i

] "-
’\ tochnnlogy nnd mdustrinlimtion took pricrity ovu‘ the human developmeant:
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f/!'_h--ut dialectic s insaparatls from dts humanisa. m-x noted that, Hag

4* ﬁnogntion of nega.t.ion. The use of dinlectical phraseclogy created al§ 111luslon s ’
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#0TES ON THE 'EAST BUROPEAN ARTICLES ON
'ﬂiAHI]BT HUMANTSM

Bogdant}mnod k.‘-. in his articlo"ﬂsaaissuce

articlse is by

only speaks Soriously of the dislectic but is not a_'}'mﬂ of, saying that 4t

appliu siso to & husanist"gntology" &s well a8 the hmniot“@giutmologz": : 4
ol's:

e A

diglectic ir essantislly a criticism ol soei.ty. a].b-ﬂ.t 'concnl-d. unalear
i . '

and mystifying cfiticisnt®, ‘(g. .?9)‘

leko:!.c ghm treces the ¥

hou gho. ;nstom rejected *the dialectical acli'foldi.ng . (9! g8l), and
finally boc';'uao the first revolution - - Rissian.uas in & bsckward country,

nmoa,_mmog'ml.luo_gr_ the Marxist

"To b- sure, it has been customary to talk of dinloctic as a gulde to mectlon,

But thia has meant Little more than a subsequent rntionalimtion of various
ix why-Stalinism did not

rojoct dialectic &s a wholt}n the way it rejected its ke = the

past pplitioal conceptions and decisions, - Thia

of coentinuity in mat.hod. Furthermore: such & formalized and degeneirsted

whatever axisted in socialism was necegsari Jy )
Iy 8

dﬁltctic was noeded to prove that
such as it. was, i.s,, that it was rati? 1."1 / .

aul Sartrets etltramo? on Tresdom '

He 2lso manapes to criticso\
or as & condition of authentic sxistence
|

wld usily concaml ‘Torms of slav-ry. ) ‘

which Ws pootry but co
.*/ ._‘.,.-\__./_v/____h,/\.—-__

gince freedom can mean somsthing definite only under a certiin sat of cone

as an essentlial "ontological qtt'-‘qcttn'a

——

ditions.
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Ot' pago 85, the authar deals with’ the rola"ionahip of abstract to conorate
in Hegel nnd then the manner in uh.tch 1t in used by bm-n.uf-ucy where
"Harxint original concepbien e!‘ 3 html.n socioty has bcan r-dunod %o the idex
.af an c.ffluont secioty and this mpuv:riahad 1deal haa Lean proand on ‘mazses

of pnplo a3 & goal for tho future.” The tr uub].e with the essay 1! that 11'.
hul hl.r-dls' bagun bofere it has finished and thus his conclusion remaias an
.»lhabuotiem tthia husanist philosephy a.nd dialeatical method sesms to pre-

'iuppago ‘sach othn."/

Karel Kosi.k rnus pone serious prablms about. "the philoaephy of

un“ inuefur an :Lt becant & quution bocause it had been neglected by Marxists

B

Bronislew Bacrke in hia articlo"mrx and the Idu of the Univgraalit ¥y
of L ik«wisa is abstract with the sole exception of the following pars=

graphs For mrx. the mﬂuuro of husan universality is tae degrwe of mivid 7

; ™
.j ualization of mlcind. H Indi.vi.dus.lity. for him, is(neit.h ) the particulariut:l.on

, of t:.h- apociauthn epiphenomanon of history. It is for katx 2 concrete -
. phenomenon that ig’'not reduciblejto any «xterior conditions related to it, eve

though the premise of the entire diversity of Andividuslity is the ofportunity
that history and society provide for the development of the [iplenttude of
individuality, " ([ﬁ. 176)




Philorophy™s -tmua.t 3 PhiXosophy @ Revolution' ir omly another way of
wxpresoing Varx's well-worn catch phrase sbout the 'fnliution.phta‘aphg"
Wﬂz az 2 revolatien ‘ﬂ.phﬂouplv in order to % 25 a revolutionary
Puiloasply_in thae fere of tho philes ravolution,"{ (pz. 161)

, L{?@. suthor alve eet5Elishes that as far back as his doctore) dissertatden

Marx consider fr_;uut.hm;“tho satest in the antire phileosophical roster”
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notion of goeds is
prodnstion of gosds 1z,

for Marx,"the same pracess of the perversion of
philosophy from &n\idea of 1iberatipn iato the science of sxplodtation

and

mhvudnt. "

Like Markovic, Pejuvis stresses the fact that the perversions in
philosopky by Stalinism could bave ccawred “only on the besic of a total
or sbaolute organizatisn of pelitics, economics and all spkeres of Soviet

/ ' 1ife generxily." For ccme peculiar reason both authors seemcd bent on calling

A {Vsta%tn the Begalian, although both say Stalin is counter-revolutionary and
J _ o

/ Hagel's philosoply is revelutionary, Wht they must mean is that Stalin

#is the philesopher of the tachnologica) revolution pur excellznce." (p{. 187)
He tﬁln brings in Chinese comsunish as outstripping Stalirism as "the's beastial
fora", On page 189, the aut.hcr' introduces the fact "Stalinisp id not Just
false; it is part of the gruth: "As power, philesophy has already been rexl
ed 1n technology. As powsrlasaness, philisophy may be defined as the creative
powsrlessnoss to determine the full sense of the movement that reveals itself

to £ limited extent in various eras of history."
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