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Marxism and liberalism are ideological foundations of two 
large social systems in modern civilization. Both doctrines 
perform their historical role of laying down the roads along 
which the societies of the East and the West move. These 
are entirely different roads . It is on this fact that we want 
to base our comparison of both doctr ines. In our s tudy we 
shall move back to the very sources of both doctrines, t r y -
ing to show what they have in common but primarily to de te r -
mine factors behind such different roads of human activity. 
Our intention does not end, however, with a comparison of 
both ideas; we also wish to look at their practical embodiment 
and reveal deep ties linking these ideas and existing political 
systems. Finally, we wish to point out that it is in the very 
idea, in this case the Marxist idea, embodied in political in-
sti tutions of the socialist s tates that one should search for 
the source of such fundamental divergence between promises 
made by Marxism and the reality of societies that tried to 
realize these promises. 

EXPLANATORY NOTES ON TERMINOLOGY 

Marxism is closely associated with the early anthropologi-
cal views of Marx and Engels shaped as a result of disinte-
gration of the early Hegelian doctrine. They accepted the 
ideas of communism--in our opinion, a key element in logical 
construction of Marxism--as early as 1843-44; they linked 
certain ideas of Feuerbach's anthropology (and in this way, 
also certain ideas of the Hegelian theory since Feuerbach's 
anthropology was a cri t ique of the Hegelian theory and had 
its roots in it) with assumptions of so-called utopian social-
ism and communism. Among the former we include such ideas 
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as historiosophic optimism, the idea of alienation, which is 
extremely important in Marxism theoretical construct ion, the 
idea of the proletariat as a universal class, and o thers . From 
their contemporary socialist and communist doctrines, Marx 
and Engels derived, among o thers , their conviction about 
harmony as a natural state of the society. From this they 
drew, in t u r n , a conclusion about the superiori ty of collec-
tivism to individualism, a thesis about the impossibility of 
reforming the capitalist system, and a theory about private 
ownership as the main cause of degeneration of social rela-
tions in capitalism. In The Economic-Philosophical Manuscripts 
of 1844, Marx equipped the above synthesis with economic 
foundations, while in The German Ideology, he placed it in a 
scheme of his tory--his torical materialism. As proved by L. 
Kołakowski (1976), when The Communist Manifesto was pub-
lished in 1848, the main framework of the doctrine was al-
ready p repared . Subsequent works enriched it only by de-
tailed analyses; that is, the ideas formulated in the shape of 
slogans were transformed into an expanded theoretical s t ruc -
tu re (exceptions here are dialectics on the nature and philo-
sophical interpretat ion of materialism, which were created 
later by Engels) . In the next editions of The Communist Man-
ifesto, Marx and Engels did not add many new ideas or re-
vise earlier ones. They changed their political forecasts and 
added a thesis that the proletariat must destroy the existing 
state machinery to remain at power. These remarks re fer also 
to Marx's fundamental work, Das Kapital, which was a devel-
opment of the thesis about alienation voiced in the years of 
1843-44. Of course, in their later works Marx and Engels, 
in comparison with the earlier period, were s t ress ing and 
developing some ideas and abandoning o thers . They also 
changed the style and the language, refra ining from general 
and abst ract philosophical concepts. Nevertheless, they did 
not undermine their fundamental theoretical construct ions. 

The term liberalism should be understood here , following 
Barbara and Marek Sobolewski (1978), as based on the fol-
lowing component elements: belief in p rogress ; individualistic 
concept of people; preference given to r ights pertaining to 
l iber ty; acceptance of private ownership; restriction of state 
funct ions; and restr ic ted power of s tate appara tus . Accord-
ing to the Sobolewskis, these elements appear jointly in all 
versions of liberalism in the most general way, although they 
were differently in terpre ted and emphasized the re . 

The above-mentioned component elements of the liberal 
doctrine are not equally important however, and neither are 
they ordered logically. The crucial element is , in our opinion, 
the individualistic and naturalistic concept of human beings, 
according to which every individual possesses fundamental 
and inalienable r ights derived from nature . The possession 
of such r ights implies f u r t h e r important conclusions for l iber-
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alism. Some of them, such as the idea of the state as night 
watchman or the idea of the "invisible hand" of the market, 
are today watchwords of the doctrine. 

COMMON AIMS 

Far-reaching similarities can be perceived in the sphere 
of the most general aims: both doctrines are optimistic and 
wish to make freedom, equality, and happiness a reali ty; the 
goal of both is to allow people to realize fully their creative 
capacities and ensure welfare and social harmony. How-
ever , a closer analysis of these aims reveals significant dif-
ferences . 

The f i r s t is a difference in terms of the time needed to 
realize the above aims. Marxists have always been postponing 
this realization into the f u t u r e . They have not seen any pos-
sibilities of improving the imperfect reali ty. Capitalist society 
is for them bad in i ts very nature , subjected to rules of ob-
jective laws of production that enslaved humanity, and does 
not lend itself to reform. Even at p resen t , the surrounding 
capitalist world is blamed for dislocations and fai lures exper i -
enced by the s ta tes of real socialism. Self-fulfillment, f r e e -
dom, and personal happiness are not possible until the capi-
talist society is transformed in a radical, revolutionary way. 
The liberals perceive things d i f ferent ly . They believe that 
if human beings are only given a broader field for unre -
strained activity, it is possible to improve constantly socie-
ties in which they live and operate . Liberals are also con-
vinced that perfect solutions do not exist and criticize visions 
of perfect societies; they appraise the human nature realisti-
cally, knowing well its deficiencies and values. However, 
they always believe that spontaneous and unrestrained actions 
of individuals, groups , and organizations may pave the way 
for progress and adaptation of the society to changing condi-
tions . 

Another difference is the extremeness and maximalism of 
the Marxist doctrine in comparison with liberalism. Marxism 
promises total liberation and self-fulfillment for humanity. 
Communism is to be the opposite and negation of "dehuman-
ized" capitalism. The more hateful and inhuman the lat ter 
seems to be, the more idealized is communism, with s t ress 
being laid on the harmonious and humanized character of 
communist society. The l iberals, on the other hand, empha-
size constraints and obstacles on the road to freedom and 
happiness; they perceive th rea t s in the freedom already 
achieved and do not promise i ts full realization in the f u t u r e . 

Both Marxism and liberalism are optimistic doctr ines. 
Marxism, however, is placing emphasis on the objective laws 
of social development. The "capitalist c rus t" has to disinte-
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grate through internal contradictions, giving birth to the 
communist society. Liberalism is more pragmatic. It calls for 
the removal of ties that bind individuals. In expanding f r ee -
dom it sees a plan for the achievement of liberation. 

According to Marxists, only communism is able to f ree 
humanity from the bonds of exploitation, injustice, and sub-
jugation. They claim that it is impossible, anyway, to change 
the objective laws of h is tory . On the other hand, the l iber-
als believe that spontaneous and unrest ra ined social in te r -
actions allow for the creation of new insti tut ions that respond 
to needs. It is necessary to safeguard society from the state 
activity dis turbing spontaneous processes . 

The theses proclaimed by Marxists car ry a potential dan-
ger of intolerance and totalitarianism. Proceeding from the 
assumptions of Marxism, those who reject communist doctrines 
oppose his tory, delay its course , and thus delay the birth of 
a harmonious society. 

Both doctrines also in terpre t social harmony di f ferent ly . 
Marxists are saying that it is possible to re tu rn to a total 
harmony, to full unity undis turbed by contradictions and 
conflicts. For the l iberals, harmony is a s tate achieved by 
means of tedious and long negotiation processes leading to 
social compromise. This explains the great importance they 
are at taching to the elaboration of effective negotiation pro-
cedures and mechanisms for cushioning conflicts and recon-
ciling divergent in te res t s . Marxists, on the other hand, 
s t r iving to accomplish their maximalist vision, tend to treat 
all alliances, compromises, or cooperation with their political 
opponents as temporary solutions, without permanent prospects , 
sometimes even as a necessary but temporary concession. 

Finally, Marxists believe that it is possible to realize the 
aims of their doctrine only in a collective society, managed 
according to a uniform plan, in conditions of socialization of 
the private ownership of the means of production. Meanwhile, 
the liberals perceive in collectivism the greatest danger for 
personal freedom. 

Consequently, the same aims are in terpre ted by Marxism 
in visionary, maximalist, and collective form and in a p rag-
matic and individualistic way to liberalism. 

COMMON SOURCES 
The natural is ts of Enlightenment inquired into the laws 

of primitive human na ture , seeking an answer as to how this 
nature predetermined the development of the human species. 
On this basis conclusions were formulated with regard to the 
"natural" form, which would be "harmonious with the laws of 
nature" of the sociopolitical system. A common s tar t ing point 
for all these doctrines was the concept of "the state of na-
t u r e , " which was understood to be an original condition, be-
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fore political states exis ted, uncontaminated and untransform-
ed by social life, a state in which each individual enjoyed 
full sovereignty and was not subjugated to the rule of o thers . 
All people are the same; they have the same psychological 
f ea tu res , the same emotional reactions, and are directed in 
their behavior by the same laws of logic. This does not mean 
that they are identical. Inequalities resul t , however, not from 
the species but from individual "natural" characterist ics of 
individuals. 

Freedom is accepted to be the basic trait of human life 
in the state of na ture . This thesis was substantiated by 
pointing to differences between animals and human species: 
animals respond to the dictates of na ture , humans to acts of 
freedom. The thesis underscored that a person in the state 
of nature is not constrained by external norms. A predomi-
nant majority of those who created the analyzed doctrines 
(a well-known exception was J. J. Rousseau) claimed that in 
the natural state the law of nature also existed. This was 
conceived to be all rules regulating interhuman relations in 
the state of nature and dictated by common sense . Philoso-
phers could not agree what r ights those were to be, and the 
difference in their viewpoints was sometimes extreme. 

Freedom generally ranked f i r s t . However, a completely 
unrestrained freedom is not a norm of law. It was linked with 
such statements as: the freedom to work for one's own hap-
piness forbids using force in a way harmful to the r ights of 
all other people, or that humans living in the state of nature 
have no right to destroy themselves or harm other people, 
and so on. In this way freedom was restr ic ted by considera-
tions of the safety of o the rs . Among other r ights of nature 
were the r ight to life, p roper ty , happiness, and freedom of 
conscience. The catalog of natural r ights was different in 
various Enlightenment doctr ines; their importance was s t ressed 
di f ferent ly; the r ights were in terpre ted in different ways. 

MODELS OF HUMAN NATURE AND SOCIETY 

Proceeding from common assumptions of the eighteenth 
cen tury ' s naturalism, the socialists created a model of the 
individual and of society that was contrary to the liberal 
model. Among natural r ights they placed a larger emphasis 
on equality than on freedom. The lat ter was in te rpre ted , 
anyway, in a different way. The idea of equality was linked 
by socialists with faith in God or a for tui tous spiri tual call-
ing. Since God is merciful and created the world, as Fourier , 
Owen, and Weitling claimed, harmony and good are natural 
and universal ; moreover, society is a fragment of the world 
and should thus be ruled by the same laws. God's intention 
could only be to create a kingdom of harmony and peace, a 
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place for cooperation and happiness, with humans being con-
sequently homo homini amicus. Socialists believed that people 
could not be bad because by their very nature they were 
socialized, inclined to display sympathy, goodwill, and so on. 
Moreover, it was people's calling to live in harmony with 
their na ture , in a community that was f ree from conflict as 
determined by God and Nature. Thus socialists in terpre ted 
human nature in a descriptive and simultaneously a normative 
way; the more optimistic the interpretat ion was, the more 
would reality appear to them as senseless and un jus t , and 
the more severe their judgment would be. They demanded a 
radical, immediate change and opposed moral relativism. For 
the socialist and Utopian communists, the world was not an 
insurmountable bar r ie r or even a constraint ; it was an object 
of f r ee creation and f ree will. According to this view, human 
nature would be able to reveal itself fully and re turn to har -
mony if the world were ar ranged according to a certain model 
(communes, phalanstery , e t c . ) and if the sources of evil 
were removed. Private ownership was not recognized as a 
natural right but considered to be usurpation and lawless-
ness . 

Inasmuch as liberals perceived the necessity of a compro-
mise between respect for and preservation of natural r ights 
and the requirements posed by the social life entailed by 
evolution, the socialists looked for a chance to organize the 
state according to "principles of na tu re . " They could, the re -
fore , bypass the problem of a "social contract" and its con-
sequences . 

Disintegration of the Hegelian doctrine produced similar 
resu l t s . This resemblance of schemes in thinking and a cri t i -
cal at t i tude to the social reality fostered the already men-
tioned Marxist reconciliation of the communist and the early 
Hegelian ideas. Synthesis became possible owing to t r ans fo r -
mation of the Hegelian doctr ine. The most important b reak-
through was made here by L. Feuerbach, who radically t r a n s -
formed the Hegelian scheme of h is tory . In Feuerbach's an thro-
pology, the sole goal of the creator of the world was that the 
human species should acquire its self-knowledge and awareness 
of its nature in the course of historical development. Feuer-
bach maintained that his times were unique, as for the f i rs t 
time the t ranscendental values binding the human species 
could be demystified and the happiness sought in the heav-
ens and in the sphere of pure thought ( i . e . , Hegel's philo-
sophy) could be achieved in a harmonious community of all 
people. He was seeking the causes of social conflict, selfish-
ness , and atomization of people, dehumanization of humanity, 
f i r s t of all, in religion, in which people placed their most 
precious values. Thus, if we demystify religion, if people 
realize that what they worshipped in God is their own nature , 
then self-affirmation ensuing from natural self ishness may be 
realized in a harmonious community. 
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Marx, criticizing Feuerbach, stated that religious poverty 
was a result of social poverty and that consequently all so-
cial relations enslaving humanity should be abolished. Both 
Marx and Engels were at t racted by radicalism, an uncompro-
mising crit ique of the bourgeois society, and consideration of 
the social question. In t u r n , the ideas of the young Hegelian 
Left provided bet ter argumentation and promoted the expan-
sion of communist ideas. 

However, what is most important from the point of our 
analysis and what places Marxism in fundamental opposition 
to liberalism is a conviction that the essence and immanent 
characterist ic of society are moral harmony, identity of indi-
vidual and general in te res t s , lack of contradictions, and, 
f u r t h e r on, a conviction that this harmony could be restored 
if only the sources of evil were removed ( f i rs t of all, private 
ownership) . Marx added to that a thesis that the re tu rn to 
social harmony was also inevitable. This has fa r - reaching 
consequences for the Marxist doctr ine: it outlines a specific 
set of quest ions, it equips Marxism with s t rong normative 
under tones , and, finally, it affects the form of institutional 
solutions of the political and economic systems possessed by 
the society of the f u t u r e - - t h e society of communism. 

Marx substantiated the harmonious character of the hu-
man society in two ways, that is , logically and empirically, 
making reference to studies on the primitive community. In 
the f i r s t case, a s tar t ing point of his analysis was that the 
human species was part of na ture . Marx pondered what dis-
tinguished humans from animals and what constituted the 
former 's essential fea tures among species. He maintained that 
the essence of human beings lay in a different way of assim-
ilating nature as compared to animals, namely, human work. 
However, this work cannot be realized by the individual in 
isolation, but only through cooperation with other people. 
By its very na ture , work has a social character with the act 
of work being a manifestation and objectivization of the in-
dividual's energies and goals. The product of work means 
survival for other people as well, who by means of it enter 
into specific, necessary, and harmonious mutual relat ionships. 

In the second case, Marx and Engels believed that the 
f indings of studies on the primitive community confirmed their 
thesis about the harmonious existence of a society. They con-
t ras ted these communities with the alienated capitalist society, 
subjected to dictates of unrest ra ined social laws. They would 
point to the directly social character of work in primitive 
societies and underscore that members of these communities 
were f ree people knowing only one form of subordination--
subordination to na ture . These people were seeking their 
self-fulfillment in the family and in productive lives so that 
their elementary culture did not subdue their own nature . 

Today, both these logical and empirical studies can ha rd -
ly be t rus ted as convincing. The reader is shocked by their 
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vagueness and logical inconsistencies. For instance, the fact 
that work shapes interhuman relations does not imply that 
they must be harmonious. The consequences of this idea are 
still important, as shall be seen below. 

Development of liberal thought went in a different direc-
tion and produced contrary resu l t s . Most authors- -unl ike 
those with socialist inclinations--did not outline a vision of 
the state of nature as an idyllic, harmonious community. An 
extreme case was the philosophy of Hobbes, who argued that 
people were ruled by emotions, and even the mind was un-
able to oppose them. The emotions were pushing people to-
ward part ial i ty, conceit, revenge, the exploitation of o thers , 
and lust for power. Accordingly, the state of nature can be 
t reated as a war. Natural r ights were also derived by Hobbes 
from emotions--fear of death, and especially violent death in-
flicted by o thers . He claimed that fear also expressed the 
s t rongest and the most basic of all natural d r ives - - the in-
stinct of se l f -preservat ion. These r ights could not be recon-
ciled with people's innate passions; however, in their mutual 
conflict the lat ter were winning. 

Locke reasoned in a different way. His vision of the 
state of nature was more optimistic than that of Hobbes. He 
believed that basic principles of social coexistence ensuing 
directly from human nature had been already obligatory in 
the state of na ture . God implanted into the very nature of 
humanity its desire for se l f -preservat ion, its drive for happi-
ness and disgust with pover ty . Moreover, the mind taught 
that since people were equal and independent , nobody should 
harm other human beings as fa r as their life, health, freedom, 
and proper ty were concerned. The mind desired peace and 
secur i ty . If some people, in Locke's opinion, were harming 
o thers , then they were renouncing their mind and could be 
punished by everybody; the wronged par ty could take re -
venge. Due to the fact that every individual was a judge in 
his or her own matters and that social actions were divergent 
and filled with conflict, the state of nature became unbear -
able and the only remedy was creation of the s ta te . This last 
conclusion was common also for other philosophers. Mainten-
ance of the state of nature was becoming impossible, and 
creation of the state became a necessi ty. On the other hand, 
social development has made re turn to the state of nature 
impossible. 

The liberals, adherents of Locke and philosophers close 
to him, tended to evaluate people's desi res , passions, and 
inclinations realistically. They would perceive contradictions 
of in teres ts and egoism, lust for power, but also willingness 
to cooperate, social solidarism. Unlike the socialists, they did 
not look for a harmonious community. Egoism, lust for power, 
desire to accumulate r iches , and so on were perceived as 
intimately connected with human nature . Such an at t i tude led 
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to other questions and other problems. A good example here 
are the writings of the Founding Fathers (Osiatyński 1983). 
Jefferson believed that a social person was different from 
one living in the state of na ture . In society in teres ts and 
ambitions appear ; people s t r ive to achieve benefi ts , multiply 
their wealth, and increase their power. Through this proc-
ess the s t rong and the weak are appear ing. The former are , 
as a rule, wicked; they exploit the weaker and s tr ive to 
expand their power over the weaker. Adams maintained that 
freedom was endangered primarily by natural weaknesses of 
human na ture . People are directed in their activity not by 
altruist ic considerations or ideals but by their own in te res t , 
ambitions, prejudices , and emotions. They become easily sub-
ject to corrupt ion, seeking honors, supremacy, and power 
over o thers . The rich are s tr iving to preserve their dominant 
position; the poor envy the rich and wish to win power over 
the r ich, deprive them of their freedom, and replace them. 
Hamilton's evaluations were even s t ronge r . The masses are 
wicked, ignorant , unbalanced, and aggress ive . They are pr i -
marily directed by egoism and the desire to attain their own 
objectives. A similar argumentation was given by Madison. 

These two contrast ing visions of a harmonious community 
and of a society torn by conflicting in teres ts naturally led to 
separate questions and problems. 

Marx and Engels claimed that a society was by its very 
nature a harmonious community but that it had lost these 
character is t ics . They had to explain causes of this situation 
and consider whether re tu rn to that community was at all 
possible. In their description of dehumanization of the capi-
talist society, they employed the concept of alienation that 
supplanted the vision of a harmonious society. They sought 
the causes of alienation in spontaneously developed division 
of labor and the establishment of private ownership ( the 
texts do not allow one, however, to determine explicitly 
which of the causes they considered to be more important) 
that led to the foundation of antagonistic class societies. 
Past history was epitomized by class s t ruggles . 

History in Marxism circles round in a way re turn ing to 
i ts s tar t ing point - - the state of lost unity and harmony. 
Everything has to change: level of productive forces , cul-
tu re and human civilization, and so on. However, the es-
sence of human relations itself is to remain unchanged. 

The liberal vision of society produced different conse-
quences. If preservation of the state of nature was no long-
er possible and establishment of the state became necessary, 
then the problem arose about how to construct the sources 
of state power in order not to undermine people's natural 
r igh t s . The same answer was common to all th inkers : the 
social contract could be t reated as the only legal source of 
power. However, there was no agreement on whether only 
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the democratic political system, that is , one based on peo-
ple's sovereignty, ensured implementation of natural r igh t s . 
In the later development of the doctrine, this form of the 
state was no longer quest ioned. The second consequence was 
at t i tude to the role, funct ions , and scope of power possessed 
by the s ta te . If people were entitled to their fundamental 
and inalienable r igh t s , derived directly from the laws of na-
t u r e , then the state should ensure the best possible condi-
tions for realization of these r igh t s . The state protects them, 
it guarantees but does not create them, and neither can it 
deprive people of their r igh t s . This leads, in t u r n , to the 
idea of negative freedom, the idea of the state as a night 
watchman, and to principles of f r ee competition. Thus the 
scope of power and activity of the state is res t r ic ted by its 
very nature in two ways: by people's inalienable r ights and 
by the aims imposed on the state when it is established. 
Finally, the third consequence of the liberal vision of society 
is the postulate of introducing political mechanisms that 
would prevent the negative effects of human na ture- -peo-
ple's drive to power over o thers , egoism, inclination to op-
press o thers , and so on. 

The idea of natural r igh t s - -be ing of fundamental impor-
tance in the liberal doctr ine--did not play any major role in 
Marxism. After all, a harmonious society was characterized 
by unity, cooperation, and identi ty of part icular and general 
in te res t s . The problem was not to realize and protect citi-
zens' fundamental r ights but to determine causes of the ob-
served injustice, exploitation, and poverty and to consider 
whether it was possible to res tore " t rue" freedom. Marx and 
Engels considered natural r ights to be an ideological mystifi-
cation, an expression of class aspirations of the bourgeoisie. 
Therefore , they always opposed these r ights against pover ty , 
oppression, and dehumanization of the proletar iat . They also 
failed to perceive that this idea held universal and timeless 
values. Rather , they sought improvement of the existing con-
ditions not through expanding people's r ights and their ac-
tual realization but through overthrowing the capitalist o rde r . 

DIFFERENT MODELS OF POLITICAL 
INSTITUTIONS 

Different concepts of human nature and society resulted 
in different prescr ipt ions, r e fe r r ing among o thers , to the 
way of organizing the economic and political activity. The 
s t ruc tu re of the formalized political insti tutions is a scheme 
of activities determined a priori . These are activities that 
are to occur among elements of the political system or , in 
other words, a set of behaviors anticipated and encrusted by 
law in this system. Assuming here the unity and harmony of 
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social in teres ts (Marxism with reference to the socialist soci-
e ty) o r , conversely, assuming their differences and incom-
patibility (liberalism with reference to any society), we ob-
tain different pictures of human behavior, which will be re -
flected in different formal s t r u c t u r e s . 

The liberal concept assumes that t rends of conflicting 
in teres ts constantly clash in society. "Public will," as H. 
Kelsen (1963) writes, "if it is not to express unilaterally the 
in teres ts of only one group, it may be solely a resul tant , a 
compromise between these conflicts of i n t e r e s t . " Thus one 
resul tant of dif ferent t r ends may appear . There is no place 
for public well-being standing above and beyond group in-
t e r e s t s , the ideal of solidarity of in teres ts shared by all 
group members; when the unity is absent such an ideal 
would be only a political fiction. Recognition of these pr in-
ciples calls for application of specific procedures and , con-
sequent ly , for establishment of a system of insti tutions cor-
responding to them. They must guarantee freedom of ar t icu-
lating their own in teres ts by different social groups , the 
role of the highest arbi ter or sovereign to the society, and 
the durabili ty of this system. The Marxist conviction that , 
a f te r abolition of the private ownership of means of produc-
tion, unity and harmony of social in teres ts will exist in the 
socialist society has fa r - reach ing consequences for the shape 
of political inst i tut ions. The assumption of unity removes 
from the very beginning many problems related to the d iver-
gence of in te res t s . Ignorance of these problems leads logi-
cally to the postulate of eliminating procedures ( insti tutions) 
whose task is to solve them. This resul ts either in elimina-
tion of the entire system of these insti tutions or in their 
major remodeling. This is clearly shown in the states belong-
ing to the Soviet bloc. Their analysis makes it possible to 
discover an assumption made a priori about unity and ha r -
mony of in te res t s . Our analysis will be mainly based on the 
constitution of the Polish People's Republic. 

FREEDOM OF ARTICULATION 

A precondition for formulating the socially accepted pub-
lic will is that all differences of in teres ts should be p r e -
sented at a public forum. This would allow society to assess 
alternative propositions concerning a possible shape of this 
will. Implementation of this postulate leads to the creation of 
political par t ies , mass media, social organization including 
t rade unions and self-management organs , as well as all more 
or less formalized centers through which an influence on the 
public opinion and state organs can be exer ted . Their inde-
pendence ensures freedom of action for cit izens. 
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An isolated individual does not have a real 
raison d 'ê t re from the political point of view as 
he is unable to exert the slightest influence 
on the state will. Such an influence is possible 
only when individuals in order to gain an in-
fluence on the public will organize themselves 
into action groups . These collective formations 
squeeze themselves between the individual and 
the s ta te , and . . . they unite the will of 
individuals aiming in the same direction [Kel-
sen 1936, p . 27]. 

Both these preconditions, which make it possible to elicit 
and present all differences of in teres ts at a public forum, 
find their reflection in the sphere of values in the form of 
inalienable human r igh t s . The most fundamental among them 
are the right to freedom of thought , conscience, and religion, 
the r ight to freedom to hold opinions without in te r fe rence , 
the r ight to freedom of opinion and expression, which in-
cludes the r ight to freedom of receiving and imparting infor-
mation and ideas through any media, and the r ight of f r e e -
dom to peaceful assembly and association. 

The fact that these r ights are derived from the innate 
dignity of human beings has given them a superior and abso-
lute value, making them fully inalienable for every individual. 
This is the s t rong protection of a citizen and safeguarding 
the freedom of articulation in the sphere of values. Such a 
solution, as suggested by L. Dembiński (1979, p. 97), has 
been aimed from the very beginning against any eventual 
threat of undermining them and has imposed an obligation on 
all people not to infr inge upon these r igh t s . This also re -
fer red to the s tate , which is to safeguard and observe them. 

A contrary assumption, suggest ing social harmony, ap-
pears in the constitutions of the Soviet bloc countr ies . Recog-
nition of society as a harmonious, united community defending 
itself and all i ts members obviated a special axiological de-
fense of these r ights against part icular groups of society and 
its organs . L. Dembiński has the following comment to make 
in relation to the constitution of the Polish People's Republic. 

In these provisions [of the const i tut ion], we 
could hardly find recognition of the individual's 
inherent and inalienable r ights as superior 
values guaranteed by the constitution and safe-
guarded by state appara tus . On the contrary 
. . . citizens' r ights have their source in the 
will of the Polish People's Republic, that is to 
say, they have been granted by i t . . . . They 
have their source in the constitution and are 
not superior in relation to i t . . . . I n this r e -
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spect , the introductory article of this chap-
ter [Basic r ights and responsibilities of citi-
zens] is quite character is t ic , when it says , 
"The Polish People's Republic, while consoli-
dating the achievements of the working people, 
s t rengthens and expands citizens' freedoms" 
[Dembiński 1979, pp . 97-98, 100-01]. 

Almost identical phrases can be found in the constitutions 
of North Korea and Czechoslovakia (Kedzia 1978). The con-
sti tutions of many socialist s tates apply a formula that the 
state ensures citizens' r i gh t s . This phrase can be found in 
the constitutions of Poland, Bulgaria, Albania, and Hungary 
(Kedzia 1978). "The sense of the word ' ensu red , ' " as Dem-
biński s tates (1979, p. 98), "is explicit with reference to the 
Polish constitution: this r ight does not exist by itself but i ts 
source is the Polish People's Republic. [These r ights ] are 
based on the legislative act and not on man's nature as they 
would not have existed if the legislative act had not protect-
ed them." This thesis is supported by even more explicit 
formulation in Cuban and Yugoslavian consti tutions. In the 
Cuban constitution, Article 52 states that these r ights are 
granted to citizens; the Yugoslavian constitution asser t s that 
they are determined by the constitution (Kedzia 1978). How-
ever , the wording of other constitutions (for example, Czech-
oslovakia, Mongolia, and the Soviet Union) does not mean 
explicitly that the state grants these r igh ts . Consequently, 
we have a wide range of formulations, which are sometimes 
completely d i f fe rent . Taking into account basically similar 
sociopolitical solutions, these different formulations tes t i fy to 
the fact that their authors did not attach any grea ter signi-
ficance to these phrases . 

SOCIETY AS THE HIGHEST ARBITER 

Society verifies propositions presented to it and chooses 
those that win its approval . However, since society does not 
represent a unity, the idea of social verification must be 
based on a compromise solution contained in the principle of 
majority vote. A practical realization is the institution of f ree 
election of the parliament. Through this election, represen ta -
tives of particular political t rends are chosen proportionately 
to the social support obtained by them, and the parliament 
shapes the public will according to the majority principle. The 
majority principle is not fully exhausted in ascertaining that 
the public will should be understood as a victory of the will 
of a numerical majority. Equally important is the fact that the 
moment this victory is won the members of a social aggrega-
tion form two groupings , and the tendency to win the major-
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i ty resul ts in the antagonism of the two basic groups , which 
fight for power. In this process countless factors di f ferent i -
ating the society are neutralized. The compromise implies 
pushing aside factors dividing individuals, in favor of that 
which unites them. In this way the social integration within 
the framework of two antagonistic camps (majority and minor-
i ty) becomes possible, while the main conflict arising between 
them is channeled by means of adequate procedures that give 
a chance to a minority. This diminishes the danger of the 
conflict of an explosion and disintegration of the social o rder . 

The problem of elections and parliament looks completely 
different if these insti tutions are functioning in a system de-
rived from the Marxist t radi t ion. Let us look at this problem 
in the example of Poland. The institution of elections and the 
multiparty system connected with it is related to the ins t i tu-
tion of the Patriotic Movement of National Revival. This organ 
serves as an institutional reflection of the assumed unity of 
in te res t s . Its establishment at the Sixth Plenary Session of the 
Polish United Workers' Party in 1951 was accompanied by a 
slogan providing justification for i t : the moral-political unity 
of the Polish nation. 

This idea was to promote the awakening of the 
socialist national awareness being a determinant 
of the socialist patriotism. It was recognized 
that only the socialist patriotism was of the most 
nation-wide character express ing most fully the 
harmony of in teres ts of the individual and the 
society, the individual and the nation and unity 
of in teres ts of working masses consti tuting a 
nation [Redelbach 1978]. 

In practice, the Front of National Unity has functioned 
as an annex to the Communist Party set up to ar range elec-
t ions. Within i ts framework the single election program com-
mon for all political part ies was elaborated, as well as the 
single common lists of candidates for members of the parlia-
ment for part icular consti tuencies. 

The multiparty system cannot be based on the principle 
of r ivalry , since according to assumptions the society is not 
torn into groups possessing antagonistic in teres ts and politi-
cal goals. The remaining part ies are functioning in alliance 
with the Polish United Workers' Party (PUWP), abandoning 
beforehand the s t ruggle for power with i t . Thus they are 
not differentiated platforms of uniting individual citizens on 
the basis of political goals, and they perform their function 
of allied parties accepting the hegemony of the PUWP. As a 
resul t , they do not put forward separate programs or sepa-
rate electoral l is ts . The elections cease to be an institution 
channeling conflict and instead become a manifestation of the 
unity of the entire society integrated around common goals. 
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The initial assumption of a community of in teres ts also 
exer ts i ts unique impression on the position held by the pa r -
liament in the constitution of the Polish People's Republic. 
It s tands on the top of an absolutely homogeneous pyramid 
of political power. It wields full and exclusive legislative 
r ights and also performs exclusive control over the govern-
ment by its ability to appoint and recall. "Finally, the Coun-
cil of Sta te ," as Dembiński writes (1979, p. 103), "which is 
elected by the parliament [Polish Seym] and which is subor-
dinated to it in all its activities, maintains absolute control 
over the jurisdiction appointing and recalling judges, the 
Supreme Court , and the at torney genera l ." 

In the entire s t ruc tu re of the s ta te , there is not even 
one organ of power that would be independent of the parlia-
ment. In the period between its sessions, the supreme power 
is wielded by the Council of State, which passes legal deci-
sions and submits them for approval to the parliament at its 
next session. The assumption about absence of conflicts in 
the society and the ensuing harmonious operation of the state 
insti tutions must have been the reason that the constitution 
does not determine the procedure of adopting decisions of 
the Council of State and, all the more so, the consequences 
of not adopting them. 

In the constitutions of the other European socialist coun-
t r ies , the problem of adopting decisions of this kind by the 
parliament is either not stipulated at all (Bulgaria, East Ger-
many, the Soviet Union) or equally vague formulas are used 
(Albania, Rumania, Hungary) . Only the Czechoslovak consti-
tution stipulates that unless such a decree is adopted by the 
parliament it loses i ts validity (Burda 1967). 

The parliament, and thus a relatively narrow group of 
people, is equipped with full legislative powers and full con-
trol over executive authorit ies and jurisdiction, as well as 
with a r ight of f reely changing the consti tution. This sheds 
some light on an assumption regarding the character of Pol-
ish society, which is implicitly involved in such a solution. 
An unlimited confidence for activities of this organ is exhib-
ited in this count ry . If the society were not united by its 
common will but divided according to part icular in te res t s , 
such a degree of confidence would be out of the question. 
Everybody would be then interested in something quite dif-
f e ren t , namely, in such restriction of the parliament's p r e -
rogatives that none of the remaining groups , even in the 
most favorable arrangement , could utilize its prerogatives to 
secure permanent domination. There is a close interrelat ion-
ship between three elements: absolute power of the parlia-
ment, unlimited confidence of the whole society looking calmly 
and confidently at i ts activity, and freedom from internal 
conflicts caused by differences of in te res t . 
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GUARANTEES OF PERMANENCE 

The permanence of the insti tutions themselves is taken 
for g ran ted . This r e fe r s to those institutional guarantees 
and constraints that will protect the already mentioned solu-
tions against the eventual attempt on them by the present 
majority remaining in power. In pract ice, these constraints 
are r ights to which the minority is enti t led. Partly connected 
with it is the division of power. The minority r ights equip 
it with considerable powers in case of attempts at passing 
regulations that aim at changes in procedures of formulating 
the public will (the so-called constitutional acts) or that 
enter into the sphere of in teres ts recognized as fundamental 
for the entire aggregation of the individual. Many practical 
solutions can be adopted here . One of them is a concept of 
forbidding the easy passing of resolutions by an ordinary 
majority vote. 

This solution, aimed at protecting parliamentary proce-
dures based on the majority principle and election procedures 
based on the majority principle and election procedures giv-
ing chances to the present minority, is usually applied when 
attempts are made to in te r fere in r ights recognized as inali-
enable to the individual. 

The next protection of the minority and all members of 
the society is the legalism principle; it is aimed at the de-
fense of the parliamentary system and, especially, the minor-
ity and all members of the society against alienation of the 
executive. An institution safeguarding lawfulness conceived 
in such a way is the administrative jurisdiction. 

Alongside i t , there exists the constitutional jurisdiction 
also based on the idea of legalism, although not oriented at 
control of the executive but at control of legislative acts 
themselves from the point of their compatibility with the con-
st i tut ion. Its importance, according to Kelsen, is very big as 

respect for the constitution in the legislative 
practice lies primarily in the minority in te res t , 
which is protected by regulations concerning 
quorum, qualified majority, etc . Thus, the 
minority must be given an opportunity of ap -
pealing either directly or indirectly to the con-
stitutional jurisdiction, if its existence and polit-
cal activity—so significant for the very essence 
of democracy—are to be protected and if it is 
not to be exposed to the lawlessness of the 
majority [Kelsen 1936, p. 98]. 

The idea of control over legality of dispositions and de-
crees of the executive and control over compliance of decrees 
with the constitution places the jurisdiction in the position of 
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an a rb i t e r . Protection of the r ights of citizens and the pa r -
liamentary minority and, t hus , of the entire demoliberal sys -
tem bears f ru i t here , as we can see, in the next important 
institutional solution--independent jurisdiction, in which inde-
pendent or irremovable judges are subordinated exclusively 
to legislative acts and the consti tution. 

The last solution safeguarding procedures of formulating 
the public will is the separation of legislative and executive 
funct ions divided between two separate organs , for example, 
the parliament and the government. Although genesis of this 
solution points ra ther at antidemocratic motives of i ts initia-
to rs , in the contemporary practice this division contr ibutes 
to consolidation of the demoliberal system, 

f i r s t of all, as division of power, which p re -
vents its concentration and abuses in its 
exercising. Next, because it aims at depriving 
the government of its direct impact on the 
significant stage of shaping the state will by 
all citizens allowing them to influence it directly, 
with the government function being rest r ic ted 
to execution of legislative acts [Kelsen 1936, p. 
107]. 

The government may undoubtedly exert a 
considerable influence on legislation--such a 
form is assumed in the state by the leading 
role of its leadership. But it is already charac-
terist ic that it must put into motion another 
organ to ensure possibility of i ts activity. On 
the other hand, the mechanism of the parlia-
mentary appara tus- -charac ter ized by opposition 
of the majority and the minority--consti tutes 
an effective bar r ie r even for the government 
based on the majority. Here lies not an insigni-
ficant difference in comparison with such poli-
tical system in which a monarch or a dictator 
issues laws by himself, and they are executed 
either by him or by the administrative appar -
atus subordinated to him [p. 103]. 

The insti tutions guaranteeing permanence of solutions to 
ensure freedom of articulation for the society and the posi-
tion of a sovereign, constructed from fear of an eventual 
attempt on them, become unnecessary when unity of in teres ts 
is assumed. After all, in a society characterized by unity, 
nobody need be afraid of intentions of other citizens being 
unfavorable for them. In accordance with this reasoning, 
taking its roots in the Marxist concept of the harmonious na-
tu re of society, we can observe a decay of the institution of 
guarantees in the constitutions of the socialist s ta tes . 
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In the constitution of the Polish People's Republic, the 
f i r s t step in this direction was made when the individual's 
civic and personal r ights were t reated as r ights granted by 
an act of law and not as r ights to which people were entitled 
by their very na ture . Such a solution completely reverses 
the direction of dependencies. These are not human r igh t s , 
which would restr ic t freedom of the s ta te . Rather , it is the 
state will, which is their source. The freedom of articulation 
and public activity is , t h u s , not guaranteed in the Polish 
constitution or in the constitutions of other socialist s ta tes . 
In this context additional restr ict ions imposed on those r ights 
in these constitutions assume a peculiar charac te r . These are 
no longer a protection against those who would like to unde r -
mine human r igh ts , but these are restr ict ions limiting these 
r ights in order to protect the value superior to them, that is , 
the state will. 

Also the procedural r ights lose their justification and, in 
fac t , disappear from the constitutional provisions. However, 
only one remnant of these r ights can be found, namely, a 
requirement of an increased quorum in the parliament and of 
the qualified majority as a condition of changing the const i tu-
tion i tself . But this requirement neither has any practical 
significance nor is reflected in the consti tution. It is but a 
remnant o r , if you p re f e r , a democratic facade since the 
parliament is not divided into majority and minority. In this 
situation, preservation of a procedure , the essence of which 
lies in the idea of obtaining approval of the minority concern-
ing problems of vital importance, does not seem to be neces-
sary any longer. It can only be explained as a desire to 
provide a ceremonial decoration to underscore the importance 
of the act by changing the consti tution. Anyway, it implies 
a fundamental change in the function of this procedure , that 
is , from protecting basic principles to a decorative one. Al-
most identical and equally rudimentary provisions concerning 
conditions of changing the constitution can be found in all 
the remaining European socialist countries (Burda 1967). 

In the Polish constitution, in accordance with the as -
sumption about unity and harmony of in te res t s , there is no 
other guarantee of the minority's and the individual 's r ights 
—the constitutional jurisdiction. It cannot be found in any 
other constitution among those analyzed here ei ther , with the 
exception of Yugoslavia. In Czechoslovakia, East Germany, 
and Rumania, compliance of legislative acts with the const i tu-
tion is examined by parliaments themselves (Burda 1967; Kon-
stytucja Rumunii 1978). With absence of division into the 
ruling majority and the opposition minority, this solution be-
comes i l lusory. The parliament, consti tuting an aggregation 
without any divergences, due to appropriate election proce-
dures , is to determine by itself whether i ts acts comply with 
the constitution it approved. Such a body of persons can 
hardly be t reated as an impartial a rb i t e r . 
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The principle of independence of jurisdiction has disap-
peared from constitutional provisions. Its basic guarantee is 
considered to be a common principle of the irremovability of 
judges and their subordination exclusively to legislative acts 
and the consti tution. Although the Polish constitution has a 
general declaration about independence of judges and their 
exclusive subordination to legislative ac ts , it is not accom-
panied by any provisions guaranteeing i t . In fac t , the con-
stitutional provisions imply something quite the opposite, 
namely, that the jurisdiction is subject to full control by the 
parliament, with the Council of State performing direct supe r -
vision over i t . Anyway, the forms of this control has under -
gone some evolution. According to the constitution of 1952, 
judges were elected but only for a specific judicature (power 
of dispensing justice by legal t r i a l ) . Their subordination was 
considerably increased by the 1976 revised constitution, when 
the election principle was replaced by a stipulation that they 
were appointed and recalled by the Council of State. More-
over , their term of office is not specified, and the key posi-
tions in the jurisdiction are controlled by the Council of State. 
It appoints the Supreme Court , and by fixing its terms at 
five years it has reserved its unrestrained right to remove 
from this organ some judges and replace them by o thers . 
The 1976 revisions f u r t h e r consolidated the control exercised 
by the Council of State over the Supreme Court; it in t ro-
duced a principle of recalling chairmen by the Council of 
State and a principle of determining by the Council who from 
among the composition of the Supreme Court is to hold the 
office of the f i r s t chairman and the remaining chairmen. 

The position of a judge is similar in the constitutions of 
the other European socialist countr ies . With the exception of 
East Germany, Yugoslavia, and part ly Rumania, they perform 
their funct ions only through a certain judicature. Almost as 
a rule they are elected by representat ive organs of the local 
power (in the Soviet Union, through common and secret bal-
lot and some of them in open ballot) and by the parliament 
in the case of the Supreme Court judges . In East German, 
Yugoslavian, and Rumanian consti tutions, there are no pro-
visions about their judicature, but simultaneously there are 
no more explicit indications and more precisely determined 
guarantees of their irremovability and sovereignty (Burda 
1967; Konstytueja Rumunii 1978). 

ROLE OF THE PARTY 

Acceptance of the Marxist thesis about re tu rn of society 
to the state of natural unity and harmony of in teres ts a f te r 
abolition of the private ownership of means of production im-
plies that the socially accepted public will is t reated officially 
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as a natural state of a socialist society. This will simply 
exists and does not appear as a result of s t renuous compro-
mise e f fo r t s . The preservation of external characterist ics of 
demoliberal insti tutions (par t ies , election, parliament, and 
so on) is accompanied by simultaneous elimination of proce-
dures aiming at the elaboration of the accepted public will 
on the way of compromise. The divergence of in teres ts does 
not have a chance to be manifested. The principles of com-
promise and polarization, the majority and the minority, lose 
their raison d ' ê t re . This directly affects the manner of ap-
pointing the parliament, i ts funct ions and mode of work, as 
well as the functioning of the multiparty system (providing 
it su rv ived) . 

Thus, in the states deriving from the Marxist t radi t ions, 
the demoliberal insti tutions preserved there have been de-
prived of a possibility of working out the public will, which 
was their original t a sk . Instead, their task is to announce 
the ready public will be introduced to them from the outside. 
There is a major role of the external element in relation to 
the described inst i tut ions, which has been established to an-
nounce the public will. This element is the Communist Party 
performing the functions of a medium through which the com-
mon will reveals i tself . 

Placing outside the state s t ruc tu re an institution an-
nouncing the public will is the most important fac tor , which 
predetermines the whole political system in the socialist s ta te . 
The mapping out of goals and directions of activity is not a 
prerogative of the state insti tutions but of the Communist 
Par ty . This is a s t ruc tura l cause determining the direction 
of subordination and equipping the par ty with a superior 
position in relation to the res t of the system. Its remaining 
elements serve the realization of the public will announced by 
the pa r ty . They are executors of this will. 

A s t ruc tura l reflection of the superior position held by 
the par ty (the so-called leading role of the par ty ) can be 
seen by the three a t t r ibutes it has been equipped with. 

The f i rs t may be called the superior authori ty of the pa r -
ty . It is expressed in possessing r ights by the par ty in the 
sphere of: determining general goals and detailed tasks for 
the system as a whole and for part icular inst i tut ions; con-
trolling execution of programs outlined by the par ty and 
directives issued by it ; selecting and allocating managerial 
cadres , which is necessary for the par ty to exert its inf lu-
ence on the state insti tutions and social organizations "from 
inside. " 

The second at t r ibute of the leading role of the par ty 
consists in its presence everywhere . This means that its 
units are installed in all formal insti tutions of the system 
and enjoy certain elements of a superior position, relative 
to the level at which a given institution operates . In the 
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opinion of Soviet authors (Kaizerov, Lebediev, and Malcev 
1976), this makes it possible to join the entire social organ-
ism with the central par ty organs and allows the par ty to 
exert i ts influence on all areas of the social life and coordi-
nate the work of all state organs and social organizations. It 
also makes it possible to mobilize the masses to implement 
set tasks and steer the social initiative and guarantees the 
undertaking of uniform political decisions. Owing to i ts p res -
ence everywhere, the par ty safeguards unity of political 
goals; it guarantees absence of divergences in this f ield. 

The last a t t r ibute of the leading role of the par ty is 
tha t , in declaring the public will and next transforming it 
into practical decisions, the par ty is not res t r ic ted by law 
since it is an institution superior to i t . Law does not outline 
the methods of activity allowed for the pa r ty , and neither 
does it determine limits of i ts competences (Rybicki 1975). 
Moreover, law is subordinated to the par ty that can freely 
shape its norms and performs supervision over the jurisdic-
tion appara tus . The essence of this supervision is described 
by Soviet authors a f te r Kalinin, who said that a judge who 
is unable to f ight strongly enough to have the par ty ' s de-
cisions carried out is just useless (Kaizerov, Lebediev, and 
Malcev 1976). 

Contrary to the Marxist thesis about re tu rn to the state 
of natural unity and harmony of in teres ts a f te r abolition of 
the private ownership of means of production, real societies 
in the socialist countries--similar to all o thers - -have a d i f fe r -
entiation and divergence of in te res t s . However, the s t ruc tu re 
of political insti tutions in socialist s tates has been cons t ruc t -
ed as if for another society, the one envisaged in the doc-
t r ine , full of harmony and f ree from conflicts. 

This situation has fa r - reaching consequences. The formal 
s t ruc tu re does not allow the divergence of in teres ts and con-
fl icts; it also does not condone expression of disapproval for 
the par ty evaluations, diagnoses, in terpre ta t ions , programs, 
and decisions. There is no determined procedure for reaching 
a compromise solution of a conflict revealed in this way. Ac-
cordingly, disclosing on a public forum such behaviors on a 
mass scale consti tutes a tremendous threat to the described 
political s t ruc tu re as it undermines i ts raison d 'ê t re in its 
traditional shape. 

Disclosure of divergences and conflicts would be synony-
mous, among o thers , with disclosure of objection to the par -
ty ' s will. Still, since it has guaranteed exclusive r ights of 
express ing i t , this would be tantamount with objection to its 
monopolistic position in this sphere . Since the concept of the 
leading role of the par ty also includes solutions guaranteeing 
that the par ty ' s will will be implemented practically, disclos-
ure of conflicts would simultaneously mean disclosure of ob-
jection to these solutions as well. It can thus be seen that 
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disclosure of the divergence of in teres ts existing in reality 
involves inevitably a s t ruc tura l conflict. As its axis is nega-
tion of the par ty ' s position in the name of democratic solu-
tions that are adequate to the state of absence of unity, 
such a conflict carr ies a threat to the principal assumptions 
of the sociopolitical system, as it s t r ikes a blow to the f u n -
damental s t ruc tu ra l solutions. It carries a danger of a violent 
destabilization process and, next , of disintegration of the 
existing s t r u c t u r e s . 

Such a threat is , moreover, present everywhere and 
anytime as the real lack of unity is common and last ing. Con-
sequently, if the s t ruc tu re in i ts form described here is to 
survive , a constant f ight with dangers threatening from all 
sides is necessary . It is impossible to liquidate divergences 
and conflicts. Thus everything should be done to preclude 
their violent outbreaks on a wider scale anywhere. This is 
especially t rue with regard to formalized political procedures 
(parliamentary procedures , elections, forum of local authori -
t ies , e t c . ) and on the forum of other inst i tut ions (univers i -
t ies , t rade unions, mass media, e t c . ) , where they could 
spark off destruct ion. Conflicts are forced to disappear from 
the system's surface (although pushed underground, they do not 
disappear but are felt in decreased effect iveness of the sys -
tem and periodical revolts as in the case of Poland). Due to 
its direct significance for existence of the socialist system, 
the task of conflict suppression must be considered one of the 
basic problems faced by the Communist Party daily. It a t -
tempts to solve this quandary one way or another , wishing 
to avoid destruction of the system, which it has constructed 
and from which it benefi ts the most. The par ty executes this 
task by blocking f ree articulation of in te res t s , which by its 
very nature would have to disclose divergences and conflicts. 
This blockage is facilitated by law enacted by the Communist 
Par ty , mechanisms of atomizing the society, and lack of f r e e -
dom (Drygalski and Kwasniewski 1983). 

REFERENCES 

Burda, Andrzej, ed . Konstytucje Europejskich Państw Soc-
jalistycznych [Constitutions of European Socialist S ta tes] . 
Wroclaw: Ossolineum, 1967. 

Dembiński, Ludwik. "Prawo i Władza" [Law and Power]. 
Aneks 20 (1979), 85-117. 

Drygalski, Je rzy , and Jacek Kwaśniewski. "System Polity-
czny Socjalizmu: Geneza, S t ruk tu ra , Funkcjonowanie" 
[Political System of Socialism: Genesis, S t ruc ture , Func-
t ioning] . Ph.D. dissertat ion, University of Lodz, 1983. 



MARXISM & LIBERALISM / 281 

Kaizerov, N.M., M.P. Lebediev, and G.W. Malcev. Partia 
Komunistyczna w Systemie Politycznym Społeczeństwa 
Socjalistycznego [Communist Party in Political System of 
Socialist Society]. Warszawa: Polskie Wydawnictwo Nau-
kowe, 1976. 

Kelsen, Hans. O Istocie i Wartości Demokracji [On Essence 
and Value of Democracy]. Warszawa: Księgarnia Pow-
szechna, 1936. 

Kolakowski, Leszek. Główne Nurty Marksizmu [Main Trends 
in Marxism], vol. 1. Paris: Wydawnictwo Literackie, 
1976. 

Kędzia, Zdzisław, ed. Prawa i Obowiązki Obywateli: Wybór 
Źródeł [Rights and Duties of Citizens: Selection of 
Sources] . Wroclaw: Ossolineum, 1978. 

Konstytucja Socjalistycznej Republiki Rumunii [Constitution 
of the Socialist Republic of Rumania]. Wroclaw: Ossoline-
um, 1978. 

Osiatyński, Wiktor. Ewolucja Amerykańskiej Myśli Społecznej 
i Politycznej [Evolution of American Social and Political 
Thought]. Warszawa: Polskie Wydawnictwo Naukowe, 1983. 

Redelbach, Andrzej. Front Jedności Narodu: Model i Funk-
cjonowanie Frontu Narodowego w PRL [Front of National 
Unity: Model and Functioning of the National Front in 
the Polish People's Republic] . Warszawa: Polskie Wydaw-
nictwo Naukowe, 1978. 

Rybicki, Zygmunt. "Rola Partii w Państwie Socjalistycznym" 
[Role of the Party in the Socialist S ta te] . Prawo i Życie 
41:6 (1975). 

Sobolewska, Barbara and Marek Sobolewski. Myśl Polityczna 
XIX i XX Wieku Liberalizm [Political Thought in 19th and 
20th Century Liberalism]. Warszawa: Polskie Wydawnictwo 
Naukowe, 1978. 


