were no people who thought that it could be better.

Where are we now? What we lack in our thinking about society in
socialist terms is not general values which we want to see materialized,
but rather knowledge about how these values can be prevented from
clashing with each other when put into practice and more knowledge
of the forces preventing us from achieving our ideals. We are for
cquality, but we realize that economic organization cannot be bascd on
equality of wages, that cultural backwardness has a self-perpetuating
mechanism that no institutional changes are likely to destroy rapidly,
that some inequalities are accounted for by genetic factors and too little
is known of their impact on social processes etc. We are for economic
democracy, but we do not know how to harmonize it with the com-
petent running of production. We have many arguments against
bureaucracy and as many arguments for increasigg public control over
the means of production, i.e. for more burcaum';‘ucy. We bemoan the
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destructive effects of modern techinology and the only safeguard against cannot continue believing in the whole set of traditional socialist values
them that we know is more technology. We are for more automony for and retain a minimum of mental integrity unless we remember a num-
small communities and more planning on the global scale - as if no | ber of trivial truths: that among these values there is none which would
contradictions existed between these two slogans. We are for more not conflict with another when put into practice; that we never kio v
learning in the schools and more freedom for pupils, i.e. in practice, all the results of the social changes we set in motion; that both rhe
less lcnrning: We are for technical Progress and cmnplctc SECLII'i‘LTY. 1.C. scdimentation of past history and the pcrcnnial features of human
immobility. We say that people should be free in their pursuit of biology set limits to social planping and that these limits are only
Elappiﬂﬂﬁﬁ and we prct::nd to know the infallible criteria of lmppiness vagucly known to us. There is ngt]ﬁng surprising in the fact that we
for everybody. We are against national hatred and national isolationism strongly resist the implications of many banal truths; this happens in all

in a world where everybody is against national hatred, but there is ficlds of knowledge simply pecause most truisms about human life are
- : | . w & L L |
more of it about than ever in human history. We maintain that peopie unpleasant.

should be considered as material beings, but nothing shocks us as much
as the idea that people have bodies: it means that they are genctically
determined, that they are born, they die, they are young or old, men
or women and that all these factors can play a role in social processes
regardless of who owns the means of production, and thus that some
important social forces are not products of historical conditions and do
not depend on class division. |
We were happy a hundred years ago. We knew that there were
exploiters and exploited, wealthy and poor, and we had a perfectidea of
how to get rid of injustice: we would expropriate the owners and turn
the wealth over to the common good. We expropriated the owners and
we created one of the most monstrous and oppressive social systems in
world history. And we keep repeating that ‘in principle’ everything
was all right, only some unfortunate'accidents slipped in and slightly
spoiled the good idea. Now let us start afresh. |
Are we fools to try to keep thinking in socialist terms? I do not think
<0. Whatever has been done in Western Europe to bring about more
justice, more security, more educational opportunitics, more welfare
and more state responsibility for the poor and helpless, could never
have been achieved without the pressure of socialist idcologies and
socialist movements, for all their naivetics and illusions. This does not
mean that we are exculpated in advance and allowed to cherish these
{llusions endlessly, after so many defeats. It does mean, however, thfm
past experience speaxs in part for the socialist idea and in part against it,
We are certainly not allowed to delude ourselves that we hold the
cecret of the conflict-free society or the key to perfection. Neither may
we believe that we possess a consistent sct of values which can iui prin-
.:iplc be carried out together unless some unpredictable accidents occur,
ince most of human history is made up of unpredictable accidents. We
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