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1. 

 

  The intellectuals seem to appreciate the social democratic policy since, they believe, this has 

obtained the philosophical foundation that, after the development of liberalism had neglected equality 

and thereby exposed freedom itself to danger, communism, which respected equality while oppressing 

freedom, would be synthesized with the liberal ideology in terms of social democracy. This suggestion 

appears convincing, although communism itself understands its own historical mission by unification 

of that division of freedom and equality which resulted from the development of liberalism. What we 

would obtain by contrasting formal features abstracted from the total policies would not be any 

absolute truth but just a rhetorical comparison. The same thing applies to the relationship between 

Marxism and humanism considered in the context of the problem of freedom, because, at the rhetorical 

level, the unification of these two thoughts is never suspected at all. Marx already said, “Every 

emancipation is a restoration of the human world and of human relationships to human being itself,” 

(On the Jewish Question) where, famously, the land of emancipation is understood by the community 

[Gemeinschaft] in which the bourgeois mode of production has been sublated. 

  By the political liberation of modern citizens from the feudal bondages by liberalism, which was in 

reality liberation of the egoistic spirit of modern bourgeoises, the feudal society shattered into selfish 

isolated individuals and as a result the moral personality lost its basis. The fact that these self-interest 

individuals composed the modern capitalist society entailed that every element of the society was 

reified [or objectified as material goods], which meant that humanity was completely destroyed. No 

matter how eagerly one seeks the moral personality that lost its basis, to be a moral person would be 

just required, but never actualized. Being content with just required moral personality would, however, 

mistake that abstract political liberation for a real emancipation of human beings. It is now time to get 

back the detached, basis-rubbed true humanity into the actual people. With Rousseau's words, we must 

change our isolated material existence into a social and ethical existence in terms of sublation 

[Aufhebung] of the capitalist society which is based on the bourgeois mode of production. The ‘moral 

personality’, which was detached from the actual people, will be thereby returned to the human beings. 

“Human emancipation will not be completed until then” (On the Jewish Question). In addition, 

personal emancipation also will not be completed until then, and it is in terms of this sort of liberation 
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that each individual obtains the means of cultivating her or his gifts in all directions, whereby “personal 

freedom become possible” (German Ideology). Engels defined this sort of freedom by a human being’s 

turning into ‘the conscious author’ of himself or herself. The objective of this essay is to make some 

consideration about the horizon that is opened by a human being’s becoming his or her own conscious 

author, the possibility of which presupposes that each individual has already become her or his own 

author at the material level. This is the reason why it is said that, only after social contradiction [i.e. 

contradiction at the material level] would be sublated and even every memory of the class domination 

[i.e., oppression at the material level] would cease to exist, the true humanistic morality could revive.   

  What I suggest here is that it is non-sense for someone with a narrow understanding of the term 

‘communism’ to suppose that this ideology be incompatible with freedom, because this speculation is 

based on the abstraction of a formal feature from the total policy while any total policy has its content 

in relation to the actual history insofar as the objective condition for the possibility of freedom is 

qualified as historical. Generally speaking, we cannot measure with certainty the depth of social 

contradiction, because, on one hand, the actual history is so complex that there does not exist 

something like pure feudalism, nor pure capitalism, and, on the other hand, the accurate grasp of some 

historical necessity is in nature difficult to reach since the subject of that perception is, as one of its 

moments, involved in the historical process. There is, therefore, always a room for questioning how 

to understand the actual history and historical necessities. This is, however, the case in an ordinary 

situation where the sign of a contradiction is only faintly visible, and the present situation, which is 

itself an impending crisis, would make it easier for us to understand that we confront a deep 

contradiction. Unfortunately, it is only the actuality of sufferance that gives us awareness. The deeper 

that agony is, the lesser our indecision is. The point is that only the awareness that some change is 

necessary for the human salvation would break our hesitation and, once we decide to act, all we have 

to do is determine a technique for bringing the change in question into existence. The problem here, 

however, is in what manner the possibility of human freedom at a critical instance is understood by 

these reasonings which are based on communism. How appropriately does a communist, or more 

fundamentally a Marxist philosopher who attempts to give an intellectual foundation for communism, 

realize that there is an abysmal ground for the possibility of a human being’s obtaining the freedom in 

question? How properly does she or he perceive what exists behind the thing called ‘individual’ or 

‘personality’ which would play an essential role at the critical instance? The human restoration would 

not be actualized if the human beings assumed here are just determined by homo faber, even if the 

provision or the job availability is equally distributed among people. 

  It is, certainly, right to say that, e.g., scientific socialism is not any purely moral requirement but an 

actual activity to sublate the present contradiction. The foundation for personality, however, could not 

be found in the context where it is said, “The moral ideal is a specific mean for winning the class 

struggle” (Kautzky), because the demotic domination, generally speaking, is just a mean for realizing 
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a humanistic society but not any purpose with the intrinsic value. A suggestion like Kautzky’s can be 

regarded, certainly, as a result from a scientific socialist’s tendency to overstress the Wissenschaftliche 

Exaktheit of his or her methodology in distinguishing him or her from the utopians. I wonder, however, 

whether or not such a tendency is brought about by something within a narrow understanding of the 

humanity presupposed in that suggestion (like Kautzky’s). My question is not meant to negate the 

existence of class conflict in general or to deny the validity of the class-struggle view of history, 

because anyone should admit that, even if the class-struggle viewpoint has in itself some limitation, 

there exists at least a state as a class-domination system and, in addition, the human emancipation 

cannot go without liberation from the human ranks insofar as the human existence finds its concrete 

total determination in the factor of class. My concern is, however, about another point. Any human 

emancipation could not be concretely actualized under the assumption of human existence that defines 

human freedom exhaustively by the liberation from the class, because such a liberation would turn 

into an unjustified oppression of those features of humanity which are not captured by that assumption. 

The liberation from the class, in reality, is only a part of the whole condition which determines true 

humanity, and the complete restoration of human beings would require a broader perspective of what 

a human being is. We will find a way to reach such a broader viewpoint if we answer the questions 

how human freedom is possible and, more principally, how “a human being’s being a human author” 

(Engels) is possible. 

  It is reasonable, certainly, for a protagonist with a strong awareness that her or his philosophical 

assumption is absolutely true to believe that all the phenomena would be comprehensively explained 

within her or his logical framework, generally speaking. It would be, however, her or his fault if that 

protagonist did not clearly distinguish the area of phenomena already explained in that framework 

from the presupposition that, she or he believes, it will explain away everything. As to the remaining 

areas, which at least has not yet explained in that framework, we should stop saying that they are 

explained as well. There is the risk of our falling into idealism where such a modesty vanishes. 


