What Remains of Communism Now?
[From International Journal of Social Economics]

"The idea that a socid system might move, that is, regress, from a supposedly superior, historicaly
advanced socialist to a supposedly outmoded capitaliss mode of production was inconceivable for
Marxist theoreticians.”

Paul Hollander, "Why Communism Collgpsed in Eastern Europe,” Society, 30
(Jan/Feb. 1993): 41.

Soviet Marxism, Fact or Fancy?

Shortly after the demise of the Soviet Empire - for the USSR did make a sustained and from the
Marxist point of view, rationd atempt a imperidism, despite some who denied this- Martin Anderson,
who was head of President Ronald Reagan's transition team and was a top advisor to Reagan during the
early years of his adminigtration, gave a speech at the conservetive Philadelphia Society. In this talk
Anderson lamented that we in American are not as euphoric as we ought to be given what had just
transpired. The West had won the Cold War. Capitalism was fully vindicated. The theories of Ludwig
von Mises and Frederick A. Hayek, two premier economists who defended the free market system and
predicted that socidism will fall, had been corfirmed in practice. The world has had a demonstration,
abeit a great and unnecessary cogt, of the hopelessness of socidism. So why are we not cheering?
Why are there so few celebrations?

| was in the audience and had a chance to tak with Anderson following histalk. What | am about to
present is the more developed version of what | told him, which was: The true believers do not give up,
they merely rephrase, reformulate, re andyze. And since human minds can be extremely clever when
they try to ball out themsdves, to rationdize their own fallings, we will by no means see any subgtantiad
retrest on the part of socialism for the foreseeable future. Moreover, Marxism has some escape clauses
of itsown.

Hereiswhy. To begin with, a comprehensive system of ideas such as Marxiam is prepared to cope
with many developments in human sodety. One can think of how the Roman Catholic church has
managed to redign itsdf to the most radica secular developments in Western culture without having
ever to give up its fundamenta theology. That is because it rests on such principles, in the last andyss,
that make nearly any adjustment possible

Karl Marx was first and foremost a visonary. From his most early writings we can detect that he
had a mord or normétive vison, one that affirmed the ultimate sgnificance of humanity as a concrete
being. It isonly when we devote oursalves to humanity will we find true happiness, he wrote in his high
school separation essay’. And in this belief Marx never changed.

Where Marx has dways been willing to make adjusments is in his effort to convince others of his
vison. For some time he believed he might employ the traditiond efforts of moraists who would try to
convince people to change ther thinking and follow the righteous path. But when Marx became
increasingly better informed about the prominence of scientific thinking - that is, of the sweeping influ-
ence of scientism - he turned from his earlier gpproach and embraced what he called scientific socidism.



This outlook posits the necessary development of humanity toward communism. In this new approach
communism ceased to be an ided and become what Marx caled a"red movement.”

It is not my concern here whether Marx was sincere. One can clearly convince himsdf of the need
to think differently about some aspects of the world in the effort to think as one used to about others.
Clearly Marx came to think less and less of the utopian socidist gpproach and never relented on the
Superiority of the socidist way of life. So he began arguing thet it will come about regardless, it must.

What | want to show is how Marxiam is flexible enough to incorporate the recent developments in
Eastern Europe and keep the bdief dive that socidism is indeed il the best way of community life for
human beings

Karl Marx and Russia's Revolution

In 1883 Marx wrote a preface to the Russian edition of The Communist Manifesto in which he
answered the question of a Russian communist revolutionary concerning whether socidism might not be
indituted in Russia, despite the backwardness of the Russian economy. Marx replied that thiswould be
possible, provided the revolution serves as a "signd” to the West, where revolution would then occur
nearly smultaneoudy. Why did Marx qudify his encouragement for a Russian revolution?*

It is clear that Marx had earlier discounted the prospect of any socidist revolution that was not
premised on the full development of capitalism. Such a revolution, he noted, would do little ese but
"socidize poverty." Why? Because prosperity, wedth, economic growth al depended for ther fullest
development on the condtituents of a capitaist political economy. How isthat?

Marx's Collectivist Humanism

In Marxism humanity is very much akin to an organism not unlike a human individud as we ordinarily
undergand one. Marx even cdls humanity an "organic whol€' or "body,” in Grundrisse, where he dso
refers to the ancient Greeks as humanity in "childhood.® Marx had adways been a collectividt in the
sense that he took humanity to be a concrete universal, indeed, perhaps even a concrete individual. He
regarded individua human beings are specie-baings and this for him meant that thelr essentid identity is
inherently related to their being parts in the larger organism of humanity.® Whatever there is of
individudism in Marx's views, it cartainly has to mean no more than the wel being, flourishing of any
individua person is entirdly tied in with the flourishing of humanity asawhole.

One important ingredient of this collectivis humanism is that the species must undergo stages of
development. It has, as individud human beings are taken to have ordinarily, an infancy, childhood,
adolescence, and a young and eventually mature adulthood. Furthermore, just aswith individua human
beings as we take in not only ordinarily but aso in developmenta physiology and psychology, humanity
must pass through its various stages of development in the proper sequence, lest it suffer various
imbaances, disequilibria, confusons, anxieties, etc. A person who skips adolescence because, say,
there isawar where he lives, or is made to become a young adult too early in his or her life, will suffer
certain maadjustment and this will result in various types of adversties throughout hislife. Indeed, thisis
presupposed in our understanding of what psychologists can do for us, namely, get us readjusted after
such a maadjusment inducing kind of early life.

In Marx's mature - post 1844 manuscript stage - understanding of humanity's development, thereis
no place for skipping the various stages of palitica economy. Tribadism, feudaism, capitalism, socidism
and communism must al come about in proper sequence. The Soviet experiment, in so far asit never
serioudy expanded beyond the borders of Greater Russia, has to be seen, from a Marxist point of view,



as afutile effort, even little more than a fraudulent midabeling. Russa never went through capitalism and
without its successful absorption of Western capitdist countries that have undergone that stage of
humanity's development, there was no justification for congtruing it as reedy for socidism. (It is
important to congder, in this connection, that Soviet imperialism had to be a necessary adjunct to the
Soviet Union's dam to be a faithful indtitution of Marxian revolution. Without successful imperidism, no
such claim could be proven to be born out within the Marxian framework.)

Mar xism After 1989

Accordingly, when in 1989 the Soviet Empire collgpsed, it would have to be understood in Marxian
terms as no more than the fal of a mgor, traditiond, semi-feuda, colonid power. The dam that it
represented an experiment in socidist development would have to be categorically denied. All that had
been atempted is some variety of the command economy, some verson of feudad mercantilism.
Whatever clams were being made linking the USSR to Marxian socidist revolutionary developments
would have to be taken as a best ignorant wishful thinking, but more likely evasive deception.

What about current developmentsin the region?

From the Marxist view point these developments are now more closaly on course than in the past.
As with mogt such empire building experiments throughout the world, once the empire collapses
because of various economic and other pressures, there is initid disntegration and eventudly gradud
bourgeois devel opment.

It is crucid in this connection to recdl that didecticd or historica is unlike mechanidtic or reductive
meteriadism in respect to the principles or laws of motion that characterize it. Whereas mechanidtic
materidism proposes that change occurs in a rigidly predictable fashion, didecticd or higorica
materidism is more akin to biology, geology or, as Marx himsdf put it, naturd history.

Accordingly, there is no promise in Marxian theory - as digtinct from some of Marx's imprudent
activist projections - concerning the arriva of capitalism or socidism or communism in humanity's future.
Just as psychology, or even physology, are disciplines that do not offer rigid predictions concerning the
development of some human individud, so diaecticd materidism does not propose a time table for
when humanity's various future stages will ensue.

Current indecisive experimentation with free market structures throughout the former Soviet bloc is
fully consonant with Marxian theory. Just as familiar bourgeois developments did not occur in some
fixed, rigid fashion, so the future of capitalism and socidism islikely to see flexible developments.

So, a least, could a Marxian approach be sketched as regards what has recently occurred in our
world. Indeed, when supporters of liberd democratic capitalist societies express amazement a why
Marxigts across the globe havent lad down their intelectua armaments, | am aways surprised at their
naiveté. Not only is this an unreditic expectation from a psychologica viewpoint - our experience with
Chridtianity should have taught us that much, what with the Vaican managing to be in tune with nearly
everything science and history has to offer, however much it may seem that its Christian theology would
be overburdened by it dl. It is dso unjudtified in terms of what the Marxigts have offered - indeed, in
terms of Marx himsdlf told us.

The Pointless Resilience of Marxism

Neverthdess, | want to argue that this Marxian thesis should be laid aside, given up, buried and done
with. Not, however, because of what happened in the Soviet Union and elsewhere in theworld. For dl
that could have been anticipated by any conscientious Marxist. Each could have agreed with Ludwig



von Misess and F. A. Hayek's andlyss about the futility of getting a socidist system to accommodate
the demands of economic efficiency. Marx would never have claimed that one can subdtitute sociaism
for capitdism, quite the contrary. And given human nature under the capitdist phase of humanity's
development, al the arguments about the impossibility of caculation under sociadism should have been
fully acceptable to Marxists. To avoid the problem we need the new man, which certainly has not made
its gppearance in humanity. Thisfully dtruistic, entirdy socidized human being is not going to expect the
kind of efficient economic organization that Mises and Hayek had in mind when they criticized socidism.
That new man would be so new that no standard economic andys's could appreciate the workings of
the society, whether economic or otherwise, based on its nature. Marx was very specificaly vague on
the issue of what communism would be like, precisdy for this reason. We cannot tell just yet.
But then why do | say that thisisal wrong? Hereiswhy.

Oddly it is one of the centra festures of Marx's nemesis, namely, bourgeois philosophy, that cdls
into question the truth of Marxism. Marx inherited from Hege and his scientistic bent of thinking the
deterministic aspects of his philosophy. Hege had argued that dthough human beings are subjectively
free - capable of making choicesin ther lives- at the aggregate leve or holigticaly higtory is determined.
We may only know this retrogpectively but it is, nevertheless, true. Reason isworking out its necessary
development through human socid, politica and economic history. The laws of countries, it cusoms
and 0 forth, are the manifestation of this progress of Reason (or Idea). Marx took a somewhat
different metgphysicd view of it dl but retained the determinism.  And it is entirdly unclear how ether
Hegd or, especidly, Marx could find room for free will in human existence.

The problem is that determinism is incorrect, untenable, and salf-defegting even for Marxism. Let
me just make this point in some detail.

The Importance of having Free Will

I'm going to defend the position that free will means that human beings can cause some of what they
do, on their own; in other words, what they do is not explainable solely by references to factors that
have influenced them, though, of course, their range of options is clearly circumscribed by the world in
which they live, by their particular circumstances, capacities, options, taents, etc. My thess, in other
words, is that human beings are able to cause their actions and they are therefore respongble for some
of what they do. In abasic sense we are dl are origind actors capable of making novel movesin the
world. We are, in other words, initiators of some of our behavior.

The first matter to be noted is thet this view isin now way in contradiction to science. Freewill isa
natural phenomenon, something that emerged in nature with the emergence of human beings, with ther
kind of minds, namely, minds that can think and be aware of their own thinking.

Nature is complicated and multifaceted. 1t includes many different sorts of things and one of theseis
human beings. Such beings exhibit one unique yet naturd attribute that other things gpparently do not
exhibit and thet is free will.

| am going to offer eight reasons why a belief in free will makes very good sense. Four of these
explain why there can be free will - i.e., why nature does not preclude it. But these do not yet demon
drate that free will exigs. That will be the job of the four reasons | will advance next, which will
edtablish that free will actudly exigts, it's not just apossbility but an actudity.

Nature's Laws ver sus Free Will



Firg, one of the mgor objections againg free will is that nature is governed by a set of laws, mainly
the laws of physics. Everything is controlled by these laws and we human beings are basicaly more
complicated versons of material substances and that therefore whatever governs any other materia
ubgtance in the universe must dso govern human life. Basically, we are subject to the kind of causation
evarything dse is. Since nothing ese exhibits free will but corforms to causa laws, so must we be.
Socid science is merdly looking into the particulars of those causes, but we al know that we are subject
to them inany case. The only differenceis that we are complicated things, not that we are not governed
by the same principles or laws of nature.

Now, in response | want to point out that nature exhibits innumerable different domains, distinct not
only in their complexity but aso in the kinds of beings they include. So it is not possible to rule out
ahead of time that there might be something in nature that exhibits agent causation. This is the
phenomenon whereby a thing causes some of its own behavior. So there might be in nature a form of
exigence that exhibits free will. Whether there is or is not is something to be discovered, not ruled out
by a narrow metgphysics that redricts everything to being just a variation on just one kind of thing.
Thus, taking account of what nature is composed of does not a dl rule out free will. Yet, Smply
because of the possibility that there is free will, there may Hill not be. We consder that abit later.

Can we Know of Free Will?

Now, another reason why some think that free will is not possible is that the dominant mode of
studying, inspecting or examining nature iswhat we cal "empiriciam. ™ In other words, many believe that
the only way we know about nature is we observe it with our various sensory organs. But since the
sensory organs do not give us direct evidence of such athing as free will, there redlly isn't any such thing.
Since no observable evidence for free will exigts, therefore free will does not exist.

But the doctrine that empiricism captures dl forms of knowing iswrong - many things that we know
not smply through observation but through a combination of observation, inferences, and theory con
gruction. (Condder, even the purported knowledge that empiricism is our form of knowledge is not
"known" empiricaly!)

For one, many features of the universe, including crimind guilt, are detected without eyewitnesses but
by way of theories which serve the purpose of best explaining what we do have before us to observe.
Thisistrue, dso, even in the natura sciences. Many of the phenomena or facts in biology, astrophysics,
subatomic physics, botany, chemistry - not to mention psychology - consist of not what we see or
detect by observation but that isinferred by way of atheory. And the theory that explains things best -
most completely and most consstently - isthe best answer to the question as to what is going on.

Free will may well turn out to be in this category. In other words, free will may not be something
that we can see directly, but what best explains what we do see in human life. This may include, for
example, the many mistakes that human beings make in contrasgt to the few mistakes that other animas
make. We adso notice that human beings do al kinds of odd things that camnot be accounted for in
terms of mechanicad causation, the type associated with physcs. We can examine a person's
background and find that some people with bad childhoods turn out to be decent, whole others crooks.
And free will comes as a very helpful explanation. For now al we need to consder that this may well
be s0, and if empiricism does not alow for it, S0 much the worse for empiricism. One could know
something because it explains something ese better than any dternaive. And that is not gtrict empirica
knowledge.



IsFree Will Weird?

Ancther matter that very often counts againgt free will is that the rest beings in nature do not exhibit
it. Dogs, cats, lizards, fish, frogs, etc., have no free will and therefore it appears arbitrary to impute it to
human beings. Why should we be free to do things when in the rest of nature lacks any such capacity?
It would be an impossible aberration.

The answer here is Smilar to what | gave earlier. To wit, there is enough variety in nature - some
things swim, some fly, some judt lie there, some breathe, some grow, while others do not; so there is
plenty of evidence of plurdity of types and kinds of thingsin nature. Discovering that something has free
will could be yet another addition to dl the varieties of nature.

Let us now consder whether free will actudly does exist. I'm going to offer four arguments in
support of an affirmative answer.

Are We Determined to be Deter minists- or not?

There is an argument againg determinism to the effect that, if we are fully determined in what we
think, believe, and do, then of course the belief that determinism is true is dso a result of this
determinism. But the same holds for the belief that there determinismisfadse. Thereisnothing you can
do about whatever you believe - you had to believe it. Thereis no way to take an independent stance
and congder the arguments unprejudiced because dl various forces making us assmilae the evidencein
the world just the way we do. One ether turns out to be a determinist or not and in neither case can we
gppraise the issue objectively because we are predetermined to have a view on the matter one way or
the other.

But then, paradoxically, well never be able to resolve this debate, Since there is no way of obtaining
an objective assessment.  Indeed, the very idea of scientific or judicid objectivity, as well as of ever
reaching philosophicd truth, has to do with being free. Thus, if were engaged in this enterprise of
learning about truth and distinguishing it from fasehood, we are committed to the idea that human beings
have some measure of menta freedom.

Should We Become Deter minists?

There's another dilemma of determinism.  The determinist wants us to believe in determinism. In
fact, he believes we ought to be determinigts rather than believe in this myth caled "free will". But, as
the saying goes in philosophy, "ought" implies"can”. That is, if one ought to believe in or do something,
this implies that one has a choice in the matter; it implies that we can make a choice as to whether
determinism or the free will is a better doctrine. That, then, it assumesthat we are free. In other words,
even arguing for determinism assumes that we are not determined to believe in free will or determined
but thet it is a matter of our making certain choices about arguments, evidence, and thinking itsalf.
That's a paradox which troubles a deterministic pogtion.

We Often Know We Are Freel

In many contexts of our lives introgpective knowledge is taken very serioudy. When you go to a
doctor and he asks you, "Are you in pain?' and you say, "Yes," and he says "Where is the pain?' and
you sy, "It'sin my knee" the doctor doesn't say, "Why, you can't know, thisis not public evidence, |
will now get verifiable, direct evidence where you hurt." In fact your evidence is very good evidence.
Witnesses at trids give evidence as they report about what they have seen, which is introgpective
evidence: "This indeed is what | have seen or heard." Even in the various sciences people report on



what they've read on surveys or seen on gauges or insruments. Thus they are giving us introgpective
evidence.

Introspection is one source of evidence that we take as reasonably rdigble. So what should we
make of the fact that a lot of people do say things like, "Damn it, | didnt make the right choice" or "I
neglected to do something." They report to us that they have made various choices, decisons, eic.,
that they intended this or that but not another thing. And they often blame themsdlves for not having
done something, thus they report that they are taking responsibility for what they have or haven't done.

In short, thereisalot of evidence from people dl around us of the existence of free choice.

M odern Science Discovers Free Will!

Findly, there is dso the evidence of the fact that we do seem to have the capacity for sdf-
monitoring. The human brain has akind of structure that alows usto, so to speak, to govern ourselves.
We can ingpect our lives, we can detect where were going, and we can, therefore, change course. And
the human brain itsdf makes it possible. The brain, because of its structure, can monitor itsdf and asa
result we can decide whether to continue in a certain pattern or to change that pattern and go in a
different direction. That is the sort of free will that is demondtrable. At least some scientists, for
example Roger W. Sperry” - in his book Science and Moral Priority (Columbia Universty Press,
19983) and in numerous more technica articles - maintain that there's evidence for free will in this sense.
This view depends on a number of points | have dready mentioned. It assumes that there can be
different causes in nature, so that the functioning of the brain would not be akind of sdf-causation. The
brain as a system would have to be able to cause some things about the organism's behavior and that
depends, of course, on the possibility of there being various kinds of causes.

Precisdy the sort of thing Sperry thinks possible is evident in our lives. We make plans and revise
them. We explore dternatives and decide to follow one of these. We change a course of conduct we
have embarked upon, or continue with it. In other words, thereis alocus of individud sdf responghility
that is evident in the way in which we look upon ourselves, and the way in which wein fact behave.

Some People are, some are not Deter mined.

There clearly are cases of conduct in which some persons behave as they do because they were
determined to do s0 by certain identifiable forces outside of their own control. A brain tumor, a severe
childhood trauma or some other intrusive force sometimes incapacitates people. Thisis evident in those
occasiond cases when a person who engaged in crimina behavior is shown to have had no control over
what he or she did. Someone who actualy had no capacity to control his or her behavior, could not
control his or her own thinking or judgment and was, thus, moved by something other than his own will,
cannot be said to possess a bona fide free will.

Those who deny that we have free will smply cannot make sense of our distinction between casesin
which one controls one's behavior and those in which one is being moved by forces over which he or
she has no control. When we face the latter sort of case, we till admit that the behavior could be good
or bad but we deny that it is mordly and legdly sgnificant - it is more dong lines of acts of nature or
God by being out of the agent's control. This is adso why philosophers who discuss ethics but deny free
will have trouble distinguishing between mordity and vaue theory - e.g., utilitarians, Marxigs.

TheBest Theory isTrue.



Findly, there what | have dluded to earlier, namdy, that when we put dl of this together we get a
more sendble underganding of the complexities of human life than otherwise - we get a better
undergtanding, for example, of why socid engineering and government regulation and regimentation do
not work, why there are so many individua and culturd differences, why people can be wrong, why
they can disagree with each other, etc. It is because they are freeto do so, because they are not set in
some pattern the way cats and dogs and orangutans and birds tend to be.

In principle, al of the behavior of these creatures around us can be predicted because they are not
cregtive in a sense that they originate new ideas and behavior, dthough we do not dways know enough
about the congtitution of these beings and how it would interact with their environment to actually predict
what they will do. Human beings produce new ideas and these can introduce new kinds of behavior in
familiar dtuations. This, in part, is what is meant by the fact that different people often interpret their
experiences differently. Yet, we can make some predictions about what people will do because they
often do make up their minds in a given fashion and gtick to their decison over time. This is what we
mean when we note that people make commitments, possess integrity, etc. So we can estimate what
they are going to do. But even then we do not make certain predictions but only gatisticdly sgnificant
ones. Clearly, very often people change their minds and surprise or anoy us. And, if we go to
different cultures, they'll surprise us even more.  This complexity, diversty, and individuation about
human beingsis best explained if human beings are free than if they are determined.

We have Good Reason to Trust Free Will.

S0 these severd reasons provide akind of argumentative collage in support of the free will position.
Can anyone do better with thisissue? | don't know. | think it's best to ask only for what isthe best of
the various competing theories. Are human beings doing what they do solely as the consequences of
forces acting on them? Or do they have the capacity to take charge of their lives, often neglect to do so
properly or effectively, make stupid choices? Which suppostion explains the human world and its
complexities around us?

| think the latter makes much better sense. It explains, much better than do determinigtic theories,
how it is possible that human life involves such wide range of possibilities, accomplishments as well as
defedts, joys as well as sorrows, creation as well as destruction. It explains, dso, why in human life
there is so much change - in language, custom, style, art, and science. Unlike other living beings, for
which what is possble is pretty much fixed by ingtincts and reflexes - even if some extraordinary
behavior may be dicited, by way of extensve training and prodding in laboratories, or, at times, in the
face of unusud natura developments - people initiate much of what they do, for better and for worse.
From their mogt digtinctive capacity of forming ideas and theories, to those of artigic and athletic
inventiveness, human beings remake the world without so to spesk having to do so!' And this can make
good sense if we understand them to have the distinctive capacity for initiating their own conduct rather
than relying on mere simulation and reection. It aso poses for them certain very difficult tasks, not the
leest of them is that they camnot expect that any kind of formula or sysem is going to predictably
manage the future of human affairs, such as some of socid science seems to hope it will.  Socid
engineering is, thus, not a genuine prospect for solving human problems - only education and individud
initiative can do that.

Mar xism and Free Will



What impact does the above have on Marxist philosophy and its chance a sugtaining its truth?
Clearly, snce Marxism is a nearly hard deterministic position - except for some obscurity concerning the
supposed didectica relationship between free choice and natural necessity - any serious finding to the
effect that human beings can make bona fide choices in their lives, including their politica dternatives,
would be fatal to Marxism.

Furthermore, Marxism aso needs the free will doctrine, just to make sense of Marx's own crestive
intellectud and paliticd activities. Marx, a human being, made much of arguing that other people were
wrong in what they believed. But to be wrong about theoretical matters is precisdy something that the
presence of free will in one's life makes possible, as we saw above. Indeed, as Erngt Casser had
argued, it isliterdly impossible for those who cannot reason abstractly to be wrong. Conversdy, if one
is a reasoning being, deding with such abstract ideas as comprise the subject matter of politica
economy, one is cgpable of being wrong, making logicaly and factual errors. And that capacity is best
explained by the doctrine of free will: the effort to learn, to think things through, to recdl, to keep in
focus, etc., is presupposed in being right and its presence is called into question when one iswrong. It
is arguable that this fact of epistemic freedom - that one is master of the use of one's conceptud faculty
and is responsible for usng or faling to use it conagtently - is at the heart of moraity. Marx seemsto
have appreciated this well enough when he made such a gresat fuss about other socidists who disagreed
with him. He became a mordist on such occasions, denouncing his adversaries for ther falure to think
or see something clearly.  And this moraism about thinking right has not been abandoned in Marxist
crdessince Marx'stime. The Marxian community is fraught with acrimonious disagreement.

Individualism is M etaphysically Prior

The bottom lineis that what iswrong with Marxism is not so much amatter of its details but thet of a
basc dement. The individud human being is, contrary to what the Marxian epistemology and socid
history would have us think, responsible for much of what is essertia about one's life. Moreover, this
agpect of socid philosophy dso eclipses Marxian collectivism. It is, in short, not the "organic whole [or
body]" of humanity that is the proper focus of andyss and understanding in the humanities and humane
stiences. It is the human individud. The reason is that it is human individuas who ultimately exist and
act in the world, not collectives. When collectives do emerge, they are comprised of ether willing or
unwilling individuas. And when it isthe latter, thereisipso facto inhumarity at work

Once again, this point is illustrated in the history of Marxian thinking itsef. Who other than the
individuas who embraced Marxism could be gppreciated for being most influentiad in the forging of
socid, economic and politica history during the last 150 years or s0? Clearly it is such individuds as
Marx, Engels, Rosa Luxembourg, Lenin, Trotsky, Stalin, and the thousands of dedicated followers and
updaters of Marxism.

It is these individuas who are, furthermore, responsible for contributing to the tragedy of the Marxist
phenomenon. They can be sad, even from the Marxist point of view (as | argued a the beginning of
this paper), for having permitted themselves to pretend that the U.SSR. was the fountainhead of
Marxian socid-paliticd movement. Marx himself could be said to have been so hasty and imprudent
about producing a communigt revolution that he dlowed himsdlf to encourage Russans to try to impose
a revolution when in fact that society was far from ready for this from his own frame of reference. In
short, Marx was willing to betray Marxism so as to promote it. (After al, what else can we say about
his 1883 partid endorsement of a Russan revolution, when it was clear tha Russan society was



anything but ready for socidism and when he himsdf, dsawhere, made clear that any attempt in that
direction would smply "socidize poverty'?)

Such individudigt, bourgeois errors in Marx's own ways of thinking, as well as the thinking of
thousands of Marxigts, cannot be explained from a purely Marxist perspective. Determinism does not
dlow usto cdam, truly, that anyone was respongble for distorting anything. All that we could say is that
history drove some people to believe one thing, others another, with no individua responsible assgnable
for the errors.  Yet, clearly, that does not make sense, even from within Marxism as gpplied to
explaining what occurred in the Soviet Union and its dlies.

Bourgeois I ndividualism Reinstated

This is not the place where bourgeois individudism may defended.’ But we have been hinting in
these last paragraphs, beginning with the discussion of free will, that something on that order of thinking
makes much better sense than Marxism. The crux of the issue is how much respongble individuds must
shoulder for what happens in human history. Both Hegd and Marx appeared to have demeaned this
idea, dismissang individuas as only subjectively free but objectively determined. Marx made it clear that
"My standpoint, from which the evolution of the economic formation of society is viewed as a process
of naturd history, can less than any other make the individua responsible for relations whaose cresture he
socidly remains, however much he may subjectively raise himsdf above them.™® This "economic
formation of society,” it must be recalled, is the foundation of humen life- the crux of Marx's economic
determinism.

Conclusion

My point may be summarized as follows Despite the gppearance that Marxism is theoreticaly
cgpable of handling recent developments in Eastern Europe, ultimately there is better reason to expect
that some version of bourgeois individualism makes sense of these events.

The fact may be difficult to live with, especidly in the modern age when problem solving via science
and technology is such a great expectation, but when it comes to human existence there is free will to
contend with, not merely inadequate knowledge of naturd chaos. It seems that the human and socid
sciences, to which Marxist theory had been a formidable contribution, need to take this fact into account
and not aim to produce theories and engineering programs that omit it from congderation.

Marxism has been and will continue to be influentid primarily because human beings beieve in it.
Thisis not unlike what can be said about the greet religions of the world. And people choose to believe
or not to believe on sound or unsound grounds - it isrealy something up to them. We cannot erase this
fact from our lives and it will do us agreat ded of good to keep it in mind. It will reduce the degree of
cynicism that is produced by way of the utopianiam that offers the panacea of resolving dl human
problems by means of the impersond action of higtory. It will put human individuas back into the role
of decison makers, with al the attendant risk that this entails*

10



ENDNOTES:

' Perhgps the most one can expect is that new renditions of the Marxist position will
carry o anew label. Indeed, we are today being asked to consider such milder versions
of the podtion as communitarianism.  But, see, dso, such unreconstructed Marxian
offerings as Andrew Bard Schmookler, The Illusion of Choice (Albany, NY: State
Universty of New York Press, 1993). in which the author basicdly reiterates Marx's
thess that liberd individud liberty is nothing but a fraud -- "the most complete
suppression of dl individud liberty and total subjugation of individudity to socid
conditions which take the form of materid forces™ Karl Marx, Grundrisse, trans. D.
McLennan (New Y ork: Harper Torchbooks, 1971), p. 131.

Z "When we have chosen the vocation in which we can contribute most to humeanity,
burdens cannot bend us because they are sacrifices for dl. Then we experience no
meagre, limited egoigtic joy, but our hgppiness belongs to millions, our deeds live on
quietly but eterndly effective, and glowing tears of noble men will fal on our ashes” L.
D. Easton and K. H. Guddat, eds., Writings of the Young Marx on Philosophy and
Society (Garden City, NY: Anchor Books, 1967), p.39.

*  Karl Marx, Selected Writings, ed., D. McLélan (London: Oxford University Press,

1977), p. 171.

¢ Marx put it thisway: "If the Russan Revolution becomes the signd for a proletarian
revolution in the West, 0 that both complement each other, the present Russan
common ownership of land may sarve as the dating point for a communist
devdopment.” Op. cit., Marx, Selected Wkitings, p. 417.

> Op.cit., Marx, Grundrisse, p. 33, and Selected Writings, p. 359.

®  Seenotel See dso,ibid., p. 126, where Marx states that "The human essences
isthe true collectivity of man."

" Roger W. Sperry, Science and Moral Priority (New York: Columbia Universty
Press, 19983).

®  Erngt Casser, The Philosophy of Symbolic Forms Vol. 3, The Phenomenology
of Knowledge, trans. Raph Mannheim (New Haven, CT: Yde Universty Press,

1957), Chapter 6.

° For my efforts in that direction, see Tibor R. Machan, Capitalism and Indi-
vidualism, Reframing the Argument for the Free Society (New York: St. Martin's
Press, 1990) and Individuals and Their Rights (La Sdle, IL: Open Court Publishing
Co., Inc., 1989).

1 Op. cit., Marx, Selected Writings, p. 417.

" Thediscusson of free will in this papersis drawn from Tibnor R. Machan, "Applied
Ethics and Free Will, Some Untoward Results of Independence,” The Journal of
Applied Philosophy, Val. 10 (1993), pp. 59-72.
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