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I
This essay originated from the discussions of the role of the central plan in an economic system with a functioning market mechanism. 

	Such discussions are now taking place among Czech economists, particularly because of the current implementation of the new economic system.1 Under the old system, the role of the plan was considered clear and well defined. The introduction of the new system reopened controversies that had been discussed years ago.2   Can central planning be combined with market mechanism? Should the market be subordinated to the plan or vice versa? What is the relation between conscious activity and spontaneity in the process of economic evolution?                                                                                                                         

	 II
In the first place, we would like to outline roughly our view of the interdependence between economic development and the general goals of the socialist society.

	Socialism has always been associated with some long-term social goals. However, these presumed social goals were quite different not only at distinct points of time but also among the different currents of the socialist movement. The idea of socialism originated in the nineteenth century as a reaction to living and social conditions in the capitalist society of that time. Socialism was supposed to overcome twofold determination of man's life: 

	a) determination by natural economy, i. e. eliminate the direct dependence of human life on nature and production; such a determination reduces labor to nothing else than means for obtaining the most necessary needs of life, means of preserving bare existence; 

	b) determination by a social economy i. e. eliminate dependence of one group of people on another, leading to alienation, and to one group manipulating the other. 

	In other words, the aim of socialism was to give people truly humane living conditions, to suppress poverty and destitution, to attain a significant growth of living standards for all, and to create a society in which mutual relations among people would be humane and fully democratic.3 

	At different stages of development, socialist countries naturally emphasized distinct aspects of these general goals. With the exception of Czechoslovakia and East Germany, socialist states emerged in underdeveloped parts of Europe, and at the time, when their economies were disrupted by war. Clearly the immediate task had to be a restoration of their economies to prewar levels. In the longer run it was thought desirable to increase production to the level comparable to more developed parts of Europe. Concentration on fast quantitative growth of industrial output was accentuated by cold war, by the dogmatic interpretation of socialism, and by the mechanical acceptance of Stalinist economic and political ideas. Under those circumstances the focus moved in favor of maximum rates of growth, even at the price of slowing down the growth of living standards and of dehumanizing consequences of that fast growth. 
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In recent years, however, much more satisfactory level o economic development was attained in majority of socialist countries of Eastern Europe. At the same time, the meaning of socialism is becoming more profound and far-reaching. It is obvious that economic growth serves no purpose, unless it is reflected in the living standard of people. The increase in the level of consumption and affluence are now the central interest of socialist society. 

	At this stage in connection with the renaissance of Marxist ideas, a belief is beginning to assert itself, that the true sense of development of society cannot be seen only in further increase of consumption. The principal aim must be liquidation of alienation, abolition of exploitation of man by man, and true democratization and humanization of society. 

	When starting the work on the long-term national economic plan in Czechoslovakia planners should keep the above in mind. Economic growth cannot be regarded as the sole goal! It is, of course, a necessary precondition for a rich and full life of all people, but it is only one of several social goals. All of them can be summarized in the following formulation: “general liberation of man from natural and social dependence”.4 

	In order to enable people to develop their personalities and to make full use of their faculties and talents, they must have sufficient food, clothing, and a place to live, There must be well functioning services at their disposal, and they must have enough free time. These, however, are not the only prerequisites. Just as important is personal freedom, ability to decide one's own fate, and having a share in deciding public matters, i.e. a sufficient measure of democracy, and human living conditions. There should be civilized and cultural milieu in people’s daily work, and well-kept open spaces for their leisure time. 

	Because at the current historical stage, the focal point is on democratization and humanization of society, only such methods of pursuing economic growth--i.e. such forms of central economic control and planning--should be chosen, that would not be in conflict with these aims. 

	III 
Central economic control may play two distinct roles:

	  The first role has a purely economic character. Economic decisions must be somewhat allocated between the center and the individual economic agents (enterprises, consumers, etc.). The role of the central control should be to improve economic co-ordination where decentralized decisions alone are unable to ensure the dynamic equilibrium of the economy.

	    The second role of central control is not purely economic, but rather of a social and political character. Central control may direct the development of the economy in agreement with the goals of the whole society. It may “humanize" the course taken by the economy and adapt it to non-economic demands.

	Depending on which of these two roles central control will focus, we can talk of the economic conception (which emphasizes economic coordination), or the humanistic conception (adaptation of the economic development to the needs of a full development of the man).

	In the area of economic control we may distinguish between short-run management and planning. In short-run management we include those decisions, that provide day to day coordination of economic processes. By planning, on the contrary, we understand decisions that have a long-term character and aid in directing the development of the economy. These two sides of central control, i. e. short-run management and planning should be carefully distinguished; they are two different functions, which need not be directly dependent on each other. In the past, these two different functions used to be regarded as identical or mistaken one for the other.5
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According to the type of short-run management, we may roughly differentiate between

	a) an economy, in which current coordination is attained by predominantly centralized short-run management, and
 
b) economy, in which current coordination is achieved by the operation of market mechanism.

	According to the use of planning, we may again make a rough distinction between:

	a) centrally-planned economy,
b) an economy not centrally planned.

	  By combining these two criteria we can obtain four basic types of economic mechanisms 
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1)
market mechanism without central planning,
2) short-run central control without planning,
3) short-run central control with planning,
4) market mechanism with central planning. 

	Evaluating these four variants from the standpoint of the above mentioned functions of central control, and of the goals of socialist society, we may say that: 

	in the first type (market without planning), the central organ plays no part, and cannot, therefore, perform either its economic, or its humanistic functions. In such an economy, it is impossible to carry out consciously any long-term social goals. 

	In the second type (central control without planning), the central organ may interfere, on the condition, however, of restricting itself only to its economic functions. Concentration of the current economic decisions exhausts the information and decision-making capacity of the center to such an extent, that the role of current economic coordination predominates in the central control system. 

	A similar situation exists in the third type. Here the existence of planning makes it possible to direct the long-term development of economy with an eye on the common goals of society, but the large amount of work, related to the current administration, prevents it from paying sufficient attention to long-term planning. 

	In the fourth type (i.e. planning and market mechanism), the major part of current economic coordination is done by market mechanism, and thus the center can concentrate on long term planning, and, at the same time, shift its attention from economic to the humanistic role. 

	These reflections lead us to the conviction that only an economic mechanism, based on a combination of long term planning and market mechanism, is adequate for the needs of a developed socialist society, With the aid of such a mechanism it is possible to implement all the specific humanistic aims of socialism. The economic role of the central office is limited only to cases, where automatism of the market alone does not suffice. That concerns, in the first place, decisions of a long-term character that are closely related to the macrostructure of the economy. The center helps, for instance, to ensure a permanent equilibrium between resources and demands and helps the economy to keep long-term scientific trends. 

	The other tasks of the day to day coordination of the economy, i.e. its equilibrium, choice of technology and the most effective utilization of given resources, are usually much better done by the automatism of the market. 

	Finally, we may state that from the laws of collection, transfer and processing of information it follows, that these tasks cannot be, to the fullest extent, solved from the center. Besides, the results of such central decisions and compulsory methods of their implementation would conflict with non-economic task of a complete liberation of man. The center should therefore limit its interference with current operation of economy only to special cases. 

	On the other hand, we may as well say, that from the viewpoint of the humanistic conception of central control, it is absolutely necessary to make sure that economic automatism guarantees a smooth, balanced growth of the economy. As long as this condition is not fulfilled, the center will be overburdened with tasks of short-run administration, with no time left for more fundamental tasks. It is a cruel paradox that because of an excessive degree of centralization it was in recent past almost impossible to guide the economy by a real plan with long-term targets. Also it was difficult and often impossible to try to bring in truly social goals. 

	IV
These general conclusions regarding the relation of central control to market mechanism, are in agreement with the ideas of the new economic system, which is now being implemented in Czechoslovakia. According to the blueprint of this system, the center must,

	first,  create a suitable system of rules of the game6, that would enable reasonable decentralized economic decisions and guarantee their implementation,

	second,  be responsible for stimulation of economic growth and maintenance of macroeconomic equilibrium7.

	Now we shall try to delineate more concretely the role of centralized and decentralized decisions. This needs to postulate which types of decision-making processes should be centralized and which should be decentralized.

	To simplify somewhat we can classify all decision-making processes in the economy into four basic types:

	1)choice of production (i.e. decide the assortment and volume of output);
2) choice of technology (i.e. decide which technology and raw materials should be used);
3)choice of consumption (i.e. decide which commodities will consumers buy);
4)distribution of national income.8

	Under the first item we may further make a distinction between
· problems of microstructure (which particular commodities and what quantities),
· problems of macrostructure (what volumes of production in the branches of the national economy).

	The following information is necessary for deciding the above mentioned problems at either level:

	 1) State of the primary factors of production; i.e. labor force, natural resources and the initial state of assets (buildings, productive equipment, productive stocks, etc.).
 2) State of the applied sciences and technology available for production. We have in mind not only the new methods of production, new techniques and modern organization of production, but also new products as well as the entirly new directions of production such as nuclear power, automation, etc.
3) Consumers' preferences.
4) Social preferences and long term social goals.

	In different economic systems the above named decision-making processes are allocated in different ways, and as a result distinct kinds of information are used. Thus for instance, in the system based only on the market without central administration, decisions on problems under items 1) and 2) should be made by firms, problem 3) by consumers, and problem 4) will be solved as a result of spontaneous interaction between agents of the market economy. On the other hand, in a system which we might call ‘ultracentralistic’ (and which in its purest form practically cannot even exist), all types of decisions would be concentrated in the economic center. As far as the use of information is concerned, in a system without central control economic decisions would not be made with regard to social preferences, and in an ‘ultracentralistic’ system decisions would hardly respect individual preferences of consumers. 

	 The question now is, how should be the decision-making distributed and how should be the specific types of information used in a system which combines central planning with the function of market mechanism. 

	The best way to present our problem will be to use a box diagram, in which the boxes show the various types of economic decision-making and the different types of utilized information. Arrows mark the communication of information and decisions. 
 



	Obviously the arrow from the box ''demand'' leads to the box “microstructure", which means that it must be primarily consumers’ preferences that decide what commodities and in what quantities should be produced. The arrow, leading from the "primary  factors of production" to "microstructure” shows that production must, at the same time, submit to the limiting influence of production factors. Where there is a conflict between demand and the potential of the primary production factors, it is solved by the microstructure of production influencing the choice of consumption by movement of prices, thus leading to the adjustment of demand to the possibilities of production. Another arrow leads from "microstructure" across the box "choice of technology" to the box "macrostructure", which means that the development of national economy must be governed by the development of microstructure of production and by the chosen technology of production. In this way conditions are created for the supply of goods and services, to correspond to the demand resulting from the choice of consumption. Of course, macrostructure is not determined entirely by the development of microstructure. Even here there is a feedback and besides that, macrostructure and the choice of technology are influenced by other factors.

	We shall not go into detail by describing all the structures of this model. They are illustrated in the diagram and can be regarded as flows of information necessary for a smooth and balanced functioning of the system in question. We assume that there can be a suitable way of guarantying that the system and its elements (producers and consumers, etc.) will act in harmony with this information. 
This may be ensured
     by orders and directives, which, if disregarded would result in sanctions,
     by creating an economic situation in which all partakers would find it advantageous to comply and act as requested;
     by combining these two possibilities.

	 We shall not complicate our diagram with this. Instead we shall introduce a medium of information, an intermediary between the individual boxes of the diagram. We shall consider the market mechanism and central management. For this purpose we can look at the market as a medium transferring signals of demand and supply enabling automatic regulation of economic processes not requiring the intervention of the center. The system endowed with such automatic regulation acts in the same way as a living organism in which a number of processes necessary for life, such as breathing, thermal regulation, renovation of tissue etc., works fully or partly without the central organ's interference. On the other hand, central control represents a conscious intervention of the center into the working of the system.

	 Let us show on the diagram the extent of operation of the central control as it should appear in pursuing the aim of our system of economy (see Figure 1).

	Central control bases itself on trends of development as they appear in the macrostructure and in distribution, on the primary resources, on the main trends of science, technology and organization, and on preferences of society as a whole. It influences the whole system by:

	a) directly deciding the volume and structure of social consumption, which means that by regulating significant parts of total demand, it indirectly influences the structure of production,

	b)  influencing distribution and the use of national income (primarily the share of investments, social and individual consumption), but also, what might be called microdistribution, as for instance, children allowances, direct and indirect taxes, whereby it influences the allocation of resources.

	c)  In macrostructure of  production it exercises its influence on the allocation of investments. The influence of the center on the macrostructure of production does not necessarily mean a direct distribution of all or even the major part of investment resources. Macrostructure can be influenced also by indirect economic instruments by the financial and banking system, and by giving enterprises information as to which branches of production it would be advisable to invest.

	 d) By encouraging scientific and research work. This may be of an advisory and stimulating character.
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  V
 

We shall turn our attention to the central long-term plan and forecast (prognosis) as the instruments of central control. First of all we must define the following two concepts: 

	By prognosis we understand "prediction" of all feasible variants of economic development, based on the probable development of economic factors, which are, for central control exogenous, i.e. they cannot be directly influenced by the central control. 

	By plan we understand one variant selected from many possible variants of development. An optimal plan is the best variant with regard to a given criterion. 

	All the possible variants form therefore a set of paths of economic growth, that are feasible, i.e. they proceed from the present state and obey the objective laws of development. Any feasible path must also respect the probable changes in the factors of production and the probable development of science and technology. It is important to note that all these circumstances do not unequally predetermine the future development of the economy, and that an organized human society may, with a certain purpose in mind form its own future. Moreover, at the foundation of planning there is "An element of belief in reason as an independent force in history and freedom of choice by which man can change reality according to his design..." 9 

	Suppose that we are in the position of the center running the economic macrosystem. We shall denote what are the subjects and what are the objects from this point of view. If we, for a moment step down to the microlevel, the definition of the subject and object will change. What is from the viewpoint of the center a law of development of consumers' demand, appears at the micro-level as a subjective decision of the consumer based on his personal preferences. We are interested in two problems. The first is how to make sure that the economy fully and reliably satisfies these individual and subjective demands of consumers. Our experience so far has shown that "consumers' sovereignty" cannot be achieved by central control, but with  appropriate rules of the game it can be achieved by a direct interaction between demand and supply through the market. This means that the center must endow the economic system with an automatic regulation of production according to demand. Thereby the macrosystem, i.e. the object, is furnished with further laws of development, that will direct production, and which the center will have to respect.10 

	 

The second problem is how are these laws to manifest themselves in a long-term prognosis. We may formulate it as follows: supply created by production, is dependent on demand, and demand in turn depends, among other things, on the distribution policy of the center which at this level can be thought of as independent. These laws can be included in the long-term prognosis either in a form of a simultaneous-equation system, or in the form of a set of paths with various characteristics corresponding to distinct policies of the center. 

	The set of feasible paths is of course constrained by laws, which are not only of economic character. In their construction it is necessary to consider, for example, what we know of medicine, biology, demography, and socio​logy. We must then formulate how the variants of economic growth depend on non-economic factors. 

	The set of feasible paths can be shown in a simple way on the graph with a two dimensional co-ordinate system to which we add time. To make it more simple, let us assume that the state of the economy is characterized by two numbers (x1, x2), which


 denote for example, the annual production of producer goods and consumer goods. In reality the number of important variables which characterize the economy, is far greater. There are among them variables of non-economic character, as for instance, the probable number of people threatened with diseases caused by polluted atmosphere, the total length of polluted rivers, the probable number of families without suitable housing, possibly also an estimated drop in divorce suits. We can then show the state of the economy by a point on the graph, to which we add the time element measured by the number of years elapsing from the present day. The point 0 denotes the present state of the economy. 

	After 10 years of efficient growth, the economy may reach any point on the curve; it depends on decisions and activity of the center which of these points will be reached. On the graph we see three such efficient paths, while the one marked by an dashed line, is an inefficient path. Its inefficiency is caused by an badly designed and unstable economic policy of the center. As long as we do not know anything about the decisions of the center, we cannot consider any of the efficient paths as more probable than the other. However, each efficient path contains an element of uncertainty, because it is based on some, more or less, probable assumptions, (e. g. weather). A change in these assumptions may only move the whole double line closer to or further away from the origin but the center’s freedom of choice is not seriously changed. 
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Under conditions of perfectly competitive market, nondecreasing costs and no external economies and diseconomies in production and consumption a feasible path is a sequence of equilibria.11 Each of them shows two important properties: 

	 

1) Production resources are used efficiently, i.e. they are distributed within the framework of the economy among individual productive activities in such a way- that the output of any product can be increased only at the cost of a decrease in the output of another. 

	2)  Under certain conditions concerning the redistribution of income this equilibrium is at the same time a Pareto optimum.12 

	Pareto optimum defines a situation when “it is impossible by any re-allocation of resources to enhance the welfare of one household without reducing that of another. If a reallocation which would lead to this result were possible... the resources of the community could be used to better advantage by making it; in the optimum such opportunities already must have been completely exploited"13

	According to Pareto optimum, each household is relatively best satisfied according to its own individual preferences with regard to the given variant of the distribution of income and with regard to the resources at the disposal of society. 

	The above relation between the Pareto optimum and economic equilibrium under the conditions of a competitive market, belongs to the fundamental theorems of the theory of welfare economics. One of its founders, Oscar Lange, stressed its importance, as well as that of the whole equilibrium theory for the economics of the decentralized model of socialism.

	“The formal analogy, however, between the principles of distribution of resources in a socialist and in a competitive regime of private enterprise, makes the scientific technique of the theory of economic equilibrium, which has been worked out for the latter, also applicable to the former.”14 

	These sequences of Pareto optima are not, however, fully determined, because at each point of time there exist multiple Pareto optima. This is so because every initial distribution of income in society corresponds to a certain Pareto optimum, and there are at least as many Pareto optima as there are initial distributions. Only after we have assumed that there exists a certain evaluating, moral and political, principle, according to which distribution of income takes place, the sequences of optima become synonymous.15 

	It is possible, for instance, as O. Lange wrote, to accept “an equalitarian social ideal” when “each individual has to get the same income.” “This does not imply, that each individual’s money earnings must be the same. Among the goods... there are included leisure, safety and attractiveness of the different occupations, social prestige, etc., and prices have to be assigned to them... Thus differences in money earning which correspond to the individual’s preferences for the various occupations are not in contradiction with the equality of incomes discussed.16 

	On the basis of this assumption, Lange’s concept of Pareto optimum leads to unique solution, which Lange apparently considers as a national economic optimum. 

	We suppose that there is still another reason why Pareto’s optimum is not unique even when the original allocation of income is given. The model of Pareto optimum which we discussed is essentially static. If we extend it by adding another dimension, that of time, we shall include in it also decisions concerning the rate of economic growth and those concerning the shares of investment and consumption. 

	A simple model of Pareto optimum under the conditions of free competition, corresponding historically to the early stages of capitalism, can be easily extended also to cover investment activity, provided individual savings are identical with invested capital. This problem is still under discussion.17 However, under the present conditions in socialist states, we consider this last step as undesirable. Investment is not the only source of economic growth. On the contrary, there are other, significant factors, such as technical progress, general cultural level of workers, and general efficiency of the economic system. 

	We may further say, that the major part of investment is financed from sources other than individual savings.18 Consumers’ preferences for saving have therefore little influence on the volume of net, and even less, gross investment. Economic growth depends therefore, not on individual propensities to save, but above all on decisions concerning the type and sources of economic growth. Such decisions have plainly social and political character. Thus from the center’s stand​point they are not given by objective laws of economic growth. We believe then that we may leave out the dynamic aspect of individual saving and consider the conception of Pareto optimum as static. Pareto optimum depends then also on the centrally decided growth policy of the state. 

	Pareto optimum is not unique, because individual preferences as shown in the market, do not cover the whole area of economic decision-making, and the society may therefore choose from the great number of Pareto optima, according to its social preferences.19 

	Besides, society may also choose another balanced path, which is not a Pareto optimum. or it may choose a completely unbalanced path. Obviously we do not favor this last alternative, yet we cannot eliminate it from the great number of eligible and valid alternatives.20 However, the choice of a system with competitive market already more or less implicitly contains the idea to eliminate the unbalanced paths. 
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VI
 

The second starting point of the process of optimal plan’s formation is the criterion of optimality, according to which optimal paths are selected out of a feasible set. The criterion of optimality is an expression of subject — a man’s conscious acting on an economic macrosystem by means of an active economic policy of the center. 

	The criterion of optimality is an expression of what we called in our diagram (Figure 1) as social preferences. The starting point to the formulation of social preferences are long-term social aims. We tried to outline them partially in the second section of this article. However, it is necessary to stress that these preferences cannot be derived from a scientific analysis. They are in the nature of a value judgment, which is a subjective matter, and an indisputable right of every citizen of a democratic state. It is a matter of practical policy, how to ascertain and consolidate all the preferences of all the citizens. We shall not be concerned with this, for our discussion it is important to know that the criterion for the choice of an optimal plan cannot be derived from economic theory alone, but that it must be brought into the process of planning from outside, in the form of a political decision. In order to avoid misunderstanding we further want to emphasize that this political decision must be well qualified and democratic. By a well qualified decision we understand one that is based on detailed know​ledge of the matter, including the knowledge of all the important consequences of such a decision for the economy and society. For instance a choice of one out of a set of feasible paths, thoroughly analysed down to all the social consequences, can be characterized as a well qualified political decision. By a democratic decision we understand one which is constantly subject to democratic control of the public. 

	The formulation of social preferences itself is unusually complicated. A number of difficult problems arise, such as: What are the social interests and what is their relation to individual interests? Are social interests merely an aggregation of individual interests, or their transformation, or are they in the final analysis independent of individual interests? In agreement with the generally accepted principles of our society, we consider the democratic way to be the most suitable one, i. e. we assume that we may derive the interests of society from individual interests by way of open public debates.21 

	The criterion of optimum should be as stable as possible. When it changes economic growth becomes inefficient, the more so, the greater basic changes occur in the criterion.22 It seems reasonable to demand that optimal plan should be efficient in this sense, i. e. that it requires stability of criteria. 

	However, this technical demand will turn again into a political one for it may be expected that on the one hand the set of criteria will be the more stable, the better it will reflect the preferences of the majority of citizens, and on the other, it collides with the reality that a long-term, say fifteen years long path can now be evaluated only from the standpoint of the present which necessarily changes in time, just as its holders do. The stability of criteria may, to a certain extent, be aided by social sciences which may sharpen the society’s sense of the future, and its ability to foresee. It is therefore necessary for the center to investigate regularly and straighten out the selected optimal paths, i.e. to plan in a sliding way.23 

	To sum up briefly we may say that in an economic system with a competitive market, the optimal national economic plan is a certain sequence of the Pareto optima, one of which the center selects from the many admissible sequences. 

 

	7 

 

VII
  

Here, of course, we are facing a certain contradiction which is of a more general character. In the second section of this essay we have outlined the perspective framework of socialist society’s aims — communist liberation of man, and further we considered this goal to be the starting point for the formulation of social preferences, and furthermore for the definition of the criteria for the choice of optimal plan. 

	On the other hand we want to stress that the criterion of optimality is essentially in the nature of a subjective evaluation, which cannot be scientifically proved, and which becomes objective only when it represents the opinions of the majority of democratic society.

	We think that this contradiction arises from the fact that we are looking at the Center’s political decisions from two viewpoints at the same time. When we look at if from the viewpoint of a technical planning organ, we must regard the formulation of the criterion of optimality and thus also the choice of optimal path as an act of free and independent decision by the center. As long as we look at this decision-making from a higher level, and we regard the ruling center as an essential part of the macrosystem, only as an element influencing the behavior of the investigated objective reality, and if we try to trace the tendencies and laws of historical development, then we shall find certain long-term tendencies in the conduct of this broadly defined macrosystem. 

	From the similar standpoint of historical development we can watch not only the economic macrosystem, but also the social macrosystem — human society — and look for a long-term laws of development. The results are the social projections such as one made by Marx, or such that are contemporary.24 Such social projections cannot be used, however, for evaluation of the plan’s variants; they are just a hypothesis which can be proved only by real development. A technocratic plan based on such hypothetical projections, could get into conflict with the actual development of democratic society and slow down its progress.  

	Above all, however, such social projections, expressing developmental laws, have a meaning only on a high level of abstraction, when we look upon human society from the view of historical evolution, and when the possibility an actual effect on practical planning is limited. It may serve only as a guidance and as such it is useful and necessary. However, it must be complemented by concrete political decisions based not on the ideas of scientists and experts, but on the will of the majority of people, ascertained by democratic procedures.
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* This essay is a revised version of the authors’ article: “Notes on the Long-term Prognosis of Czechoslovak Economic Development” which appeared in Plánované hospodárstvi, No. 5/1966. 
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	2
	 For instance in the well-known discussions between L. von Mises, F. A. Hayek, H. Dickinson, A. Lerner, O. Lange, and others.   (back)

	3
	These two ideas were discussed in connection with alienation of labor by Karl Marx in his Economic Philosophical Manuscripts. Marx stresses the point that 1) it is impossible to solve the second problem, i.e. humanization of society without first solving the problem of doing away with poverty and destitution, and 2) that the main aim is the second idea, i.e. the humanistic and democratic society. He makes therefore a distinction between a) crude (primitive) communism, which is really only a generalization and consummation of private ownership. “The power of material ownership with regard to it is so strong, that it wants to destroy everything that cannot belong to all as private property; it uses force to abstract from all talents, etc. Direct physical possession is its only goal in life and being... This kind of communism always negates the personality of man... and it is consummated only in envy and... in a desire to level off all distinctions.” (Karl Marx, Economic Philosophical Manuscripts, SNPL, Praha 1951, pages 90—91).   (back)
b)
“True communism is a positive liquidation of private ownership as a form of people’s alienation, and... an establishment of a real human existence of man and for man... This kind of communism is identical with humanism... it actually solves the discord between man and nature, it eliminates the contest between existence and essentiality, between objectivization and self-assertion, between freedom and pressure, between individual and race”. (Source: see foot-note a), pages 92—93).   (back)

	4
	Sometimes the term used is “general communist liberation of man”. See for example, Philosophy and Management (in Czech Filosofle a ,Rizeni), NPL 1965, by Jiri Hermach.    (back)

	5
	Very often the definition of “central planning” was understood as a completely centralized operative decision-making in economic affairs. Such an interpretation of “central planning” is quite evident in the already mentioned discussion: Mises, Hayek, Lange etc.    (back)

	6
	Jan Tinbergen uses the term “economic regime” ,“characterized by a number of institutions (each with their tasks, activities, procedures and methods)” — Central Planning, Yale University Press 1964, p. 81   (back)

	7
	Principles of the Accelerated Realization of the New System of Management, State Commission for Management and Organization, Praha, May 1966.   (back)

	8
	A similar formulation can be found in P. Samuelson (Economics, Mc. Graw-Hill  1964, p. 15). According to Samuelson, problems of economic organization include three basic and mutually connected processes: 
1) What commodities shall be produced and in what quantities?... 
2) How shall goods be produced? That is, by whom and with what resources and in what technological manner are they to be produced? 
3) For whom shall goods be produced?”, in other words problems of distribution and utilization.   (back)

	9
	Gunnar Myrdal, Beyond the Welfare State, Yale University Press, 1963, p. 7.   (back)

	10
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