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I tissupposedtobeagoal of communismto achieveaclasd esssociety. The
workingclassbecomesthe universal class: both becauseit hastaken power
in order to abolish private ownership o land and industry, which isthe
basisof classdomination, and because now everyonewill be aworker of
onekind or another. Society may needto curtail somefreedomsto achieve
it, but the commitment to equality is unequivocal.

If socialist societiesare in transitiontoward communism, we expect to
find adeliberate processaf gradual abolition of classdifference; certainly
we expect there to be less antagonism than in acapitalist society. But my
experienced the GDR over the past 30 yearswasthat despiterhetoricand
impressive programmes designed to bring the classes together, socid
distinctionswerequiterigid, morerigid than | wasused toin the capitalist
USA.

A few weeksafter thewall 'came down', Christa Wolf, East Germany's
best noveligt, published a radical statement which might seem to confirm
my perception, but raised many more questions. 'l see the policy o
separatingthe"intelligentsia”’ and the " people" which wasfollowed more
or lessconsistently for decadesstill hasitseffect — perhapsnot with many,
but the effect isthere. . . . I'd liketo warn against a continuationd the
unholy tradition in German history that so often drove producers o
material vs. spiritual goods to different Sdes. this has never served
revolutionary renewal well."

Presumably she meant the Socialist Unity (i.e. Communist) Party
(SED), or the government — they were essentially the same thing - asthe
perpetrators d thisdeliberate policy of separationd the workersand the
intellectual s.But how couldthat be?Hadn't the Party dwaysspokena the
'Intelligenz’ asthedlliesdf theworkers?Hadn't therebeenwell advertised
programmesto bring them together, to upgradethe cultural and intellec-
tual skills of the workers, 'break the bourgeoisie's monopoly on educa
tion', and acquaint writers with the world of manual labour? What about
the clasd esssociety?



PATTY LEE PARMALEE 291

Ehrhart Neubert, acritical sociologist, wroteafew monthslater that if
fundamental equality was not after al both the goal and the means, the
sociaist regimewould loseits judtification. 'The great vaued thesocialist
state, itsassertiond ahistoricmission, itssecurity and defence needswere
dl groundedin the claim uniquely and for thefirst timeto have madethe
principledf equality realizable.”

Intrigued and alittledisturbed by these accusations, | decidedtogoto
the source, to try to find out whether the Party indeed had abandoned
equality, specifically whether it had a conscious policy to separate rather
than unite workers and intellectuals. After sifting through thousands of
pagesin the Socialist Unity Party's Central Archivesin East Berlin during
Spring 1993, my preliminary answer is still only a'definite maybe. But
exploring the question involves opening the doorsto many rooms, and a
look inside them gives a composite inside picture d how this Party
thought, how it ruled, and how it attempted totransformitspopul aceinto
thekind d 'new man' it believed socialism should produce. In asense, the
Party's strategy really wasto dissolvethe peopleand el ect another one- as
Brecht sardonically recommended after the workers uprisingin 1%53."

What follows, then, isaprogressreport on my findingsabout themind of
the Party from its archives, as wdl as from conversations and other
materials, with some tentative conclusions offered not as definitive an-
swers but for discussion.

Why should wewant to do this?Thedisaster that capitalismisperpetrat-
ing on the non-owningclassesin thefirst, second, and thud worldsalikeis
acceleratingat such arate, that thesearchfor alternativesto barbarismwill
be on the agenda almost before socialistsget around to placing it there
again. If wedon't usethesufferingd both thevictimsand the perpetrators
o recently-existingsocidismtoget it right, or at least moreright, next time
around, weconsigntheir livesto meaninglessness, and thecominggenera-
tions livesto hopel essness. Whether we likeit or not, understanding the
past d socialismin preparationfor itsfutureisthetask laidonthoseon the
left fortunate or unfortunateenoughtolivethroughthisperiod; if wedon't
learn from the past we doom othersto repeat it.

The story o 'the other Germany's attempt at socialism contains some
good ideas and some sad perversonsd the same. It viewed itself asthe
embodiment of theideasdf itsown native son Karl Marx rather than the
importer of a foreign doctrine; it contains some constraining historical
circumstances,somemissed chances, some heroi cattemptsto build social-
ism, and some personal failures. From dl this we can learn, not least
because its archives are more (teutonically) thorough and the accessto
them, thankslargely to the citizens .movement, more completethan the
others.

L earning by reading Party or government archivesisd courseatricky
business. Sufficeittosay herethat everythingin themisboth revealingand



292 THE SOCIALIST REGISTER 1994

mideading; there are no complete narratives, only pieces; the contexts
must be either imagined or researched. Thusit will makea big difference
whoisdoingthereading. My reading, thoughit may appear to bedisgusted
with the manipulations of the functionaries, is also informed by a basic
sympathy for the project they were attempting.

What were they attemptingin classrelations?1n order to know what we
are talking about when we examinethe relation a workersand intellec-
tuals to each other, first we need to examinetheir respective definitions
separately. That isnot, however, smply a matter of lookingthem upina
Marxist-Leninistdictionary.Contrary totheimagethat therewasonly one
lineabout everythinginthe GDR, therewas (andis) actually quite alot of
debate about the structure o classes or 'strata’ there. What did East
Germans mean when they said ‘worker' or ‘intellectual'? And what was
the respectivereation of each to the Party?

Workers

Despite their long history of classdivision and class consciousness, both
Western and Eastern Europe seem to be headed today more toward the
Americanmodel of atomizationdf classcommunitiesintoindividuals. But
according to one view o East German society, akind of atomizationor
levelling had already taken place, the Party having replaced traditional
horizontal working-classrelationswith vertical relations by individualsto
itself, theParty, rather thantoeachother. Leisuretimeaswel aswork time
were centred around mass organizations that were dl organized by the
Party, independent interest groupswereto say theleast discouraged (thus
theimportanced theProtestant Church asan autonomouscentredf social
life), and old working-classcommunitieswere broken up asthework force
was shifted around to various massive construction and productionfacil-
ities" Theproletariat'sconsciousnessdf itself asaclasswas both promoted
and fractured.

How do you definecl assesin asoci ety wherethemeansd productionare
socialy owned? One might have thought it would be enough smply to
definepeople by what they actualy do— clearly ateacher'swork activityis
different from a miner's is different from a petty bureaucrat's - but the
infinitedivisonsgot rather tricky.

One frequently comes across the formula ‘workers and al working
people [‘Arbeiter und ale Werktatige], which suggests that in the nar-
rowest sensetheword 'Arbeiter' meantindustrial worker, the traditional
muscular, male, heavy-industry worker in the mine, the steel mill, the
refinery, or construction. This narrow focus had its source both in the
Marxist focuson productionworkers—thosewho transformraw materials
from natureinto commoditiesand createsurplusvalue—andinthebirth of
the GDR in aruined landscape requiring prodigiousfeatsdf construction
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and heavy industry. Thesewere the workerscelebratedin socidist reaist
novelsand art, whose contributionto society is meant to be ever greater
effort and efficiencyin creatingthewealththat will then providethemwith
the goods to make them happy. The other working people (‘andere
Werktatige'), thosein servicesand higher up the ladder of qudlification,
such asprofessionas,existedin akind o definitional limbo, asdid thefew
self-employed or shopkeepersand privatefarmers. (Farmerswere gener-
dly lumped together with workers if they were collectivized; private
farmers, like petty bourgeois, just don't appear in the rhetoric.)

On the other hand, sometimes'die Arbeiter' just seemsto mean 'das
Volk'. Inthismeaningit becomesinsidiouswhenintellectual sand workers
are treated as a dichotomy: it suggests there is a kind of opposition by
intellectuas to the people in general, or vice versa. Furthermore, in
reading Party documents one often gets the sense that 'workers really
meansthe Party, asin variousattemptsat self-fulfillingpropositionsabout
what theworkersthink, feel and want. The Party speaksin the named the
workers, for the workers, and instead o the workers.'

The Party had to speak for the workers not only because the working
classwasdlegedly the ruling class (but awholeclasscan't govern, only its
delegates, whether self-appointed or elected); there is also the problem
that it had been only afew yearssincemany o theseworkerswere Nazis.
Therhetoricadwaysannouncedthat antifascist resistancecould comeonly
from the working class and its revolutionary Party; and working-class
consciousness had to be aspostrophized as by definition correct (anti-
facist, for instance) consciousness, but in fact the leadershipdf the SED
had the thanklesstask of buildinga socialist society with partially fascist
raw material. Thisisnot to betaken asan excuse, butit must berecognized
as agenuine dilemma. Heiner Miiller says Ulbricht's genius was that he
never expected to be liked by the people he publicly had to praise.
Privately he thought of them as till requiring re-education; and that was
the basic attitude of the Party to the people throughout GDR history.

The workers real role was not to rule or to think but to work, to
produce. Stalin's economic theory adopted in the GDR (according to
Sigrid Meuschel) was very simple: 1) The way to keep the populace
content isto providethem with an increasingnumber o goods. 2) Butitis
they themselves who produce these goods. 3) Therefore if they want
contentment they must be persuaded to produce ever mare.* Thisis o
course exactly the strategy that various left movements have accused
capitalismof: convincingworkersal their needsarematerial, and provid-
ing the goods (and incidentally of course profits) by exploiting alienated
labour. Work is performedonly for thewages, notfor any intrinsicsensed
cregtivity or belief that one is making a contribution; the wages are then
usedtofill leisuretime, privatelife (in East Germany, caled 'niches) with
thesatisfactionthat isabsent duringthework day. Robert Havemann, the
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great socialist criticin East Germany, pointed out that thisiscapitalism's
game, andif theonly value'redlly existing' socialist societyintendsto offer
itsworkersisgoods, then of course capitalismwould win hands down.'

Thisis, however, selling the work arrangementsin the GDR a little
short. Although the content of the work may have been dreary, dirty, or
dangerous, and although the ideology claiming to have its sourcein the
working class while actually hardly consulting them was hypocritical,
neverthel essthere were many innovative methodsd workplaceorganiza-
tion that did make work more humane than it usualy isin the hyper-
disciplinedwork ethicsof West Germany, Japan, or the USA. Absent the
disciplining effect o fear o losing your job, you werefreeto work at a
leisurely pace, with breaks, long vacations, sck leave, parental leave.
(Whether thisisagood thing or abad thingisacomplexdebate.) Workers
in large plants were organized into brigades, somewhere around ten
people each, and the bonding within the brigades was very strong,
sometimes lifelong. Your socid life and an extensive cultural life were
organized around the plant; your childrenwerein day carethere, youcould
shop and eat there and get theatre tickets or join asportsclub. Itisaso
important to redlize that the very challenge of building up the country
created astrongwork ethicamong the 'Aufbaugeneration’ (both East and
West), which included a certain proletarian pride in redity, not justin
official statements.® Over the years though that motivation faded. It is
dwaysmorestimulatingtowork hardfor acausethan tofindwaysto avoid
work.

Theworking-class consciousnessof Marxismrestson the analysisthat it
istheworkerswho necessarilyrepresent theforcewhich opposes—and will
eventually overthrow - capital. Even those Marxistswho bdlieve a van-
guard party must rule deriveits legitimacy from its working-class stand-
point. What, however, happens when there is no more capital, no more
bourgeoise?Doesit even makesenseany moreto speak of aworking-class
standpoint, when everyoneworks, and theperceived bossor evenenemy is
now the government, the vanguard Party, itself?

In fact, in order to maintain the logic o the class position, the bour-
geoisie, without whom the languagedf classconflict makes no sense, was
now perceived as outside the borders. The class enemy was the Bun-
desrepublik, with its various ideologies that could undermine a secure
communist position, such associa democracy. Anyone who published in
the West — especialy criticism— or wasinterested in thoseideol ogies, was
‘delivering arguments to the class enemy’. (One seesin Archive docu-
ments again and again how the Party destroyed itsaf partly through its
obsession with West Germany.)

Belief that the'socidist person’ isafundamentallydifferent personality
type, without whom socialist democracy is premature, implies the neces-
sity of somehow producingthistype. A genuineproblem. The Party had a
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mistrust of unsupervised, spontaneous, self-organized activity, and one
purposedt thissystem df organizinglifeand leisurearoundtheworkplace—-
organizing free time as well as work time — was to keep everyone in
constant relationship to organs of control and education. Many o the
programmeswere valuablein their conception, and workersdid particip-
ate enthusiagtically; but the Party could never leave the programmes
alone, everything had to be used to a 'constructive' purpose to try to
develoployalty and consciousness— and, not soincidentally, productivity.
A structuredesignedto stimul atecreativityand thefull devel opment of the
personality turned intoitsopposite. In everythingwelook at in the GDR,
we haveto encourageourselvesto have this doublevision: see how good
ideas could be perverted — but also, by examining exactly where the
perversionslay, see that in fact there were some good ideas. The GDR’s
failureis not necessarily socialism's failure. But it illustratesto us some
temptationswell-meaning socialism must avoid.

Most of these programmes were designed for workers, especialy
workersin that traditional sense. In thisrespect they were indeed privil-
eged. Skilled workerswere paid well, and all workerswereencouragedto
advance themselvesthrough further education. There were specia high
schools (called Workers and Farmers' Faculties) where workers such as
older people returning from prisoner-of-war camps could meet the re-
quirementsfor university admission; and the regime was serious about
making educationavailableto their children aswell, breaking the German
tradition of a Bildungsbourgeoisie, an hereditary educated class from
which civil servants and government are drawn. The privileging of the
working class df course caused disgruntlement among educated people
whose children certainly did not want to go 'down' in the world - but
determined young peoplefrom any background could usually manage to
get into advanced study by onemethod or another (choosing alesspopular
field, or going to work and then being delegated to study from the
workplace, or connectionsand personal petitions).

The policy was loosened anyway partly because after the early recon-
struction period scientific and technical skills were recognized as an
important productive force, and partly because after a generation o
workershasgoneto universityit is hard to say whether their children are
the children o workers. But what remained until the end was the ubi-
quitousdemand for announcement of your classorigin. Many yearsafter
joining the Party, perhaps even becoming powerful functionaries, mem-
bers occupationswould belisted aswhat they wereat thetimed entry. In
fact, theoperational definitionoftenwent farther back, not towhat didyou
do, but towhat did your father do. Omrevery form youfilled out you had to
state your parents (or often only father's) occupation; every little bio-
graphical blurb would dways say 'father worker' or 'bourgeois origin’; it
wasas much part of your identity asyour eyecolour, nameand birthplace.
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(After thefifties 'bourgeois, which no onewanted to admit to, would be
replaced by the choice between 'employee, inteligentsia, or sdf-
employed'.)

TheGDR wasthehomedf irony asmuch asrepression, irony bothinfact
and in peoplé€'s attitude. Call something by the namethe Party gaveit and
you were often making a joke with no further comment necessary - asfor
instance when dissident writers were sent into production to be re-
educated and said they were being 'transferred to the ruling class. The
irony hereis, in theattempt to make peoplemoreequal, theold categories
got rigidified and fluidity was more difficult rather than less; you were
definedthroughout your lifeby theaccident o your birthstatus. (And woe
if your parentswere not just bourgeoisintellectuals but churchpeople or
small businessmen.) Like so many customsin the GDR, thisone had a
noble purpose- breaking the tendency of dass status (culture, function,
and income) to be inherited — but it turned into its opposite, branding
peoplefor lifewith the accident o their birth.

Thetendency to defineclassesby theoccupationd the parentsal soipso
factoleadsto a conception of the naturedf production and work whichis
inherited from previousgenerations; it is hard to adjust to theincreasing
importanced technical, information, and service jobsif thosecareersare
till thought of asbourgeois, and the knowledgethey requireasdangerous
becausebourgeoisconsciousnessisdangerous. It alsodoesn't helpthat the
classica Marxist categories of class are grounded in an anaysis o 19th-
century capitalism.

Another privilege enjoyed by workers was the ironic result of their
political powerlessness. Sincetheir opinionshad little chanceto be heard
publicly or to influenceothers, they enjoyed the'Narrenfreiheit' of being
ableto say pretty much anything they wanted. The security policeappar-
ently had little interest in monitoring workers (except during rare periods
like 1953 or 1968 when they flexed their oppositional potential). Party
membershipwas notoriously low among rank and file, and d course the
one umbrella trade union was dtrictly a Leninist organ for bringing
directivesfromthetoptothe bottom, not for defendingtheinterestsof the
workers (except in that long-range sense that the harder they work, the
moregoodsthey producefor themsalves). Much of the anger expressed out
loud in 1989 was directed at the union.

Meanwhile, although manual labour waspraised asthesalt of theearth,
an opposing trend was encouraging moving up into technical skillsasthe
Party economists became more and more convinced that the ‘scientific-
technical revolution' was going to decide international competition. The
New Economic System o Plannersand Leaders of 1963 was one mani-
festation; the1968 university reformwithitsmanicapplicationd cyberne-
ticsto dl fields, appropriateor not, wasanother. From 1971-75 there was
another upswing in the economy as Ul bricht was replaced and Honecker
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brought in new pragmeatic blood. Innovative Party sociologistswere now
beginning to suggest that some differentiation and inequality within the
work force was desirable, otherwise why would peoplebother to become
more qualified? Thereis a large literature o sociologica studiesdf the
structure o the work force, and the levelling vs. differentiating — or
equalityvs inequality — polesrun throughout boththe descriptiveand the
prescriptivestudies. Thusthere was a periodicdebate —within thisParty
that did not even brook internal, let alone external controversy — about
whether equality or inequality is a better strategy. The debate became
openwith Gorbachev's economicperestroika, but sincethel eadershipwas
deathly afraid o socid glasnost, they a so repressed the debate.

To overgeneralize, then, the major group in the population was a
politically and socialy almost undifferentiated mass, their old commu-
nitiesdf solidarity often disbanded to movethe work forcearound to new
priority projects as wdl as presumably to keep them from developing
independent organizational forms. They were reluctant socialists, doing
thework asked of them at first with great energy and (somed them) with
somesensed altruisticpurpose, then moreand morepassvely and justfor
the material rewards— which never equalled thosed the West. With alot
d fanfare and publicity, certain individua workersperformed prodigious
featsof surpassing the general norm; but far from being heroes to their
fellow workers, withtimethey just becameresponsiblefor the judtification
d speedup.” And if they got a premium for their feat — or later, in the
‘innovators movement' for their suggestion- the triumphof material over
moral incentivesonce againturned moraleintoitsopposite. We havealot
of suggestions herefrom below, and they are even applied, but in theend
it’s the worker who's the idiot [der DuBlige], because it's himsdf he’s
screwing. He makesasuggestionfor improvementand maybeheeven gets
aone-time premiumfor it, but then he's got to keep producingmore, and
his colleaguestoo, who didn't get any premium.”™

When material incentivesstagnatewith economicdowdown, it ishard
to hold theloyaty o workers. Ever sncetheworkers protestsof Junel?,
1953, they had been courted with concessionsand agradually increasing
standard of living, but twenty years later the expanson of production
dowedfor good (starting, perhaps, with theenergy criss). 1t waslessthan
twenty yearsafterwardthat they or their children voted, first with their feet
and then with ballots, for the material benefitsthey had been promised as
their reward al a ong. No one knowswhether it would have been possible
to developvaluesthat would outweigh consumption; the temptationfrom
the aleged rewards of capitalismmay be too hard to withstand no matter
what. But anyway, it wasnt tried. If-nonalienated labour, free devel op-
ment of dl the abilities of each individual, and self-determination are
fundamental tosocialism, then wesmply lack any evidencetoshow it can't
work. Or that it can. The GDR might have had the chanceto comeclosest
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to that versionof socialism, but it also started with two strikes againgt it:

the proximity and consanguinity of the ruthlessy successful and actively
anticommunist West Germany, and the mentalitiesleft over from the
Third Reich. Then the Party itsaf struck out, through its inflexible
L eninist-Stalinistconceptionthat it must dwaysbeorgani zingand control -
ling everything its peopledid. The dogmathat 'the Party isawaysright’,

resulted in a dragtic limitation of the diversity o ideas. Future, more
detailed study of East German society, economy, and government will

havetofind out how to separate themistakesd aparanoidleadershipfrom
the economicstructures, in order to answer the question all socialistsmust
ask: could the economy have worked?'

Intellectuals

When the 'Ulbricht group’ were sent home to the Soviet Zone by the
Russiansin 1945, they were confronted not only with a general working
populacethat had supported Hitler, but al sowith abourgeoisandintellec-
tual elite who had often not just supported but actively collaborated.®
Furthermore, the leaders themselves tended to come from proletarian
backgrounds, and their social context had been the autonomousworker
cultured the Weimar period. For both legitimate and envy reasonsthen,
they were deeply suspicious o intellectuals, and this anti-intellectualism
continued right up until theend. It haslong been part of Marxist tradition
to consider intell ectual sas untrustworthy allies, who when the going gets
tough will start remembering their individual moral principlesand back
out, and who tend to think too much for themselves and too little
'parteilich’, partisan, unclear on wheretheir classloyadty lies.

However, becauseworkersor 'the people’ had beenin their way just as
untrustworthy as intellectuals, the communist leadership needed the
intellectuals. They needed the'technical intelligentsia - mostly employed
in industry - in the desperate attempt to make production efficient and
innovative. A catchupwith the West and sometimesthe expressintention
of surpassingit wereaconstant pressure. Theseweretheintellectual swho
had direct contact with blue-collar workers, playing a constant mediating
rolebetweentheofficia central plan and national goalson onehandvs. the
norms, working conditions,and motivationd themanual labourersonthe
other. I do not know theextent they themsel vesidentified up or down; that
would be another interesting subject for research. Theway the Party used
them appearsto have swung back and forth from a divide-and-ruletactic
encouraging workers (‘we in Party language) to resent them and their
minor privileges— which could even have been designed to cause resent-
ment - and criticism of workersfor not sufficiently educatingand accepting
thetechnicians. Theironiesarerifehere, for often thesocidist conscious-
ness(read Party loyalty) of the better-pai dtechnicianswashigher than the
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workers; furthermore, thelanguage used allegedlyto draw themtogether
would ipso facto result in further separation.

Thesocial relationswithinafactory or combinewereamicrocosnd the
rolesin society as a whole. The workers correspond to 'the people, the
scientists and technical employeesto the 'cdlass or 'stratum’ o intellec-
tuals, and the local Party functionariesto the Politburo. Theintellectuals
we would be more likely to give that hame to in the West — educators,
artists and writers, scientists, socia scientists, and philosophers — were
neededto play asimilar mediator rolein society asawhole. In most o what
follows the word ‘intellectual' refers to that cultural section o the
intelligentsia.

If scientistsand technicianswere needed toimprove production, artists
and especiallywriterswereneededtocreateaclimated enthusiasmfor the
new values. It wastheir jobto portray the 'new socialist person’ asaflesh-
and-blood real figure; 'party hacks are awarethey can't redly persuade
through their canned holiday speeches. This was not necessarily the
writers and scientists own idea df their job descriptions, however. Not
that they did not want to be useful; theemphasison art for art's sake and
damn the audience came about largely as a reaction to being misused.
Redlly, it isvery gratifyingto be useful, and peoplewho work with ideas
and images are generally delighted to see their suggestions have some
effect on society. Infact, anumber of GDRintellectual schoseto moveto
the fledgling socidist nation, from West Germany or exile, precisay
because they wanted to be useful. But therub is, they tend to think they
canbemost useful if they keepthegenepool o ideasrichandvaried, doing
science no matter whereit leads, helping the leadershipto seethat lifeis
more complex thanit appearsfromtheir Party offices, providinga portrait
of people as they are, not as ideal types, and keeping an ear open for
dissatisfaction, problems, conflicts, even for tragedy. In doing this they
genuinely believe they are being helpful, if only someone in authority
would listen. Itisfor their Sisyphean attemptsto usetheexisting channels
totry toinfluencepower rather than to discreditand overthrow it that they
are now being widely branded as naive and collaborators. They tended to
see themselves, however, as testing and expanding the borders o the
permissible, and more embattled than coddled.

Sincetheworkers roleisto producewealth, they are not judged on the
basis of their ideology. Since intellectuals job however is to produce
consciousness,every word they say isexaminedfor itsideol ogical content.
Thesituationisredly quite contradictory: on the one hand, the working-
classstandpoint isthe correct one and the petty bourgeoisintellectual sare
urged to get with it; on the other hand, the intellectuals are needed to
mediatethe correct working-classstandpoint to theworkers. Theworkers
error, economism, iseventually permitted and even encouraged, anything
toincreaseproductivity. Theintellectuals error, opencriticismandfailure
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to understand the importance of unity, is not permitted. The first error
only undermines the fundamental ethos of socialism; the second under-
mines power. Whenever the SED had a choice between weakening
socialismand weakeningitself, it chose power. It hadto, givenitsvanguar-
dist convictionthat it wasthe only element not subject tofalsemativation.

Pity the Party: it was aways fighting on two fronts. It was squeezed
between aggressiveanticommunismfromtheWest and creepingliberaliza-
tion from the East, including Eurocommunism and convergence theory.
(Someinterpretersthink it saw the developmentstoitsEast asthegreater
danger; note also that there are commentators who think it was right to
predict any loosening of the reins would mean total collapse of the
communist world.) But also internally: it was fighting an uphill battle
simultaneously against alaggingeconomy and against thefal se conscious-
nessof the people. It wasfar too insecureto experiment.

Intellectuals in the West tend to periodize GDR history by the high
points of repression — starting with 1953, against the workers' rebellion,
and after that against the whole people or against intellectuals: 1961, the
wall: 1965, the 11th Plenum that muzzled writers; 1968, Czechoslovakia;
1976, the expatriation of Biermann; 1979, expulsionsfrom the writers
union; and throughout the eighties, increasing numbers of artists and
thinkers leaving the country with the Party's blessing. (Take this visa—
please.) Likeknowingacity by itssubway stopsor freeway offramps, thisis
probably adistorted map of what the placefelt likeday to day. In between
those nadirs there were some periods of 'liberalization', when the Party
toyed with theidea df letting intellectualsdo what they do best, depicting
reality. But there was dways a pendulum swing. It would turn out after a
whilethat reality wasnot what the Party had decreed it to be. Thisdilemma
— what counts as reality — trapped not only writers and broadcasters but
asoadl thesocial scientistsdoing research on the peoplefor the Academy
of Sciences, al the teachers and professors, the filmmakers and plastic
artists, the diplomats, the managers and engineers who had to assessand
improve productive capacity, natural scientists assessing environmental
damage . . . All wereconfronted dailywith thefatal refusal of the Party to
hear any messagesfrom Cassandra.®

True, it was possible to send dl sorts of critical letters internaly to
specific individuals in government: the archives of the various bureaus
include astonishingly personal correspondencesand attention by peoplein
leadership to individual wrongs and dights. If you needed a better apart-
ment in order to be ableto write, you could beg for onewith aletter, and
you might well get it, even if you weren't particularly obsequious. But you
couldn't go publicwith any complaintsabout significant, collective condi-
tions (and the greatest crimewasof course to go publicin the West), and
you couldn't get theleadership totakeyour concernsabout thestateof the
nation seriously. This drove some peaple to share their concernswith the
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Stasi, under the misimpression that its purpose was to gather accurate
information on the mood o the public and transmit it to the administra-
tion, or even that it wasthe reform-minded organ of government.

Somejust left: Ernst Bloch, HansMayer. A few becameopenly defiant:
Robert Havemann, Rudolf Bahro. The sad part is, they got so little
support. Today, people look back and feel very bad about not having
supported them then. What most did was to try to find some way of
combining their desire to serve a state which unfortunately claimed the
right to definethetruth, withtheir desireto portray thetruth asthey sawit.
Some flourished, either because of their basic support for socialism or
becausepolitical censorshipismorefruitful conflict material for art thanis
the effective censorship of the market. Others went under, silent or
imprisoned. A surprising number of creativeartiststook occasi onal work
in manual labour in order to be able to write on their own what they
wanted, rather than filling the dots foreseen for an intellectual elite.
(Therewasactually amuch broader palette o attitudesand lifechoicesto
support the habit of portraying the truth through art than | ever
suspected.)

Theintellectuals or Westerners periodizationd GDR history haslittle
to do with the workers, whose collective history was more even: along
period of gradual improvement, and then a long period of stagnation.
Workers continued to get their theatre tickets through the union, and
occasionaly therewassomethingunusual to seelike Dieneuen Leiden des
jungen W. [The New Sorrowsd Young W.], Die Uberganggesellschaft
[The Transitional Society], or the latest bold cabaret at the Distel, but
especialy for theyounger generationthereal actionwasin popular music,
available on the airwaves. Although there were unusualy high reader
numbers among workers(bookswere sold cheap right at the workplace,
whicha sohad librariesand readingsand writing classeswith authors), itis
questionable whether even the books that were most widdy read and
discussed, such as Neutsch’s Spur der Steine[Trail of Stones] or Christa
Wolf's Geteilter Himmel [Divided Heaven], redly influenced conscious-
nessas much aseither the Party or thewritersthought and hoped they did.
It would be hard to do reception research because workersgot premium
points for cultural participation; they would probably have answered
interviewers by saying Oh yes, they found those works very important.

Nevertheless, the army o intellectualswas called out to do damage
control whenever therewas acrissd legitimacy. On the night of August
13, 1961, cultural establishments throughout the entire country were
instructedto put on particularly enticing programmesnonstop, gettingthe
peopleinto dancehallswithlive bands, or into movietheatresshowing the
most popular movies, and they all had to report to Berlin daily on exactly
what eventsthey wereorganizing:" artistsaspreventersd popul ar protest.
Many people hardly even were awarethat the wall was being built, since
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they had been successfully enti cedaway fromhomewherethey might have
heard the newsfrom RIAS radio. Therewasamost no protest against the
buildingd thewall, except for the peoplewho made quick getaways. The
mission, distraction, was accomplished. In August 1968 (why did these
things dways happen during the university vacation?) intellectualsand
artists in every kind of institution were pressured to send letters and
petitionsaf support for the'action o the brother countries' in Czechoslo-
vakia" Thereare peoplewho to thisday are ashamed o nothingso much
asdgning thoseletters. The head of the Institutefor Marxism-Leninism—
about as high and ideol ogical an intellectual position asyou can get — was
fired and demoted to factory work because his daughter protested the
invasion and he refused to condemn her.” It is not clear what purposeall

these testimonials were to serve; they apparently weren't published, but
theParty wasabletosay it had receivedsupport fromartistsand professors
dl over the land, and be telling the truth. There was a certain kind of

pedantichonour among thievesabout wantingto betellingtheliteral truth
evenwhen on adeeper level it isclearly fase. Most likely the real reason
wasto compromisethesignersthemselvesin their own minds, manyinthe
intellectual community had been fervent supporters of Dubcek.

The loyalty of intellectualswas, it seemsto me, definitively lost as of
1968. They recognizedsomedanger in Prague's opening to the West (and
certainly, the CI A and Western businessinterestswould havedone better
tostay away had they red ly wanted areformsocialismto succeed). But the
reforms seemed like the answer to the long-pent-up dreams o all those
who believed, fervently or passively, that socialism wes intrinsicaly a
better system than capitalismand had just been hijacked by power-hungry
leaders who didn't trust the people. After al, this was not a rebellion
against the Party as in 1953 or 1956; it was the leadership and the
Communist Party itself in Czechod ovakiawho, with pressureand particip-
ation from below, were making the democratic changes. There was no
theoretical reason why the same couldn't happen at home. Dresden and
Prague are only a few hours apart, and many peoplewill tell you o the
heady springand summer dayswhenthey sat in cafesin Pragueand saw the
second revolution happening before their eyes. To learn that such a
movement had no hopedf surviving Russianrepression, and that their own
governmentand army helped crushit, put anendforever to many people's
idealism and participation.

Onefindsagain and again referencesto the break experienced in 1968.
Thewriter Franz Fuhmann seesthat year asaliberation, i.e. theend of an
illusionand histendency toidentify withfinishedideol ogies. Hespeaksadf
the 'deep shock [Erschutterung] of August 1968, which produced the
‘resolve: now | want to see "what is’, as Rosa Luxemburg said. That's
where the essential [das Eigentliche] begins. And further, of the 'enor-
mous impression the experience of August 1968 made, which gave me
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something like a last chance.™ For Christoph Hein, though, the end o
illusonisnegative: 'Loss o illusonfor meisassociated not with the year
'89 but with'68: theinvasiond Prague. Somethingdefinitively died for me
then. Like most peoplein the GDR | was very enthusiastic about Gor-
bachevwhen hecame. But | knew it wastoolate. 1968would havebeenthe
last chance.™

It isstrangeto note that each of the rebellionsand resulting repressions
involved either the workers or the intellectuals. Somehow they never
seemed to coalesce. Where were the writers in 1953, where were the
workersin 1968? (There were some protest movementswithin factories,
but the Party worked hard to keep them isolated.”) We can assumethat if
(andonly if) they had gottentogether, they could havebeen powerful . This
was a further dilemmafor the Party: it wanted each group to teach the
other 'correct’ consciousness, but there was dwaysthe equal danger that
each might teach the other fal seconsciousness. Thisdilemmaisat theroot
of the contradictorinessor halfheartednessof measures to bring them
together.

Workersand Intellectual sTogether

The common rhetorical formulawas 'the workers and farmersand their
dlies, theintelligentsia. Even beforewe get to intelligentsia, theformula
is aready problematic: what about the other 'Werktatige', or does
‘workers thistime mean everyonewho works, i.e. everyone? And in the
case o farmers, who we have ignored in this study, there were also two
kinds. Those who counted as part o the class were the ‘Gen-
ossenschaftsbauern’, who had joined the collective farms that were the
rural equivalent of the big factory Kombinate. (Collectivization was
carried out semi-voluntarily, unlike in the Soviet Union, but with almost
irresistible incentives and disincentives.) Also, we have totally ignored
here the ambiguous role & women's labour, including both their work
outside the home (approximately 92% of women ‘worked', they were
nearly hdf the labour force, and enjoyed benefits unknown to womenin
amost any other country), and their work inside the home (which like
everywhere, was uncounted, and the sexua divison o labour there
seldom even atopicof discussion).

Thetruth in theformulaliesin significant and ambitiousstepstaken by
the Party to break down the barriers, not just barriers between workers
and intellectual s, but also barriersto advancement. Partly out of convic-
tion, partly out of necessity (flight of the middleclassto the West), people
with littleeducationwerein the early yearsplacedin al kindsdf positions
of responsibilityand authority. A complaint heard throughoutthe40years
was that people were assigned responsibility on the basisdf loydty (i.e.
non-thinking) rather than qualification. (This complaint could be partly
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resentment by the middle class at its displacement.) This could be one
sourced theanti-intellectualismad Party officias thefear that they might
not be as competent as their criticsor subordinatesled to exaggerated
measuresto humiliate and control.

The educational opportunities for workers also contributed to their
mohility. Thestatisticson university applicationsand acceptancesarehard
to interpret, partly because the 'Hochschulen' (universities) and ‘Fach-
schulen' (professional and trade schools) were lumped in together, also
partly becausethecriteriafor classmembershipgot confused. In 1972, for
instance, a report attemptingto state the percentaged higher-education
applicantsfrom theintelligentsia broke them downinto 1) ‘intelligentsia
due to their social position’, 2) ‘workers and farmers' children, whose
parents belong to the socidist intelligentsia because o their leve o
qualification’, 3) 'children of employees, whereone parental unit belongs
totheintelligentsiaby considerationdf that parent's qudificationlevel’, 4)
‘others, who haveone parental unit who accordingto qudification belongs
to theintelligentsia’!® Nevertheless, in spited thishopelessproliferation
of definitionism, rea progresswasindeed madein opening opportunities
tothe 'lower' levelsof society. In a sense the society was a meritocracy,
with merit evaluated partly by adherencetotheideal sd thesociety (to put
positively what is often called dogmatism, loyalty, or opportunism).

There were, then, thesetwo contradictory directions: the stasis of class
origin, and themotion of qualification. Biographiestended to specify not
only parentagebut al so whether peoplecame up through theworkers and
farmers faculties and whether they had worked in production. People
from working-class backgrounds probably tended to be steered into the
technical branchd theintelligentsia, which cameto beseen asasignificant
factor of production. From what | understand, there were good, fairly
equal relationships between them and the production workers at the
workplace. There were also opportunitiesfor the workersthemselvesto
delegate membersd their brigadeto study and advancethemselves.

The estrangement between workers and the intellectuals outside the
workplacehoweverisadifferent matter. Thousandswereemployed by the
Academy of Sciencesto do pure research, and had little contact outside
their own institutes. Teachersin elementary and secondary schoolswere
resented because they — reluctantly or enthusiastically— had to teach the
line, no matter how absurd, and far too many were petty authoritarian
disciplinarians. Actors, moviestars, musiciansat |east providedentertain-
ment, and the audiences were large due to extensive free ticket pro-
grammesthrough theworkplace, but they bel ongedto another world, full
of the glamour of fashion and guest performancesin the Wist.”

The most interesting love-hate relationship was between writers and
workers— both in the narrow meaning o ‘workers and in the sense of
writersand society. Theroleassignedtowritersby the Party, and accepted
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partialy by most, was aso the role in which the people- the audience-
saw them. That is, the writers were to portray and interpret the lived
experience d the people, holding up a mirror and helping them to
understand what meaning their lives might have: how they fit in society,
whether their livesweresignificant, how todeal with their alienation, their
problemswith spousesand children and the collectiveinstitutionsaround
them. But what waswanted aboveall went beyond the roleforeseen by the
Party: some recognition d those aspects o life about which there was
official silence. This is not necessarily an oppositional attitude, or it
wouldn't beif the Party hadn't definedit assuch;itisjust that human need
to feel that oneis not crazy, that there are others who share one's secret
feelings. The Party could organize letter-writing campaigns by workers
who protested any deviation fram heroic depiction, but they were not
expressing the true hunger that produced 'L eserland DDR’, a nation of
readers. That hunger for depiction and confirmationd unofficial reality
wasthesourced the-tous- bizarrediscussond subjectivityinliterature
unleashed by ChristaWolf's Nachdenken iiber ChristaT [Thinking about
Christa T.]. It was, then, partly audience demand that made writers
intermediaries between people and Party, with a foot in each world,
explainingthem to each other. Thus, writers may have deliveredwhat the
Party expected of them (alarge number werein fact Party members), but
to a greater extent the best of them delivered what the people needed of
them.

This was not the purpose the government had in mind when it pro-
clamed the 'Bitterfelder Weg' or Bitterfeld Path in 1959. The ulterior
motive behind thefounding conferencewasthe sameold rolefor workers:
get them to producemore. The'Zirkel schreibender Arbeiter’ or Workers
Writing Groups (part of the truly impressive cultural offering at the
workplace) were to focus on workplace issues, especially on uncovering
inefficienciesin production. The organizers were especialy interested in
the chemical industry, centred in Bitterfeld (famoustoday as the site o
pollution and unemployment). Besides encouraging the workers them-
salves in their brigade diaries and other writings to depict working
conditions and bottlenecks, they would also encourage professiond
writers to ‘change their life style€' by coming to live and work in the big
collective farms and factories, so they could write about the life of the
people at the base with genuine knowledge o their life and their work.
Though today it isoften ridiculed, at the time enough o the best writers
thought it wasagood ideasothat it became areal movement. But only for
awhile.

The analysesthat say it was doomed because it was only an initiative
from above, and that thewritersfoundit too artificia,'" overlook the wide
participationby workersin their writing groups(thoughover theyearsthe
kind o ‘workers who participated tended to be more and morethe non-
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manual type), and the enthusiasm that carried that activity right up until
theend o the GDR. Accordingto aleader of such agroupin Bitterfeld
itself, their writing activity is one o the few fond memories that the
workershaved theformer system®¥apart from just plain beingemployed,
which may also never happen again). Unfortunatelyit is difficult to find
any materials on their participation and their response; brigade diaries
have disappeared in the general maniato throw away everythingfromthe
GDR, and the records we have about the programme, like historica
records generally, come from the writers not the workers. History is
written by those who write. Indeed, after theinitial phasedf enthusiasm,
professionalwritersstarted complaining about the Bitterfel d Path and the
concept gradually disappeared from officid rhetoric; thisisthe attitude to
it that has come down to usfrom the literary historiansas well.

However, it wasnot just thewriterswho weresceptical. It seemsthat in
attemptingto uncover inefficienciesand portray the real processeson the
shop floor, worker-writers and professonal writers alike found some
‘antagoni stic contradictions among the 'non-antagoni stic contradictions.
That is, the most serious problemsturned out to bethe result o stupidity
or bullheaded rigidity on the part of Party representatives themselves.
Asked to portray reality, the writers did the assgnment dl too well.
Holdingamirror up to theworkersisone thing; holdingit up to the Party
quite another. Sothereisreason to believethat the Party itsdlf started to
beat a retreat from the programme, using writers comgplainis™ as the
excuse. It ishard to find evidencefor thisbecausein their documentsand
even in the protocols of their meetings, Party members seldom discuss
failuresfor the record; the old approach is just dlowed to lapse silently
whilethe new onereplacingitistrumpeted. Thepromisingword 'problem’
turnsout just to mean 'topic'. (In reading archived Party documentsone
findsthat the leaders seem to need to persuadethemselvesthat thereis
only one possible correct line as much as they need to persuade the
populace.)

Onedf the productsdf the Bitterfeld Path, the massive1964 novel Spur
der Steine (set at the construction site o a large factory) was promoted,
feted, and discussedwiddy, but the film (directed by Frank Beyer) andthe
play (Der Bau [Construction] by Heiner Miiller) based on it were both
forbidden. The two latter works, being much shorter and more concen-
trated, brought out the conflict between theworkersand the planners, and
alsothe moral failured the Party Secretary; and they did not end with the
maincharacter,superworker Balla, joiningthe Party. After portrayingtoo
much reality, Beyer was not permitted to make any more films set in
contemporarysocialistredlity, athough precisdy that had been demanded
before. (I was trained as a movie,director with the express mission of
portrayingthemes o the present as the centrepiecedf my future work.")
Why?He cametorealize, hesays, that it was because he brokethe taboo
against showingdivisonwithin the Farty.™
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Thus, eveninitswell-meaningand successful projectto get workersand
intellectual stogether, the Party was caught on the dilemmathat thereality
that really existed was not the sameastheredlity it proclaimed. Since the
portrayal of reality had the purposenot smply of portrayingreality but of
persuading people that reality was what was proclaimed, a project of
bringingthe portrayersin closer contact with the redlity revealeditsalf to
beaTrojan horse. For theworker-writers, thiswasnot aseriousproblem.
Inthefirg place, exceptfor the Brigadediariestheworkplacewasnot their
subject of choice anyway; and in the second place, what they wrote was
never going to see awide audience. The Party madeclear that they were
writingin order to expressthemselveslocaly and to increasetheir appre-
ciation d real, professional writing, not in order to suppose they might
ever themsalves becomeprofessional writers. Thisimpermeability of class
frontiersprobably originated, again, in the German and European separa-
tion of occupationsgrowing out o the guild system: even writers, artists,
and actorslearn their trade by going through a professional training, and
then that istheir career. But directiveswarned theworkersnot to get their
hopesup that their writingwould ever makethem ‘writers; they weretold
to restrict themselvesto the smaller formsand to print them just for loca
consumption.” The insistence was a little strange, since they were also
encouraged to move up the educationalladder and qualifyfor lessmanual,
more mental jobs. Once again, a good programme that could have
liberatory resultswas turned into its opposite by Party rigidity and fear.

Perhaps holding the worker-writers back was redly intended as rees-
suranceto theintellectuals,the'rea’ writers, that therewould not betoo
much competition. It would not be thefirst timethat the Party perceived
classstruggle, or at least opposinginterests, betweentheworkersand the
intellectuals. In 1953, for instance, the'New Course' was announcedwith
theadmissionthat 'a seriesd mistakes had been made, among them that
'the interestsdf such elementsaf the population asindependent farmers,
independent tradespeople, craftspeople, the intelligentsa were neg-
lected™.™ Stringency against these bourgeois, non-prol etariangroups was
loosened, while the higher production norms for workers were main-
tained, and this started the workers rebellion of June 17. After that,
concessions had to be made to the workers, which led to more flight by
farmers, professionals, intellectual's, and craftspeopl e, which meant that
they had to be catered for. So it went until the wal was built and loss of
certain populationgroupswas nolonger afactor to consider. But the habit
o thinking that these variousgroupsare in competition with each other -
for scarce resources and for honour, favours, and privileges - persisted.
There seemsto havebeen an acceptance(or even encouragement?)d the
psychologica need for educated people in a land of very little income
differentiation to think d themsalves as an elite, even while the working
classwas supposedly in the saddle.
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Of course the situation was contradictory. On the one hand everyone
was equal, distinctions had been erased to the point where autonomous
political identification or action was impassible.™ Whether this means
socidlist equality had been achieved is another question. On the other
hand, there were certainly conflicts between the interests of different
groups, exacerbated partly by the apostrophization of the working class
and partly by perceived favoursgranted to intellectuals. The Party itself
was caught in this double vision: sometimes the ethic was that each
individual should meltintoand contributeto thegood of society asawhole
(asopposed to the Western parliamentarymodel of interestgroups); other
times the practical and perhaps necessary path was to differentiate. The
working class was, on the one hand, the 'universal class; on the other
hand, one group vying for favours among others. Whether the idea of
equality was subverted by a divide-and-rule strategy, or whether the
attempt truly toraisethelevel of thelabouringclasseswassubverted by the
economicnecessity of keeping the educated happy, or whether the naive
bdief in worker support was subverted by the absurd need to have the
intellectual stell the workerswhat the workersredly think . . . regardliess
of how the contradictionis defined, what it redly saysisthat any human
society isfar more complex than any officia ideol ogy can encompass.

Responsibility

It seems as though the number-onetopic about the GDR in the pressfor
the last four years has been the complicity o intellectuals with the
repressivesystem. Not only arethey attacked by theWest, thereare plenty
o mea cul pas coming from within as well.® Some are concludingthat it's
better to leave politicsaloneal together, you only get in troublefor having
anythingtodowiththesystem. But these accusationsand confessons miss
the point. It istime to stop thinking that the major failure was operating
through thesystemto try to get what changesmight be possible; everyone
in any system would be remiss not to use what channels are available,
encouraging the good and undermining the bad. The real failing of the
intellectualswas not their contact with the rulers, but their lack of contact
with theruled.

ChristaWoalf may becorrectin her assessment that theintelligentsiawas
intentionally separated from the working class, but it was not a very
reluctant separation. The artificidity o methods of contact and the
discoursedf differencewere reinforced by the attitude of the intellectuals
themselves. They madeforaysinto the world of the workerslike mission-
aries or anthropologists - with good intentions, but from a position of
superiority. They wrote novels about the 17th of June® but where were
they during the street action? They fought against censorship but where
werethey in the strugglesover working conditionsand productionnorms?
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What about attempts to develop support for the 1968 Czech reforms
among workers? Why was there little interest in Solidarnosz; could it be
because that was largely a workers movement? Some writers were gen-
uinely interestedin theworld o work intheearly sixties, but gradually the
attitude won out that this was beneath the dignity o real writers. Franz
Fuhmann going to the minesin the late seventies stands out as a rare
exception: by then it was no longer the Party line.

And ultimately it may be to thisfailure that the hopelessnessdof the
intellectuals dream o athird way in 1989 isdue; they smply lost contact
with the real concerns of the vast magjority. Whose concerns were more
legitimate, which approach would have actually served theinterestsd the
working (now non-working) population better, is another question. Had
thethinkers, the courageousprotesters, thesmall oppositional groups, the
writers, been working closaly through the years with the population
instead of giving up on them as materialistic and apolitical, there might
have been a chance of developing a convincing aternative. Writersand
intellectual sand churchpeopl ehad prepared theway for 1989in the many
originaly clandestinesmall groups. Asthey became more open and grew
into socia movements, the groupswould welcomethe few token workers
who joined, but there was no large-scale strategic attempt to bridge the
gap. When the people occupied the space theintel lectual shad opened for
them, somehow it cameasasurprisethat thefirst thing they would want to
do would be to go shopping in West Berlin. (But what do any touristsdo
when they vidt aforeign city?) And as soon asthe reformersredlized it,
their experienced separationfrom the peoplereturned. In the end, the
oppositional intellectuals may have been asfar from understanding- or
liking - the people asthe Party itself was.

And still today, the main concern o many East German intellectuals
and the 'Burgerbewegung' or citizens movement seemsto continueto be
uncoveringexamplesd collaborationand moral decay in their own ranks—
or defending them — rather than applying their extensive skills to the
epochal changestakingplacefor the majority. Whereisthethinking about
what a population used to working should do, now that it isin a state of
permanent unemployment?What happened to the critiquesdf the work
ethic?Surely now isthetimeto think about going beyond the production-
and-consumption valuesd industrial society — since the people won't be
employedinit anyway. But academicsand intellectual sare busy defending
their own jobs in the universities. Who is working with the alienated
working-class youth who are fodder for ideologiesdf power and racism?
The contempt for peopl e continues: they voted CDU, wewash our hands
of them, they sold us out. This harsh assessment leavesout the isolated
examplesd people who in fact are doing this work, in churches, job-
cregtion projects, women's houses. But in the public discourse o “Ver-
gangenheitsbewaltigung' or dealing with the past of the GDR period,
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concernfor thefatal separation between workersand intellectuals hardly
playsaroleat all.

I ntellectual scooperatedwith power in the GDR because o thefabulous
chance, or thetemptation, to be ableto shapeawholesociety accordingto
their ideas, to put arationally-thought-out social systeminto practice. For
centurieswritersand social philosophershave dreamed up utopianvisions
that correct the ills o the society they lived in. But it precisdy this
blueprint aspect o utopia, thisvoluntarismand starting-afresh, that isthe
problem. Utopiahasfalleninto disreputewith thefall o the 70-year-long
experiment in deliberately forming society; if anything, it is now more
fashionable to see utopian thinking as manipulative, totalitarian, and
Stalinist. 'We children burned by the twentieth century' can now see that
eventheliterary utopiasare'visonsd horror. . . products[Ausgeburten]
of amonstrouswill to power . . . blueprintsfor concentration camps,"

But thedeath of utopiabringsafatal resignationand cynica acceptance
of thetriumph of thestatusquo. Must we give up dl hopedf transforming
class society in any fundamental way? Are socialy responsible people
doomed tofight rear guard actionsagainst the excessesd unjust societies
without ever hopingto changetheir basicstructure? Arewecaughtforever
between inadequate reforms of an ever-more unequal and repressive
system, and imposing a system against the will of the people?

If thereisasolutiontothedilemmad theintellectua,itliesin thoselast
four words.
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