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Chapter Six

The Conception of Man in the
Philosophy of Erich Fromm

A. S. GARBUZOV

Erich Fromm occupies a special place among the representa-
tives of the Frankfurt School. Throughout nearly all of his
creative life he syStematically investigated the special prob-
lems of man from the standpoints of psychoanalysis, philo-
sophical anthropology and social psychology. At the same time
he is one of the most prominent advocates and ‘‘modifiers’’ of
the psychoanalytic theory of Sigmund Freud. Fromm contrib-
uted a great deal, particularly in the period of his activity in the
USA, to the conversion of this theory into a sociological doc-
trine. While still in Germany he received his philosophical
baptism in the setting of the Frankfurt School, where he be-
came acquainted with the works of Karl Marx.

Even during this period, Fromm attempted to reduce the
entire doctrine of Marx to anthropology. Fromm considers the
Econoric and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 as the culmi-
nating point of Marx’s philosophical development. He sug-
gests that in subsequent periods no essential changes occurred
in Marx’s thought. The thoughts expressed earlier were merely
modified, the style of exposition and the mode of proof were
changed, and the terminology evolved accordingly.!

41
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In The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844*
Marx did indeed sketch the basic philosophical outline of his
doctrine, which found further development and enrichment in
subsequent works. The Manuscripts. . . . testify to Marx’s
transition position to .dialectical materialism and scientific
communism. The influence of Feuerbachian anthropology is
still noticeable in them. However, Marx had already gone
beyond the boundaries of the anthropological method and the
naturalist conception of society, and formulated fundamentally
new ideas about man and the development of society, pointing
out that ‘*history is the true natural history of man.’’3 Marx
also gives a profound analysis of the problem of ‘‘alienation’’
in the Manuscripts. . . . His primary focus is the alienation of
the worker in the labor process of the capitalist enterprise,
which is determined by the exploitation of workers.*

But in the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844
(even though in it Marx already links the liquidation of alien-
ation with the negation of private property and the exploitation
of workers) there was not yet a clearly stated connection be-
tween the problem of alienation and the objective-material
determination of social activity. The concept of *‘alienation’’
allowed Marx to criticize bourgeois political economy, but at
the same time it restricted his critique,® which he comprehen-
sively developed in the subsequent stages of his scientific activ-
ity. Marx’s Manuscripts. . . . do not contain the basic theoreti-
cal positions of Marxism, but are necessary stages in the
development of his theory.

In distinction to many bourgeois and revisionist critics of
Marxism, who contrast the young to the mature Marx, Fromm
proceeds from the ‘‘definite unity’’ of Marxian doctrine. He
uses many of the positions of Marx's historical materialism and
the political economy, although he frequently distorts them for
the purpose of giving a unique interpretation of Freud and
combining psychoanalysis with Marxism. Fromm explains this

. unnatural symbiosis as follows: *‘I tried to see the lasting truth

FALL 1985 43

in Freud’s concepts as against those assumptions that were in
need of revision. I tried to do the same with Marx'’s theory, and
finally I tried to arrive at a synthesis which followed from the
understanding and the criticism of both thinkers.’’6

Speaking of his ‘‘adherence’’ to Marx's views, Fromm rec-
ognizes that Marx surpasses Freud in the scope and resolution
of problems inasmuch as Marx is a more ‘‘encyclopedic and
profound thinker.”” According to Fromm, Marx’s merit is his
discovery and substantiation of the ‘‘passions and interests
which direct us behind our backs.”’” Freud, Fromm writes,
revealed the phenomenon of the ‘‘unconscious’” in man, and
this is his great achievement. But the discovery of the *‘uncon-
scious’” was not substantiated in a sufficiently scientific way,
and the phenomenon is often interpreted in an incorrect way.

Although *“Marx as a thinker was more profound and sig-
nificant than Freud,”’ Marx, according to Fromm, was also
unable to avoid one-sided approaches to the formation of soci-
ety and especially of man. The presence of irrational forces in
the life-activity of man, which again and again engender in him
“‘love of power and destructiveness,"” escaped Marx’s field of
vision. And, moreover, without the application of the inner
liberating force of humanistic psychoanalysis there is no possi-
bility of man’s achieving freedom. In connection with this
underestimation of the human passions, one can adopt ‘the
conception of Marx and Engels, according to Fromm, only
after basic scientific refinement and generalization.

Freud, according to Fromm, is also incapable of revealing
the dynamic interconnection of the biological and the social in
man, the ‘‘ego’’ and the “‘super-id.’’ Consciousness, accord-
ing to Freud, is not the active mode of reflecting reality, but
only a definite means of expressing the ‘‘unconscious.’’ The
individual and the social environment are in an age-long and
continuous clandestine war.

Freud’s psychoanalysis attracted attention to the complex
emotional life of man, to the investigation of *‘affective com-

Garbuzov, A. S., 1985: The Conception of Man in the Philosophy of Erich Fromm, In: Soviet Studies in Philosophy, Armonk (M. E. Sharpe)) Vol. 24 (No. 2, 1985), pp. 41-61.
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plexes,’’ to the problem of the consequences of unsatisfied
inclinations, to the analysis of motives of behavior and at times
to the tragic contradictions between the spheres of the ‘‘de-
sired’’ and the ‘‘ought.”’ ‘‘Working at the turn of the century,
Freud did not have, however, the possibility of linking the facts
revealed by him with any rigorous psychological and neuro-
physiological notions, and this explains the anachronism of
nearly all of his theoretical constructions.’’$

Fromm adopted the above-mentioned positive aspects of
Freud’s conceptions and rejected the extremely contradictory
and most obsolete positions of classical psychoanalysis, having
reformed only those that corresponded to his scientific inter-
ests and ideological aims. Thus, Fromm tries to replace,
though not always consistently, the Freudian ‘‘instincts,’’ phy-
logenetic ‘‘memories’’ and ‘‘hostile psychological factors™
with social factors, and to show the *‘interaction of psychic and
social phenomena.’’

Fromm gives serious consideration to Freud’s thesis that
society carries out only the function of repression. Fromm
argues that society can also fulfill a creative function: man
creates not instincts and their ‘‘suppression’” but history.
Fromm reforms psychoanalysis, relying on the concept of the
universal ‘‘unconscious,” violently ‘‘imposed motivation’’
engendered by the traumatic influence of capitalism (he also
extrapolates these phenomena to *‘contemporary forms of so-
cialism'") on the individual. Fromm calls the psychological
consequences of capitalism, especially of state-monopoly cap-
italism, the burden of ‘‘unbearable freedom from.’" He writes
that it is impossible to bear the burden of *‘negative freedom’’
forever. People must either escape from ‘‘any freedom’’ or
acquire actual, ‘‘positive’’ freedom. These psychological as-
pects also *‘comprise the essence of the reconstruction made by
Fromm of the main premise of Freudianism about irrational,
violently imposed motivation.’’?

Furthermore, Fromm constructs his own conception of man

FALL 1985 45

and society, relying on his own interpretation of the doctrines
of Marx and Freud.

1. Psychoanalytic Theory of the
Individual

The formation and development of the individual is realized
through the interaction of nature, man and society. Man is the
middle link of this triad, linking nature with society.

Fromm devotes great attention to the analysis of the inter-
connection of these given components. In opposition to Freud,
Fromm points to the dynamic link of the social environment
and the life of man. He believes that man in the course of
evolutionary formation loses the ‘‘direct instinctive basis.”’
The links characteristic of man acquire a complexly condi-
tioned, mediated character resuiting from the ‘‘adaptive sys-
tem’’ of the biosocial being. ‘*Though there is no fixed human
nature, we ¢annot regard human nature as being “‘infinitely
malleable.”’ 10

It is evident that in general Fromm recognizes the influence
of social factors on human behavior, but attaches decisive
signifizance to subconscious factors. Moreover, Fromm right-
ly criticizes the deforming influence of the social environment
on the individual in the conditions of capitalist society. This, of
course, is the positive side of his philosophy. However, it
would be absolutely incorrect to present (as A. Schaff and
certain other interpreters of Fromm do) the psychoanalytic
views of Fromm on the individual as ‘‘a valuable guide . . . for
the study of the individual,’’ as a doctrine that enriches con-
temporary Marxism.!!

Fromm’s psychoanalytic conception has an extremely ab-
stract character. This he expresses, in particular, in isolating
the analysis of the individual from the class structure of capital-
ist society, and in considering the personality in general with-
out relation to historical conditions. *“. . . Fromm, like Freud,

" Garbuzov, A. S., 1985: The Conception of Man in the Philosophy of Erich Fromm, In: Soviet Studies in Philosophy, Armonk (M. E. Sharpe)) Vol. 24 (No. 2, 1985), pp. 41-61.
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searches for the driving forces that move the individual to act
and to judge phenomena, in the immanent aspects of the per-
sonality—aspects that determine the ‘epoch,’ and not vice-
versa.'''2 He tries to show that one can understand the dynam-
ics of the social process only by proceeding from the study of
the psychic processes occurring in the individual.

In opposition to Fromm’s assertions, Marxism proceeds
from the position that man, as a component of the social whole,
is a complex, self-regulating system. His behavior, undoubted-
ly, is determined by those social conditions in which his life
unfolds. However, he 1s not a mechanical effect of the social
environment. One cannot reduce the relation between that en-
vironment and man to a linear cause-effect relation. The social
relations are the basis of the interaction of man and society.
Taking this into account, it can be said that the individual is a
product of social relations to the extent to which the latter are
the product of the activity of individuals. **. . . As society
itself produces man as man, so also does man produce soci-
ety,””'? Marx wrote.

The desire to ‘“‘reveal the laws lying at the basis of the
development of society, to understand man in the conditions of
social existence,’’' inevitably leads Fromm to a reductive
analysis of man and society. With this aim he introduces the
concept of existential dichotomy. Man’s tragedy, Fromm ex-
plains, is that he is the possessor of all the human powers, but
the insignificant duration of his life does not permit him even
under the most favorable conditions to realize these potentiali-
ties. Fromm concludes: *“This split in man’s nature leads to
dichotomies which I call existential because they are rooted in
the very existence of man; they are contradictions which man
cannot annul but to which he can react in various ways, relative
to his character and his culture.’’!*

The *‘historical dichotomies’’ have a completely different
nature. They are not such a necessary part of human existence,
but are created and destroyed by man in the process of his life

FALL 1985 47

or in subsequent periods of history. In this connection Fromm
subjects to special attacks scientific and technological prog-
ress, which influences man ever more intensively. That prog-
ress is included in the conditions of his life, subordinates and
adapts him to itself, and manipulates him, destroying his es-
sence, his links to nature and his spirituality. ‘‘Historical
dichotomies,”” Fromm declares, can be overcome if human
efforts are guided toward the rational utilization of the
achievements of science and technology.

Fromm finally finds salvation from the tense drama of con-
tradictory emotions unfolding within the individual, which
lead to stressful situations, in ‘‘speculative-injective psycholo-
gizing’’ as the ‘‘sanitization’’ of man and society. He recom-
mends making a certain mystical ‘‘turn away from technolo-
gy’ back to ‘‘the initial human homeland.”” His ‘‘radical
critique’’ of the utilitarian foundations of science and the pro-
test against the ‘‘demon’’ of technology are molded as a result
into the ‘‘turn’’ in the framework of consciousness. As a result
of this ‘‘turn’’ the subject is to rise internally above utilitarian
interests and thereby ‘‘escape the influence’’ of the artificial
structures they created, which determine his life.

On the basis of his analysis of capitalism, Fromm traces the
way man has changed, his relation to the objective world and to
society. In this connection Fromm is particularly interested in
comparing the *‘psychological consequences’’ of the medieval
epoch, when man was not so strongly alienated either from
things or from beings like himself, with those of the modern
era. At that earlier time, the antagonisms had only begun to
appear. They had not yet torn man away from nature and
society. He was linked with the natural world by ‘‘primary
ties.”” *“The more man is freed from these primary (instinc-
tive—A.G.) ties, the more he is isolated from the natural world
and the more intensively does he have the need to find new
paths to escape from isolation.’’1¢

The development of science and technology—these sources

Garbuzov, A. S., 1985: The Conception of Man in the Philosophy of Erich Fromm, In: Soviet Studies in Philosophy, Armonk (M. E. Sharpe)) Vol. 24 (No. 2, 1985), pp. 41-61.
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of evil which are supposedly independent of the character of
the social order—deprives man of the initial, natural link with
nature, and leads to psychological disorders, profound patho-
logies, and abnormal drives. People, Fromm writes furthe‘r,
who live in capitalist society are irrational beings, neurotic
with obsessive aspirations, if not directly pathological.
Fromm's assertion that as a result of the development of sci-
ence and technology man is removed from nature vulgarizes to
the extreme the actual position of things, for here everything
depends upon social and economic conditions, upon those pro-
duction relations under which the links of man with nature are
formed—in other words, upon the character of the social order.
The scientific explanation of the interaction of man and nature
should be sought not in the static ‘‘natural equilibrium’” but in
the dynamics of the changes in the interactions of society and
nature. Accordingly, “‘in the problem of the interaction of
society and the natural environment there is nothing fatalistic.
It can and will be resolved not on the path of the stagnation or
retrogression in historical development, but, on the contrary,
in the course of the further progressive movement of humani-
ty.”"V?
What is the essence of Fromm'’s resolution of this problem?
In his opinion it is contained in the creation of a ‘‘psycho-
logically healthy society,” in the construction of ‘‘nonantago-
nistic socialism.”” Fromm is a supporter of peaceful social
transformations, a ‘‘supporter of socialism’’ and even of
““revolutions,’* but revolutions that would not affect the forms
of property and the character of the social system. He fights for
an abstract-utopian socialism, for the ‘‘revolution’’ in the psy-
che. which must replace the socialist revolution. His ‘‘univer-
sal psychoanalysis’" also appears here as a panacea for all evils
and disorders.
Fromm undertakes intensive attempts to respond to the con-
crete questions linked with overcoming the internal bifurca-
tions of man resulting from the presence of ‘‘existential’” and
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“‘historical’’ dichotomies. On this point he encounters insolu-
ble problems. First of all, the ‘‘existential dichotomies’’ root-
ed in the very fact of human existence find with Fromm only a
partial resolution by means of the “‘liberation’’ of the potential
possibilities of man, through his acquisition of universal love
and faith in ‘“‘reflection’’ and ‘‘self-reflection.”’ Secondly,
Fromm considers the ‘‘historical dichotomies’’ as some tran-
sient destructive phenomena that are dependent upon perma-
nent social conditions, the negation of which is possible by
means of creating some as yet untried ‘‘humanistic’’ social-
ism, the path to which is not evident.

In this regard, Fromm places special hope in psychoanalytic
*‘insight’’—a certain leap to full unity with nature, people and
themselves. This is not seen as an intellectual, but an affective,
directly experienced process. It is called upon to liberate the
primary potential capabilities of people and to block the forces
of evil. The rationality that prevails in society blocks the
achievement of this feeling of unity. Unburdensome, natural
conduct is considered impossible to pass on by means of ra-
tional information. Moreover, it is impossible to express it
adequately in words, since, according to Fromm, it is outside
the modern mode of thought and the rational-technical ap-
proach; however, it will completely change man, as soon as he
experiences this condition.

In Fromm’s view, the people who have overcome the feeling
of ‘*destructive separation’’ and who are torn away from lone-
liness, can begin to build in conformity with their needs the
cells of a commune—*‘communitarian’’ socialism—even un-
der capitalism. Gradually these ‘‘cells’’ supposedly cover the
whole of society, which means that without a class struggle,
without a socialist revolution, ‘‘humanistic socialism’’ re-
places capitalism.

Fromm criticizes Marx’s idea of the socialization of the
means of production as the basic condition of the transition
from capitalism to socialism, and also Marx’s idea of the role

!
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of the working class as the main moving force of history. Marx,
Fromm believes, ‘‘did not see that a better society could not be
brought into life by people who had not undergone a moral
change within themselves.”” People will be able to build a
perfect society only when they escape from their neurotic aspi-
rations. Consequently, what Marx created was an ‘‘oversim-
plified, overoptimistic, rationalistic picture of man.’’'®

Marx’s mistake, Fromm writes, is that he considered man a
rational being. But man (and this, in Fromm’s opinion, was
brilliantly shown by Freud) is an irrational creature. He is
guided by insuperable instinctive inclinations determining his
actions and thoughts. His reason is nothing but the slave of his
irrational, unconscious impulses.

The appearance of neurosis, Fromm suggests, occurs in
both the capitalist world and the countries of socialism, includ-
ing, of course, the Soviet Union, where people have not passed
through the stage of moral self-purification and perfection, and
where neurotic characteristics were inherited from the irratio-
nal society of Tsarist Russia, which was hostile to the Soviet
Union. It would be necessary before making a revolution to
create special people who would serve as ‘‘new material’’ for
the construction of socialism. Fromm'’s ‘‘psychotherapy’’ en-
tails the creation of the ‘‘new’’ man, who has attained inner
freedom and happiness and therefore is capable of creating a
‘‘healthy,”” nonantagonistic, dynamic society.

This position of Fromm is close to the ideas of Marcuse,
who is similarly occupied with the search for ‘‘a new subject of
the historical process.’’” The Marcusean *‘third path’’ rejects
the dictatorship of the proletariat, which “‘in changing the
social institutions,’’ can ‘‘on a new basis eternize historically
obsolete system of needs and expand ever more and strengthen
itself in the course of progress.’” Precisely as a consequence of
the maintenance of the old needs and their satisfaction the
existence of a repressive system is prolonged.'? All ‘‘produc-
tion,”’ Marcuse admonishes, ‘‘must proceed from new values.

!
i
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For this it is necessary to complete a ‘revolution before the
re\(olution. " The social revolutions must be preceded by a revo-
lution in man, involving radical changes in all of his as-
pects. . . . This is a problem of upbringing and it is necessary
to begin with this today.’*20

The above-mentioned dreams of Fromm and Marcuse con-
‘cen.'ning the preliminary creation of ““special people’’ are ideal-
1stic and metaphysical. In the third thesis on Feuerbach, Marx
indicated that the educators of “‘special people’’ themselves
ne.ed educators. And the only way out of the closed circle that
arises is the mass revolutionary practice of the proletariat.
Lenin emphasized that only in the course of the revolut ion itself
can the alteration of people occur. And it is necessary to build
socialism not with ideal but real people, who are sometimes not
yet completely freed from the “‘birthmarks’’ of the old preju-
dices and customs.

Following Fromm and Marcuse, the eminent representative
of the younger generation of the Frankfurt school, A. Schmidt,
a.lso equates Marxism with Freudianism: ‘‘Materialist dialec-
tics and psychoanalysis mutually interpenetrate; they are re- -
flected in each other.’’2! Emphasizing the ‘‘unity”’ of the views
of Marx and Freud, Schmidt asserts that the isolation of man
and nature is reflected in the irreconcilability of the principles
of “‘joy and reality,”* and the idea that ‘‘each culture rests on
the principles of coercive work,”” and the rejection of the
satisfaction of natural needs has a restrictive character. Freud,
dgsplte his psychologically based skepticism in relation to so-
mglnsm, agreed like Marx, to leave the field of action to the
principles of coercive work, having rejected the satisfaction of
natural needs. The ‘‘mysterious utopia’’ of psychoanalysis that
ha.s already been outlined in the work The Future of an Illusion
Is in essence a Marxian work, if considered *‘from within.’’22
““This unity,”” Schmidt rejoices, “‘is revealed especially
c.learly by Herbert Marcuse in his book, Eros and Civiliza-
tion, where the inner relationship between Marx and Freud
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is graphically presented.’’??

Consequently, one may consider Freud to some extent as the
spiritual father of Marcuse, and through him of several other
critics of Marxism from the Frankfurt circle. Only in this way
can one explain the strange effort to solve the problem of
‘‘alienation’’ by Freudian metapsychology. ‘‘The arguments
of Marcuse, taken from Freud, are directed squarely against
Marx’s conception of the socially formed creative forces of
human action.’’24

Freud understood the social ‘‘education of feelings’’ as es-
sentially the negative process of restricting the satisfaction of
instincts. He depicts man as at best a subdued natural being,
whose instincts have the inclination *‘to burst into light’’ in the
form of wars. History is sketched as the totality of the periods

~of the rule of instincts and the alternating periods of their

suppression.

On the contrary, Marx considers the unity of man and nature
on a historical level. The relationship of man to nature and
man'’s ideas about nature arise, in their content and origin, in
the labor process. Marx expressed this as follows: ‘‘The labor
process. . . is an appropriation of what exists in nature for the
requirements of man. It is the universal condition for the
metabolic interaction between man and nature, the everlasting
nature-imposed condition of human existence, and it is there-
fore independent of every form of that existence, or rather it is
common to all forms of society in which human beings live.”’25
Man is the product of nature; thus it is an absolute premise and
condition. Man constantly makes nature the initial point of his
own aspirations, through which he infinitely enriches himself.
But to an even greater degree man is the product of his own
social history.

2. Fromm’s Conception of Society

Turning to the analysis of the nature of man as the fundamen-
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tal source of his needs, Fromm concentrated his attention on
the negative aspect—the destruction of these needs by the so-
cial forms of life. He one-sidedly proclaimed alienation as the
cause of the destruction of man’s needs. He links alienation, on
the one hand, with the psychological character of the individ-
ual, and on the other hand, with the development of technology
and the social conditions of human existence. Fromm writes:
‘‘By alienation is meant a mode of experience in which the
person experiences himself as an alien. He has become, one
might say, estranged from himself. He does not experience
himself as the center of his world, as the creator of his own
acts.’’26

Revealing in detail the distinct spiritual forms of alienation,
Fromm nevertheless does not find a true resolution of the
problem in relation to contemporary capitalism, since he con-
siders the source of alienation not in the conditions of labor
that are characteristic of the capitalist social order, but in the
very social evolution of man. Fromm sees and describes only
the fact of alienation itself; by not considering the possibility
that it might be overcome, he sees only one side of the rise and
development of existing conditions.

Dismissing a number of the basic positions of Marxism
(class struggle, the socialist revolution, the hegemony and dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, the socialization of the means of
production), ‘‘Fromm replaces scientific socialism with utopi-
an, and revolutionary Marxism with reformism. Therefore,
independent of Fromm’s subjective intentions, his conception
about man and society is not scientifically unsound, but is the
means of ideological diversion in the contemporary ideological
struggle.’’??

The abstract-humanistic interpretation of the problem of
alienation leads Fromm to ‘‘anthropologize’’ the Marxist con-
ception, to interpret psychoanalytically the consciousness of
the individual outside of any connection with social relations,
to obliterate the socioeconomic sources of alienation, to a false
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conception of the role of technology. ‘‘The philosophy of
Marx,’’ he argues, *‘like a great part of existentialist thought,
expresses the protest against alienated man, against the loss
and conversion of man into a thing.’’?8 In Marx’s philosophy,
Fromm continues, the central problem is the existence of a
real human individual, who is what he does and whose na-
ture is revealed and displayed in history. In opposition to
Kierkegaard and certain representatives of existentialism,
Marx, in Fromm’s opinion, sees man in all his concreteness, as
a member of the given society and a given class, guided in his
development by society and at the same time as its captive. The
full humanization of man and his emancipation from the social
forces that enslaved him is linked for Marx with the knowledge
of these forces and with the social transformation based on this
knowledge.

In praising Marx's doctrine, Fromm deprives it, however, of
all those basic positions that made it a weapon in the hands of
the proletariat for the revolutionary transformation of reality.
‘‘Engels and Lenin, the international labor movement, and the
communist theory established by Marx, remain outside his
purview, just as do the social and practical development and
realization of socialism from the October Revolution to the
present.’’??

Fromm converts the historical and economic categories of
Marxist theory into anthropological categories, which in the
final analysis leads him to a distorted conception of the social-
ist revolution, crammed into the framework of the concepts of
anthropology and eschatology. For-Marx, he writes, the history
of humanity is nothing but the development of man under the
simultaneous growth of alienation. ‘“The notion of the actively
producing man, who understands and appropriates the objec-
tive world, is impossible to understand scientifically without
utilizing the categories of the negation of productivity and
alienation.”’?® Fromm, falisfying Marx’s doctrine, tries to
show that Marx considered ‘‘alienation’’ an attributive cate-
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gory of man and of humanity per se.

Such assertions do not correspond to reality. The history of
the development of society, according to Marx, is the succes-
sive replacement of individual generations, each one of which
uses the materials, capital, and productive forces passed on by
preceding generations. Therefore each generation, on the one
hand, continues the activity inherited from the past under com-
pletely changed conditions, and on the other, modifies the old
conditions by means of its own changed activity. The processes
of alienation, in their emergence, development, and then dis-
appearance, are governed by this dialectic. The alienation that
concerned Marx has a transient character. It results from the
socioeconomic conditions of capitalism, from the exploitation
of man by man.

Marx indicated that alienation is most developed in the con-
ditions of capitalism, and results from the functioning of cap-
italist private property. The alienation that occurs in the pro-
duction process arises from the fact that for the worker labor is
something external, not belonging to his essence; the worker in
his labor does not assert but denies himself, and therefore feels
unhappy and cannot freely develop his physical and spiritual
energy. Only outside this labor do workers feel at home with
themselves; in the process of labor they are torn away from
themselves. On account of this their labor is not voluntary, but
forced and coerced. This is not the satisfaction of the need for
labor, but only the means for satisfying other, most necessary
needs. ‘‘Its alien character emerges clearly from the fact that as
soon as no physical or other compulsion exists, labor is
shunned like the plague. External labor, labor in which man
alienates himself, is a labor of self-sacrifice, of mortifica-
tion.’’3!

Considering alienation only from a narrow psychological
aspect, Fromm, like many bourgeois interpreters and critics of
Marxism, overlooks preciscly what comprises the object of
Marxian analysis—the objective socioeconomic conditions
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lying at the basis of subjective factors. Fromm’s position on
the treatment of alienation is no exception. On the contrary, his
conception of alienation, as G. Rose correctly notes, coin-
cides—surprisingly—with the interpretation of alienation by
bourgeois philosophizing anthropologists. ‘‘These anthropo-
logical and antisocialist conceptions of alienation are based on
the sociological-anthropological works of Hans Freier and Ar-
nold Gehlen,’'32 who reduce alienation to the ‘‘corporealiza-
tion"" of the activity of man, which supposedly tears him away
and ‘‘alienates’” him from nature and society.

The analysis of the fatal influence of scientific and techno-
logical progress on man, his *‘technological alienation,’” occu-
pies a prominent place in the works of Fromm. Scientific-
technical progress frightens him, insofar as, in Fromm’s
opinion, man as a whole biological being is lost. Fromm tries
to instill in people fear of the development of science and
technology, fear of the development of their own reason. *‘In
our time,’” he writes, ‘‘the means are literally converted into
the end, and not only is ‘God dead,’ as Nietzsche asserted in
the nineteenth century, but man is dead. and only organizations
and machines are alive.’"*?

Fromm sees neither the genuine causes of the enslavement
of the personality nor the paths for its emancipation. The line
of his analysis is directed along the ‘‘existentialist-personal’’
path of investigation. Fromm depicts the individual of the near
future as a conglomerate mosaic of factors alienated from him.
*“In this mosaic the class struggle is not evident: the individual,
alone and defenceless, is torn away from the links with his
class, and is left face to face with monstrous alienation.’’34
Taking the capitalist state for the sole possible model of soci-
ety, he, like the majority of bourgeois sociologists, inevitably
comes to the idea that alienation and complete anarchy in social

life are irremovable. Therefore, one can recognize that the
philosophical-anthropological and existentialist arguments
about “‘social change’’ (G. Plessner, A. Gehlen, J.-P. Sartre,

,
?
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A. Schutz), of course, are not even close to the correct res-
olution of the problem, as in the neo-Freudian theories
(A. Kordiner, E. Fromm, H. Marcuse, N. Elias), where deci-
sive significance is attached to ‘‘the education of individual
autonomy.’’33

Thus, falsifying Marxism, Fromm tries to convert it into a
non-class, neutral, anthropological-humanist and utopian doc-
trine. Condemning bourgeois reality, he proceeds not from the
real tendencies and possibilities of social development, but
from the old individualistic ideal, which itself is in need of
critical analysis but which Fromm and his colleagues at the
Frankfurt school took completely uncritically.

In recent years the popularity of Fromm’s philosophical
conceptions has noticeably increased. He has achieved fame in
part for his attacks on the politics of the imperialist states (the
blockade of Cuba, the war in Vietnam).

His name appeared on the pages of the world press of the
USA, Japan, India, Poland,3¢ and other countries. But Fromm
achieved special popularity and fame in Western Germany and
among certain Yugosiav philosophers. The Zagreb philos-
ophers—G. Petrovic, P. Vranitsky, R. Supek and others like
them—are inspired by the *‘authenticity of the Marxist concep-
tions of Erich Fromm."’

The eclectic identification of the capitalist and socialist or-
der led the supporters of ‘‘praxis theory’’ to borrow the views
on society not only from Erich Fromm and contemporary
“‘critical theory,”’ but also from different representatives of
bourgeois philosophical anthropology. ‘‘Socialist statism,”’37
they believe, *‘is basically a new form of bourgeois society,”’
and all of us everywhere, even under socialist relations, ‘‘still
live in the bourgeois world.’’*® As we see, although the repre-
sentatives of *‘critical’’ and ‘‘praxis theory’’ claim to defend
the true, humanist Marxism, in fact they broadly ‘‘opened the
path in Marxism for voluntarist and subjective-idealist views
and obediently bowed to the conceptions of bourgeois philos-
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ophy. Such is the inevitable finale of revisionism, which broke
with the principle of Marxist-Leninist partisanship.’’3® The
ideology of revisionism not only distorts Marxism, but also
attempts to draw workers away from the revolutionary liber-
ation struggle. And it is well known that ‘‘even the most pro-
gressive ideology becomes a force only when, seizing the
masses, it moves them to take active steps and determines the
norms of their everyday conduct.’’40

Today the problem of man has acquired exceptionally im-
portant significance and has become one of the chief problems
in philosophy. Its study requires the multi-faceted participation
of the various disciplines—philosophy, sociology, psychology,
biology, and the like. But Marxist-Leninist philosophy plays an
especially important role in the analysis of the problem of man.

Objectively, it has come to pass that outside of Marxism at
the present time it is impossible to solve the most important
and vital questions. This is also graphically evident in the
philosophy of Erich Fromm. Taking into account the extraordi-
nary popularity of Marxist ideology throughout the world, he
tries to pads off his views as Marxist. In reality he only inter-
prets in his own way the ideas of Marxism on the problem of
man in the spirit of abstract humanism, and in essence pro-
foundly distorts Marxism.

The falsity of the philosophical and psychological concep-
tions of Fromm distinctively appear in the problem of the role
of the social environment in the formation of the individual. To
the Marxist-Leninist approach, according to which the individ-
ual is the product of social development, Fromm counters with
eclectic-metaphysical and idealistic notions that the spiritual
aspects of man are in essence innate and characteristic of his
nature from the outset.

Fromm essentially reduced the study of man and his history
to the subjective-voluntarist interpretation, to superficial and
sententious maxims about ‘‘moral therapy,’’ having lost sight
of the most important fact, which is that the development of
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man ‘‘depends not upon consciousness, but upon being; not
upon thought, but upon life,’’4! that the primary, determining
aspect in relation to social consciousness is social existence,
which has the form of the preceding and present history. And
the task is to change this existence. Criticizing the attempts to
“‘biologize’’ the spiritual life of man, Marxism does not lose
sight of the role of genetic programs and biological structures
in human life. But the main thing is that the development of
man is realized under the influence of concrete social condi-
tions, which also must be transformed.

Erich Fromm is not a dialectician, but an eclectic thinker; he
is therefore incapable of sorting out the whole gamut of human
relationships, and of finding that link through which alone one
can resolve the problems facing man. Fromm’s psychoanalytic
conceptions lead to a vulgar-sociological treatment of the his-
torical, economic, and sociopolitical conditions of human
existence. However, in his doctrine on the distinct types of
“‘social characters,’’ which supposedly are objectively deter-
mined, and also in his position on the social form of the ‘‘un-
conscious,’” Fromm tried to create an appearance of differing
from other ‘‘Frankfurtists,”’ and being close to Marxism. In
reality his conceptions, taken as a whole, are opposed to Marx-
ism and indisputably comprise a definite link in the doctrinal
system of the Frankfurt school.
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