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To the débacle of liberal science can be
traced the moral schism of the modern world
which so tragically divides enlightened men.

WALTER LIPPMANN.



THLE OPEN SOCIETY AND ITS ENEMIES

VOL. II
THE HIGH TIDE OF PROPHECY

THE RISE OF ORACULAR
PHILOSOPHY

CuaptEr 11: THE ARISTOTELIAN ROOTS OF
HEGELIANISM

The task of writing a history of the idcas in which we are
interested—of historicism and its connection with totalitarianism
—will not be attempted here.  The reader will remember, I hope,
that I do not cven try to give more than a few scattered remarks
which may throw light on the background of the modern version
of thesc ideas. The story of their development, more particularly
during the period from Plato to Hegel and Marx, could not
possibly be told while keeping the size of the book within reason-
able limits. I shall therefore not attempt a serious trecatment of
Aristotle, except in so far as his version of Plato’s essentialism has
influenced the historicism of Hegel, and thereby that of Marx.
The restriction to those idcas of Aristotle with which we have
become acquainted in our criticism of Plato, Aristotle’s great
master, does not, however, createc as serious a loss as one might
fear at first sight. For Aristotle, in spite of his stupendous learn-
ing and his astonishing scope, was not a man of striking originality
of thought. What he added to the Platonic store of ideas was,
in the main, systematization and a burning interest in empirical
and especially in biological problems. To be sure, he is the
inventor of logic, and for this and his other achievements, he
amply deserves what he himself claimed (at the end of his
Sophistic Refutations)—our warm thanks, and our pardon for his
shortcomings. Yet for readers and admirers of Plato these
shortcomings are formidable.

I
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I

In some of Plato’s latest writings, we can find an echo of the
contemporary political developments in Athens—of the con-
solidation of democracy. It seems that even Plato began to
doubt whether some form of democracy had not come to stay.
In Aristotle, we find indications that he did not doubt any longer.
Although he is no friend of democracy, he accepts it as unavoid-
able, and is ready to compromise with the enemy.

An inclination to compromisc, strangely mixed with an
inclination to find fault with his predecessors and contemporaries
(and with Plato in particular), is onc of the outstanding charac-
teristics of Aristotle’s encyclopzdic writings. They show no
trace of the tragic and stirring conflict that is the motive of
Plato’s work. Instead of Plato’s flashes of penctrating insight,
we find dry systematization and the love, shared by so many
mediocre writers of later times, for settling any question what-
ever by issuing a ‘sound and balanced judgement’ that docs
justice to everybody ; which means, at times, by elaboratcly and
solemnly missing the point. This exasperating tendency which
is systematized in Aristotle’s famous ‘ doctrine of the mcan’ is
one of the sources of his so often forced and even fatuous criticism
of Plato !.  An example of Aristotle’s lack of insight, in this casc
of historical insight (he also was a historian), is the fact that he
acquiesced in the apparent democratic consolidation just when
it had been superseded by the imperial monarchy of Macedon ;
a historical event which happened to escape his notice.  Aristotle,
who was, as his father had been, a courtier at the Macedonian
court, chosen by Philip to be the teacher of Alexander the
Great, seems to have underrated these men and their plans ;
perhaps he thought he knew them too well. ¢ Aristotle sat down
to dinner with Monarchy without becoming aware of it > s
Gomperz’s appropriate comment.

Aristotle’s thought is entirely dominated by Plato’s. Some-
what grudgingly, he followed his great teacher as closely as his
temperament permitted, not only in his general political outlook
but practically eyerywhere. So he endorsed, and systematized,
Plato’s naturalistic theory of slavery 3 : ¢ Some men are by nature
free, and others slaves ; and for the latter, slavery is fitting
as well as just. . . A man who is by nature not his own, but
another’s, is by natyre a slave. . . Hellenes do not like to call
themselves slaves, byt confine this term to barbarians. . . The
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slave is totally devoid of any faculty of rcasoning’, while frec
women have just a very little of it. (We owe to Aristotle’s
criticisms and denunciations most of our knowledge of the
Athenian movement against slavery. By arguing against the
fighters for freedom, he preserved some of their utterances.) In
some minor points Aristotle slightly mitigates Plato’s theory of
slavery, and duly censures his tcacher for being too harsh. He
could necither resist an opportunity for criticizing Plato, nor one
for a compromisc, not even if it was a compromisc with the liberal
tendencies of his time.

But the theory of slavery is only one of Plato’s many political
ideas to be adopted by Aristotle. Espccially his theory of the
Best State, as far as we know it, is modelled upon the theories
of the Republic and the Laws ; and his version throws considerable
light on Plato’s. Aristotle’s Best State is a compromise between
three things, a romantic Platonic aristocracy, a ‘sound and
balanced ’ feudalism, and some democratic ideas ; but feudalism
has the best of it. With the democrats, Aristotle holds that all
citizens should have the right to participate in the government.
But this, of course, is not mcant to be as radical as it sounds, for
Aristotle explains at once that not only slaves but all members
of the producing classes are excluded from citizenship. Thus
he teaches with Plato that the working classes must not rule
and the ruling classes must not work, nor carn any money.
(But they are supposed to have plenty.) They own the land,
but must not work it themselves. Only hunting, war, and similar
hobbies are considercd worthy of the feudal rulers. Aristotle’s
fear of any form of money earning, i.c. of all professional activi-
tics, goes perhaps even further than Plato’s. Plato had used the
term  banausic’ ¢ to describe a plebeian, abject, or depraved
state of mind. Aristotle extends the disparaging use of the term
so as to cover all interests which are not pure hobbies. In fact,
his use of the term is very near to our use of the term © profes-
sional ’, more especially in the sense in which it disqualifies in
an amateur competition, but also in the sense in which it applies
to any specialized expert, such as a physician. For Aristotle,
every form of professionalism means a loss of caste. A feudal
gentleman, he insists 5, must never take too much interest in
‘ any occupation, art or science. . . There are also some liberal
arts, that is to say, arts which a gentleman may acquire, but
always only to a certain degree. For if he takes too much
interest in them, then these evil effects will follow ’, namely,
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he will become proficient, like a professional, and losc caste.
This is Aristotle’s idea of a liberal education, the idea, unfortunately
not yet obsolete ¢, of a gentleman’s education, as opposed to the
education of a slave, serf, servant, or professional man. It is in
the same vein that he repeatedly insists that ‘ the first principle
of all action is leisure’ 7. Aristotle’s admiration and deference
for the leisured classes seems to be the expression of a curious
feeling of uneasiness. It looks as if the son of the Macedonian
court physician was troubled by the question of his own social
position, and especially by the possibility that he might losc
caste because of his own scholarly interests which might be
considered professional. ‘One is tempted to believe’, says
Gomperz 8, ‘that he feared to hear such denunciations from
his aristocratic friends . . It is indeed strange to see that onec
of the greatest scholars of all time, if not the greatest, does
not wish to be a professional scholar. He would rather be a
dilettante, and a man of the world . .” Aristotle’s feelings of
inferiority have, perhaps, still another basis, apart from his wish
to prove his independence of Plato, apart from his own ¢ profes-
sional ’ origin, and apart from the fact that he was, undoubtedly,
a professional ‘sophist’ (he cven taught rhetoric). For with
Aristotle, Platonic philosophy gives up her great aspirations, her
claims to power. From this moment, it could continuc only as
a teaching profession. And since hardly anybody but a feudal
lord had the money and the leisure for studying philosophy, all
that philosophy could aspire to was to become an annex to the
traditional education of a gentleman. With this more modest
aspiration in view, Aristotle finds it very necessary to persuade
the feudal gentleman that philosophical speculation and con-
templation may become a most important part of his ¢ good
life’ ; for it is the happiest and noblest and the most refined
method of whiling away one’s time, if one is not occupied with
political intrigues or by war. It is the best way of spending one’s
leisure since, as Aristotle himself puts it, ‘ nobody . . would
arrange a war for that purpose’ ®.

It is plausible to assume that such a courtier’s philosophy
will tend to be optimistic, since it will hardly be a pleasant
pastime otherwise. And indeed, in its optimism lies the one
important adjustment made by Aristotle in his systematization 10
of Platonism. Plato’s sense of drift had expressed itself in his
theory that all change, at least in certain cosmic periods, must be
for the worse ; all change is degeneration. Aristotle’s theory
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admits of changes which arc improvements ; thus change may
be progress. Plato had taught that all devclopment starts from
the original, the perfect Form or Idea, so that the developing
thing must losc its perfection in the degrce in which it changes
and in which its similarity to the original decreases. This theory
was given up by his nephew and successor, Speusippus, as well as
by Aristotle. But Aristotle censured Speusippus’ arguments as
going too far, since they implied a general biological evolution
towards higher forms. Aristotle, it scems, was opposed to the
much-discussed evolutionary biological thecories of his time 3.
But the peculiar optimistic twist which he gave to Platonism was
an outcome of biological speculation also. It was based upon
the idea of a final cause.

According to Aristotle, onc of the four causes of anything—
also of any movement or change—is the final cause, or the end
towards which the movement aims. In so far as it is an aim or
a desired end, the final causce is also good. It follows from this that
some good may not only be the starting point of a movement (as
Plato had taught, and as Aristotle admitted 12) but that some good
must also stand at its end. And this is particularly important for
anything that has a beginning in time, or, as Aristotle puts it, for
anything that comes into being. The Form or essence of anything
developing is identical with the purpose or end or final state lowards
which it develops. Thus we obtain after all, in spite of Aristotle’s
disclaimer, something very closely resembling Speusippus’ adjust-
ment of Platonism. The Form or Idea, which is still, with
Plato, considered to be good, stands at the end, instead of the
beginning. This characterizes Aristotle’s substitution of optimism
for pessimism.

Aristotle’s teleology, i.e. his stress upon the end or aim of
change as its final cause, is an expression of his predominantly
biological interests. It is influenced by Plato’s biological
theories *3, and also by Plato’s extension of his theory of justice
to the universe. For Plato did not confine himsclf to teaching
that e.ach of the different classes of citizens has its natural place
in society, a place to which it belongs and for which it is naturally
fitted ; he also tried to interpret the world of physical bodies
and their different classes or kinds on similar principles. He
tried to explain the weight of heavy bodies, like stones, or earth,
and their tendency to fall, as well as the tendency of air and
fire to rise, by the assumption that they strive to retain, or to
regain, the place inhabitated by their kind. Stones and earth
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fall because they strive to be where most stones and carth are,
and where they belong, in the just order of nature; air and
fire rise because they strive to be where air and fire (the heavenly
bodies) are, and where they belong, in the just order of nature .
This theory of motion appealed to the zoologist Aristotle ; it
combines easily with the theory of final causes, and it allows an
explanation of all motion as being analogous with the canter
of horses keen to return to their stables. He developed it as
his famous theory of natural places. Everything if removed from
its own natural place has a natural tendency to return to it.
Despite some alterations, Aristotle’s version of Plato’s cssen-
tialism shows only unimportant differences. Aristotle insists, of
course, that unlike Plato he does not concecive the Forms or
Ideas as existing apart from scnsible things. But in so far as
this difference is important, it is closely connected with the
adjustment in the theory of change. For one of thc main
points in Plato’s theory is that he must consider the Forms or
essences or originals (or fathers) as existing prior to, and therefore
apart from, sensible things, since these move further and further
away from them. Aristotle makes sensible things move towards
their final causes or ends, and these he identifies 15 with their
Forms or essences. And as a biologist, he assumes that sensible
things carry potentially within themselves the sceds, as it were,
of their final states, or of their essences. This is one of the reasons
why he can say that the Form or essence is iz the thing, not,
as Plato said, prior and external to it. For Aristotle, all move-
ment or change means the realization (or °actualization’) of
some of the potentialities inherent in the essence of a thing 26,
It is, for example, an essential potentiality of a piece of timber,
that it can float on water, or that it can burn ; thesc potentialities
remain inherent in its essence even if it should never float or
burn.  But if it does, then it realizes a potentiality, and thereby
changes or moves. Accordingly, the essence, which embraces
all the potentialities of a thing, is something like its internal
source of change or motion. This Aristotelian essence or Form,
this ¢ formal”’ or ‘final’ cause, is therefore practically identical
with Plato’s ‘nature’ or ‘soul’; and this identification is
corroborated by Aristotle himself. °Nature’, he writes 17 in
the Metaphysics, ¢ belongs also to the same class as potentiality ;
for it is a principle of movement inherent in the thing itself.’
On the other hand, he defines the ‘soul’ as the © first entelechy
of a living body’, and since © entelechy’, in turn, is explained
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as the Form, or the formal cause, considered as a motive force 13,
we arrive, with the help of this somewhat complicated termino-
logical apparatus, back at Plato’s original point of view : that
the soul or nature is something akin to the Form or Idea, but
inherent in the thing, and its principle of motion.  (When Zeller
praised Aristotle for his ¢ definite use and comprehensive develop-
ment of a scientific terminology * 19, I think he must have felt
a bit uncasy in using the word ¢ definite > ; but the comprehen-
siveness is to be admitted, as well as the most deplorable fact
that Aristotle, by using this complicated and somcwhat pre-
tentious jargon, fascinated only too many philosophers ; so that,
as Zcller puts it, ‘ for thousands of years he showed philosophy
her way’.)

Aristotle, who was a historian of the morc encyclopxdic
type, made no direct contribution to historicism. He adhered
to a more restricted version of Plato’s theory that floods and
other recurring catastrophes destroy the human race from time
to time, leaving only a few survivors.2? But he does not scem,
apart from this, to have intcrested himself in the problem of
historical trends. In spite of this fact, it may be shown here
how his theory of change lends itself to historicist interpretations,
and that it contains all the clements needed for elaborating a
grandiose historicist philosophy. (This opportunity was not
fully exploited before Hegel.) Three historicist doctrines which
dircctly follow from Auristotle’s essentialism may be distinguished.
(1) Only if a person or a statc develops, and only by way of
its history, can we get to know anything about its ¢ hidden,
undeveloped essence’ (to use a phrase of Hegel’s 21). This
doctrine leads later, first of all, to the adoption of an historicist
method ; that is to say, of the principle that we can obtain any
kI}OWI.CdgC of social entitics or essences only by applying the
historical method, by studying social changes. But the doctrine
lcac.ls. i:urther (especially when connected with Hegel’s moral
positivism which identifies the known as well as the real with
the good) to the worship of History and its cxaltation as the
Grand Theatre of Reality as well as the World’s Court of Justice.
(2) Change, by revealing what is hidden in the undeveloped
€ssence, can only make apparent the essence, the potentialities,
the seeds, which from the beginning have inhered in the changing
object. This doctrine leads to the historicist idea of an historical
fate or an inescapable essential destiny ; for, as Hegel 22 showed
later, ¢ what we call principle, aim, destiny’> is nothing but the
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‘ hidden undeveloped essence’. This means that whatcver may
befall a man, a nation, or a state, must be considered to emanatc
from, and to be understandable through, the essence, the real
thing, the real ° personality’ that manifests itself in this man,
this nation, or this state. ‘A man’s fate is immediately con-
nected with his own being ; it is something which, indced, he
may fight against, but which is really a part of his own life.’
This formulation (due to Caird 23) of Hegel’s theory of fatc is
clearly the historical and romantic counterpart of Aristotle’s
theory that all bodies seek their own  natural places’. It is,
of course, no more than a bombastic expression of the platitude,
that what befalls a man depends not only on his external
circumstances, but also on himsclf, on the way he reacts to them.
But the naive reader is extremely pleased with his ability to
understand, and to feel the truth of this depth of wisdom that
needs to be formulated with the help of such thrilling words as
‘fate > and cspecially  his own being’. (3) In order to become
real or actual, the essence must unfold itself in change. This
doctrine assumes later, with Hegel, the following form *4: ¢ That
which exists for itself only, is . . a merc potentiality : it has
not yet emerged into Existence. . . It is only by activity that
the Idea is actualized.’ Thus if I wish to ¢ emerge into Exist-
ence’ (surely a very modest wish), then I must assert my
personality >, This still rather popular theory leads, as Hegel
sees clearly, to a new justification of the theory of slavery. For
self-assertion means 25, in so far as one’s relations to others are
concerned, the attempt to dominate them. Indeed, Hegel
points out that all personal relations can thus be reduced to the
fundamental relation of master and slave, of domination and
submission. Each must strive to assert and prove himself, and
he who has not the nature, the courage, and the general capacity
for preserving his independence, must be reduced to servitude.
This charming theory of personal relations has, of course, its
counterpart in Hegel’s theory of international relations.  Nations
must assert themselves on the Stage of History ; it is their duty
to attempt the domination of the World.

All these far—rcaching historicist consequences, which will be
approached from a different angle in the next chapter, were
slumbering for more than twenty centuries, ‘hidden and
undeveloped ’, in Aristotle’s essentialism. Aristotelianism was

more fertile and promising than most of its many admirers
know.
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1I

‘The chief danger to our philosophy, apart from

laziness and woolliness, is scholasticism, . . }VhiCh

is treating what is vague as if it were precise . .
F. P. RAMSEY.

We have reached a point from which we could without delay
proceed to an analysis of thc historicist philosophy of Hegel,
or, at any rate, to the bricf comments upon the developments
between Aristotle and Hegel and upon the rise of Christianity
that conclude, as scction mr, the present chapter. As a kind
of digression, however, I shall next discuss a more technical
problem, Aristotlc’s essentialist method of Definitions.

The problem of definitions and of the ¢ meaning of terms’
does not directly bear upon historicism. But it has been an
inexhaustible source of confusion and of that particular kind of
verbiage which, when combined with historicism in Hegel’s
mind, has bred that poisonous intellectual disease of our own
time which I call oracular philosophy. And it is the most important
source of Aristotle’s regrettably still prevailing intellectual influ-
ence, of all that verbal and empty scholasticism that haunts not
only the Middle Ages, but our own contemporary philosophy ;
for even a philosophy as recent as that of L. Wittgenstein *°
suffers, as we shall sce, from this influence. The development
of thought since Aristotle could, I think, be summed up by saying
that every discipline, as long as it used the Aristotclian method of
definition, has remained arrcsted in a state of empty verbiage
an-d barren scholasticism, and that the degree to which the various
sciences have been able to make any progress depended on the
degrec to which they have been able to get rid of this essentialist
method.  (This s why so much of our ¢ social science  still belongs
to the Middle Ages.)” The discussion of this method will have to
be a little abstract, owing to the fact that the problem has been
so th?m“ghly muddled by Plato and Aristotle, whose influence
has given rise to such decp-rooted prejudices that the prospect
of dispelling them docs not seem very bright. In spite of all
that, it is perhaps not without interest to analyse the source of
so mll?h confusion and verbiage.

A“S_tqtlc followed Plato in distinguishing between knowledge
and opinion 27, Knowledge, or science, according to Aristotle,
may be of two kinds—either demonstrative or intuitive. Demon-
strative knowledge is also a knowledge of ¢ causes’. It consists of
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statements that can he demonstrated the conclusions—toocther
with their syllogistic demonstrations (which exhibit the © causes ’
in their ¢ middle terms ). Intuitive knowledge consists in grasping
the ©indivisible form ’> or essence or cssential naturc of a thing
(if it is ¢ immediate ’, i.e. if its ¢ cause * is identical with its essential
nature) ;5 it s the originative source of all scicnce since it grasps
the original basic premises of all demonstrations.

Undoubtedly, Aristotle was right when he insisted that we
rgust not attempt to prove or demonstrate a/l our knowledge.
is"g}; froilf;mgst .pro‘cccd from premises H the proof as such, that
finally Zéttl cl erivation from the premiscs, can therefore never
comcl ¢ the truth of any f:onclusmn, but only show that the
were o Sn must be true j)rovz.ded the premises are true. If we
the qucstiemar;‘d that the premises shou.ld be proved in their turn,
& howy 50? of trut}.l would only be s}_uftec_l back by another step
avoid suclf of premises, and so on, to mﬁ.n3ty. It was in order to
taught thatan infinite regress (as the logicians say) that Aristotle
indubitably ::c must1 assume that there are premises which arc
he callog ¢ baslil:’ ?:miWhl’Ch ;1{9 not rllicc? any proof ; and these

¥ which we 4 P ses’. If we take for grar}ted thc' methods
we could o 1enve concl}mons fro.m these basic premiscs, then
knowledge y that, .accor'dmg to A.nstotle,-the whole of scientific
all be Oui .}s contained in the })asm premises, apd that it would
Premises lBonly we could o})taln an enc':yclopa:dlc list of the basic
AriStotle.b 1.ut how to obtain t}lcse basic premises ?  Like Plato,
intuitiy, elieved that we obtain al-l knowledge ultimately by an
only by k’o’l'asl? of .the essences of .thmgs. ‘ We can know a thing
thing i tonlc:wmg.lts essence ’, Anstotl(? writes 28, and ‘ to know a
M. notts now its essence’. A ¢ bz.151.c premise ’ is, according to
But such Ing but a statement describing the essence of a thing,
all b a statement is just what he calls * a definition. Thuys
hat ébremzses of ,{)r.oqfs are.dey‘inzlzom.

would b :oe‘s : deﬁnmgn look like :j P:n example pf a definition
deﬁnition-Seme puppy is a yo‘ung og,. . The subject of such g
defined (o1 dqin:;ce, thef term pupey », is called the ferm ¢ p,
fining formey term) ; the words ‘ young dog ’ are called the
more copn l'a. As a rule, the defining formula is longer ang

much sq P Alc'ated than _the defined term, and sometimes ve
of the CSécnc ns;otle gonmders 30 the ter.m to be defined as a name
fion of thate of a thing, and th? df:ﬁmng formula as the descrip-
st e essence. And h'e insists that the defining formula
S1ve an exhaustive description of the essence or the essential
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l)m‘])oy.;i(‘x [(:k 1!11(‘ thing iin qu](-.r.n'nn : thus a q;;x;:;,,:,,:\ '“;"ﬁj,,-\
: s four legs ', although truc, 1s not a satsfacrory Jdefini-
ggﬁ?zin]cz::bitodocs ?10; cxhaus? what ;’nay be cal.lcd. the essence of
puppiness, but holds truc of a horsc als<? ; and similarly the state-
ment ¢ A puppy is brown ’, although it may bf: true of some,.'ls
not truc of all puppics ; and it describes what 1s not an essential

but mercly an accidental property of the delined term.

But the most diflicult question is how we can get hold of defini-
tions or basic premises, and make sure that they are correct—that
we have not erred, not grasped the wrong essence. Although
Aristotle is not very clear on this point 31, there can be little doubt
that, in the main, he again follows Plato. Plato taught 32 that
we can grasp the Ideas with the help of some kind of unerring
inlellectual intuition ; that is to say, we visualize or look at them
with our “ mental eyc ’, a process which he conceived as analogous
to secing, but dependent purely upon our intellect, and exclud-
ing any clement that depends upon our senses.  Aristotle’s view
is less radical and less inspired than Plato’s, but in the end it
amounts to the same 3% For although he teaches that we arrive
at the definition only after we have made many observations, he
admits that sensc-cxperience does not in itsclf grasp the universal
essence, and that it cannot, therefore, fully determine a definition.
Eventually he simply postulates that we possess an intellectual
intuition, a mental or intcllectual faculty which enables us unerr-
ingly to grasp the cssences of things, and to know them. And
he further assumes that if we know an essence intuitively, we
must be capable of describing it and therefore of defining it.
(His arguments in the Posterior Analptic in favour of this theory
arc surprisingly weak. They consist merely in pointing out that
our kno'wlcclge of the basic premises cannot be demonstrative,
since this would lead to an infinite regress, and that the basic
premises must be at least as true and as certain as the conclusions
based upon them. ¢ It follows from this ’, he writes, ¢ that there
cannot be demonstrative knowledge of the primary premises ;
and since nothing but intellectual intuition can be more true than
flcmppstrative knowledge, it follows that it must be intellectual
Intuition that grasps the basic premises.” In the De Anima, and
in the theological part of the Metaphysics, we find more of an
argument ;- for here we have a theory of intellectual intuition—-
that it comes into contact with its object, the essence, and that

it even becomes one with its object. *Actual knowledge is
identical with its object.’)
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Summing up this brief analysis, we can give, I bclicve, a
fair description of the Aristotelian ideal of perfect and complete
knowledge if we say that he saw the ultimate aim of all inquiry
in the compilation of an encyclopzdia containing the intuitive
definitions of all essences, that is to say, their names togcther with
their defining formule ; and that he considered the progress of
knowledge as consisting in the gradual accumulation of such an
encyclopzdia, in expanding it as well as in filling up the gaps
in it and, of course, in the syllogistic derivation from it of ¢ the
whole body of facts® which constitute demonstrative knowledge.

Now there can be little doubt that all these cssentialist views
stz}nd in the strongest possible contrast to the methods of modern
science. (I have the empirical sciences in mind, not perhaps pure
mathematics.) First, although in science we do our best to find
the truth, we are conscious of the fact that we can never be sure
whether we have got it. We have learned in the past, from
many disappointments, that we must not expect finality. And
we hztve learned not to be disappointed any longer if our scientific
th.eones are overthrown ; for we can, in most cases, determinc
with great confidence which of any two theories is the better onc.
VVF can therefore know that we are making progress ; and it is
this knowledge that to most of us atones for the loss of the illusion
Of' ﬁnfﬂity and certainty. In other words, we know that our

sc1cnt1f?c theories must always remain hypotheses, but that, in
Many important cases, we can find out whether or not a new
hypothesis is superior to an old one. Tor if they are different,
then they will lead to different predictions, which can often be
tested' experimentally ; and on the basis of such a crucial
¢Xperiment, we can sometimes find out that the new theory
leads to satisfactory results where the old one brecaks down.

hus we can say that in our search for truth, we have replaced
sclentific certainty by scientific progress. And this view of
sc1ent1.ﬁc method is corroborated by the development of science.
For science does not develop by a gradual encyclopadic accumu-
lation of essential information, as Aristotle thought, but by a much
TIOTE revolutionary method ; it progresses by bold ideas, by the
advancement of pew and very strange theories (such as the
theory that the earth is not flat, or that ‘ metrical space’ is
not flat), ang by the overthrow of the old ones.

Bu.t this view of scientific method means 34 that in science
there is no ° knowledge °, in the sense in which Plato and Aristotle
understood the word, in the sense which implies finality ; in
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science, we never have sufficient reason for the belief that we
have attained the truth. What we usually call ¢scientific
knowledge ’* is, as a rule, not knowledge in this sense, but rather
information regarding the various competing hypotheses and the
way in which they have stood up to various tests ; it is, using
the language of Plato and Aristotle, information concerning the
latest, and the best tested, scientific ¢ opinion’. This view means,
furthermore, that we have no proofs in science (excepting, of
course, purc mathematics and logic). In the empirical sciences,
which alone can furnish us with information about the world we
live in, proofs do not occur, if we mean by ¢ proof’ an argument
which establishes once and for cver the truth of a theory. (What
may occur, however, are refutations of scientific theories.) On
the other hand, pure mathematics and logic, which permit of
proofs, give us no information about the world, but only develop
the means of describing it.  Thus we could say (as I have pointed
out clsewhere 3%) : In so far as scicntific statements refer to the
world of experience, they must be refutable ; and, in so far
as they are irrefutable, they do not refer to the world of ex-
perignce.’ But although proof does not play any part in the
cmpirical sciences, argument still does %0 ; indeed, its part
is at.least as important as that played by observation and
experiment.

. The réle of definitions in science, especially, is also very
different from what Aristotle had in mind. Aristotle taught
that in a definition we have first pointed to the essence—perhaps
by naming it—and that we then describe it with the help of the
dcﬁnmg. formula ; just as in an ordinary sentence like ¢ This
Puppy 1s brown’, we first point to a certain thing by saying

this puppy °, and then describe it as * brown’. And he taught
tha.t bY thus describing the essence to which the term points
which is to be defined, we determine or explain the meaning *7
of the term also, Accordingly, the definition may at one time
answer two very closely related questions. The one is ¢ What
is it?”, for example, ¢ What is a puppy ? > ; it asks what the
essence 1s which is denoted by the defined term. The other is
‘ What does it mean ? ’, for example, ¢ What does  puppy ”
mcan?’; it asks for the meaning of a term (namely, of the
term that denotes the essence). In the present context, it is not
necessary to distinguish between these two questions ; rather, it
is important to see what they have in common ; and I wish,
especially, to draw attention to the fact that both guestions are



14 ORACULAR PHILOSOPHY

raised by the term that stands, in the definition, on the left side and
answered by the defining formula which stands on the right side. 'This
fact characterizes the essentialist view, from which the scientific
method of definition radically differs.
While we may say that the essentialist interpretation rcads
a definition ‘ normally’, that is to say, from the left to the right,
we can say that a definition, as it is normally used in modern science,
must be read back to front, or from the right to the left ; for it starts
with the defining formula, and asks for a short label to it. Thus
the scientific view of the definition ¢ A puppy is a young dog’
would be that it is an answer to the question ¢ What shall we call
a young dog ?’ rather than an answer to the question ¢ What is
apuppy ?’. (Questions like ¢ What islife ? * or ¢ What is gravity ?’
0 not play any réle in science.) The scientific use of definitions,
characterized by the approach ‘ from the right to the left °, may
tfe called its nominalist interpretation, as opposed to its Aristote-
lian or essentialist interpretation 3. In modern science, only 3?
nominalist definitions occur, that is to say, shorthand symbols
or labels are introduced in order to cut a long story short. And
We can at once see from this that definitions do not play any
very important part in science. For shorthand symbols can
always, of course, be replaced by thc longer expressions, the
defining formula, for which they stand. In some cases this
would make our scientific language very cumbersome ; we should
Waste time and paper. But we should never lose the slightest
Piece of factual information. Our ‘scientific knowledge’, in
the sense in which this term may be properly used, remains
entirely unaffected if we eliminate all definitions ; the only
effect is upon our language, which would lose, not precision 40,
bl}t merely brevity. (This must not be taken to mean that in
science there cannot be an urgent practical need for introducing
definitions, for brevity’s sake.) There could hardly be a greater
contrast than that between this view of the part played by
definitions, and Aristotle’s view. For Aristotle’s essentialist
deﬁ-nitions are the principles from which all our knowledge is
derived ; they thus contain all our knowledge ; and they serve
to substitue a long formula for a short one. As opposed to this,
the scientific or nominalist definitions do not contain any know-
ledge whatever, not even any ¢ opinion’ ; they do nothing but
introduce new arbitrary shorthand labels ; they cut a long
story short.

In practice, these labels are of the greatest usefulness. In



CHAPTER II ! ITS ARISTOTELIAN ROOTS I5

order to sce this, we only nced to consider the extreme difficulties
that would arise if a bacteriologist, whenever he spoke of a
certain strain of bacteria, had to repcat its whole description
(including the methods of dyeing, ctc., by which it is distinguished
from a number of similar species). And we may also understand,
by a similar consideration, why it has so often been forgotten,
even by scientists, that scientific definitions must be read ¢ from
the right to the left’, as explained above. For most people,
when first studying a science, say bacteriology, must try to find
out thc meanings of all these new technical terms with which
they arc faced. In this way, they really learn the definition
‘from the left to the right’, substituting, as if it were an
essentialist definition, a very long story for a very short one.
But this is merely a psychological accident, and a teacher or
writer of a textbook may indeed proceed quite differently ; that
1s to say, he may introduce a technical term only after the need
for it has arisen 1,

So far I have tried to show that the scientific or nominalist
use of definitions is entirely different from Aristotle’s essentialist
method of definitions. But it can also be shown that the
essentialist view of definitions is simply untenable in itself. In
order not to prolong this digression unduly 42, I shall criticize
two only of the essentialist doctrines ; two doctrines which are
of significance because some influential modern schools are still
‘.Dasc.d upon them. One is the esoteric doctrine of intellectual
intuition, and the other the very popular doctrine that ¢ we must
define our terms’, if we wish to be precise.

. Al_flstotle held with Plato that we possess a faculty, intellectual
ntuition, by which we can visualize essences and find out which
definition is the correct one, and many modern essentialists
have repeated this doctrine.  Other philosophers, following Kant,
maintain that we do not possess anything of the sort. My opinion
is that we can readily admit that we possess something which
may be dftscribed as ‘ intellectual intuition’ ; or more precisely,
that certain of our intellectual experiences may be thus described.
Everybody who ‘ understands ’ an idea, or a point of view, or
an arithmetical method, for instance, multiplication, in the sense
that he has ‘got the feel of it°, might be said to understand
that thing intuitively ; and there are countless intellectual
experiences of that kind. But I would insist, on the other hand,
that these experiences, important as they may be for our scientific
endeavours, can never serve to establish the truth of any idea
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or theory, however strongly somebody may feel, intuitively, that
it must be true, or that it is ©self-evident’ ¢3. Such intuitions
cannot even serve as an argument, although they may encourage
us to look for arguments. For somebody else may have just
as strong an intuition that the same theory is false. The way of
science is paved with discarded theories which were once declared
self-evident ; Francis Bacon, for example, sneered at those who
denied the self-evident truth that the sun and the stars rotated
round the earth, which was obviously at rest. Intuition
undoubtedly plays a great part in the life of a scientist, just
as it does in the life of a poet. It leads him to his discoverics.
B}Jt it may also lead him to his failures. And it always remains
his private affair, as it were. Scicnce does not ask how he has
got his ideas, it is only interested in arguments that can be

tested by everybody. The great mathematician, Gauss, des-

cribed this situation very neatly once when he exclaimed : ‘I

have got my result ; but I do not know yet how to get it.” All

fhls.a}PpliCS, of course, to Aristotle’s doctrine of intellectual

ntwition of so-called essences 44, which was propagated by

Heg-el, and in our own time by E. Husserl and his numerous

Pupils ; and i indicates that the °¢intellectual intuition of

CSSences’ or ¢ pure phenomenology ’, as Husserl calls it, is a

meth9d of neither science nor philosophy. (The much debated

?U?SUOH Whether it is a new invention, as the pure phenomeno-

nggst}: thmlf’ or perhaps a version of Cartesianism or Hegellanism,

€ easily decided ; it is a version of Arlstotehan.lsm.)

con he.second.doctrine to be criticized h_as even more 1mportant
€ctions with modern views ; and it bears especially upon

th.e problem of verbalism. Since Aristotle, it has become
widely known that one cannot prove all statements, and that
an attempt to ¢ so would break down because it would lead
only to an infinite regression of proofs. But neither he 45 nor,
apparently, a great many modern writers scem to realize that
the an'alogous attempt to define the meaning of all our terms
must, in the same way, lead to an infinite regression of defini-
tions. The following passage from Crossman’s Plato To-Day
1s characteristic of 5 view which by implication is held by
many contemporary philosophers of repute, for example, by
Wittgenstein 48: ¢ if we do not know precisely the meanings
of the words we use, we cannot discuss anything profitably.
Most of the futile arguments on which we all waste time are
largely due to the fact that we each have our own vague meanings
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for thc words we use and assume that our opponents are using
them in the same senses. If we defined our terms to start with,
we could have far more profitable discussions. Again, we have
only to read the daily papers to observe that propaganda (the
modern counterpart of rhetoric) depends largely for its success
on confusing the meaning of the terms. If politicians were
compelled by law to define any term they wished to use, they
would lose most of their popular appeal, their specches would
be shorter, and many of their disagreements would be found to
be purely verbal.” This passage is very characteristic of one of
the prejudices which we owe to Aristotle, of the prejudice that
language can be made more precise by the use of definitions.
Let us consider whether this can really be done.

First, we can sec clearly that if ¢ politicians’ (or anybody
clse) ¢ were compelled by law to define any term they wished to
use’, their speeches would not be shorter, but infinitely long.
For a definition cannot establish the meaning of a term any more
than a proof or derivation 47 can establish the truth of a state-
ment ; both can only shift this problem back. The derivation
shifts the problem of truth back to the premises, the definition
shifts the problem of meaning back to the defining terms (i.c.,
the terms that make up the defining formula). But these, for
many rcasons 8, arc likely to be just as vague and confusing
as the terms we started with ; and in any case, we should have
to go on to define them in turn; which leads to new terms
which too must be defined.  And so on, to infinity. One sces that
the demand that all our termsshould be defined is just as untenable
as the demand that all our statements should be proved.

At first sight this criticism may seem unfair. It may be
§a1d that.what pcople have in mind, if they demand definitions,
is the elimination of the ambiguities so often connected with
words such as1 ¢ democracy’, *liberty’, ¢ duty’, *religion’,
etc. ; that it is clearly impossible to define all our terms, but
posmbl'c to define some of these more dangerous terms and to
leave 1t at that; and that the defining terms have just to be
accepted, 1.e., that we must stop after a step or two in order
to avoid an _mﬁnite regression. This defence, however, is unten-
able. Admittedly, the terms mentioned are much misused.
But I deny that the attempt to define them can improve matters.
It can only make matters worse. That by ¢ defining their terms’
even once, and leaving the defining terms undefined, the poli-
ticians would not be able to make their speeches shorter, is
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clear ; for any essentialist definition, i.e. one that ¢ defincs our
terms’ (as opposed to the nominalist one which introduces ncw
technical terms), means the substitution of a long story for a
short one, as we have secen. Besides, the attempt to dcfine
terms would only increase the vagueness and confusion. For
since we cannot demand that all the defining terms should be
defined in their turn, a clever politician or philosopher could
easily satisfy the demand for definitions. If asked what he mcans
by ‘democracy’, for example, he could say °the rule of the
general will’ or ¢ the rule of the spirit of the people’; and
since he has now given a definition, and so satisfied the highest
standards of precision, nobody will dare to criticize him any
longer. And, indeed, how could he be criticized, since the
demand that ‘rule’ or ¢ people’ or ¢ will’ or ¢spirit’ should
be defined in their turn, puts us well on the way to an infinite
regression so that everybody would hesitate to raise it? But
should it be raised in spite of all that, then it can be cqually
easily satisfied. On the other hand, a quarrel about the question
whether the definition was correct, or true, can only lead to an
empty controversy about words.

_ Thus the essentialist view of definition breaks down, even if
it does not, with Aristotle, attempt to establish the ¢ principles’
of our knowledge, but only makes the apparently more modest
demand that we should © define the meaning of our terms’.

. But undoubtedly, the demand that we speak clearly and
without ambiguity is very important, and must be satisfied.
Can the nominalist view satisfy it? And can nominalism
escape the infinite regression ?

‘It can. For the nominalist position there is no difficulty
wl.nch corresponds to the infinite regression. As we have seen,
science does not use definitions in order to determine the meaning
of its terms, but only in order to introduce handy shorthand
labels. And it does not depend on definitions ; all definitions
can be omitted without loss to the information imparted. It
follows from this that in science, all the terms that are really needed
must be un‘dqﬁned terms. How then do the sciences make sure of
the meanings of their terms? Various replies to this question
have been suggested 5, byt I do not think that any of them are
satisfactory. The situation seems to be this. Aristotelianism
and related philosophies have told us for such a long time how
important it is to get 5 precise knowledge of the meaning of our
terms that we are all inclined to believe it. And we continue
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to cling to this crced in spitc of the unquestionable fact that
philosophy, which for twenty centuries has worried about the
meaning of its terms, is not only full of verbalism but also
appallingly vaguc and ambiguous, while a science like physics
which worries hardly at all about terms and their meaning, but
about facts instead, has achicved great precision. This, surely,
should be taken as indicating that, under Aristotclian influence,
the importance of thc mcaning of terms has been grossly ex-
aggerated. But I think that it indicates even more. For not
only docs this concentration on the problem of meaning fail to
establish precision ; it is itsclf the main source of vaguencss,
ambiguity, and confusion.

In science, we take care that the statements we make should
never depend upon the meaning of our terms. Even where the
terms are defined, we never try to derive any information from
the definition, or to base any argument upon it. This is why
our terms make so little trouble. We do not overburden them.
We try to attach to them as little weight as possible. We do
not take their ‘ meaning ’ too seriously. We are always conscious
that our terms are a little vague (since we have learned to use
them only in practical applications) and we reach precision not
by reducing their penumbra of vaguencss, but rather by keeping
well within it, by carefully phrasing our sentences in such a
way that the possible shades of meaning of our terms do not
matter. This is how we avoid quarrelling about words.

The view that the precision of science and of scientific
language depends upon the precision of its terms is certainly
very Plau§ible, but it is none the less, I belicve, a mere prejudice.
The precision of a language depends, rather, just upon the fact
that'lt takes care not to burden its terms with the task of being
precise. A term like ¢ sand-dune’ or ¢ wind’ is certainly very
vague.  (How many inches high must a little sand-hill be in order
to be called ‘sand-dunc’? How quickly must the air move in
order to be called ¢ wind ’ ?) However, for many of the geologist’s
purposcs, these terms are quite sufficiently precisc; and for
other purposes, when a higher degree of differentiation is needed,
he can always say ‘ dunes between 4 and 30 feet high * or © wind
of a ‘VCIOFItY of between 20 and 40 miles an hour’. And the
position 1n the more exact sciences is analogous. In physical
measurements, for instance, we always take care to consider
the range within which there may be an error ; and precision
does not consist in trying to reduce this range to nothing, or in
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pretending that there is no such range, but rather in its explicit
recognition.

Even where a term has made trouble, as for instance the term
¢ simultaneity ’ in physics, it was not because its meaning was
unprecise or ambiguous, but rather because of some intuitive
theory which induced us to burden the term with too much
meaning, or with too ‘ precise > a meaning, rather than with too
little. What Einstein found in his analysis of simultancity
was that, when speaking of simultaneous events, physicists made
a false assumption which would have been unchallengcablc were
there signals of infinite velocity. The fault was not that they
did not mean anything, or that their meaning was ambiguous, or
the term not precise enough ; what Einstein found was, rather,
that the elimination of a theoretical assumption, unnoticed so
far because of its intuitive self-evidence, was able to remove a
difficulty which had arisen in science. Accordingly, he was not
really concerned with a question of the meaning of a term, but
rather with the truth of a theory. It is very unlikely that it
would have led to much if someone had started, apart from a
definite physical problem, to improve the concept of simultaneity
by analysing its ¢ essential meaning ’, or even by analysing what
physicists ‘ really mean’ when they speak of simultaneity.

I think we can learn from this example that we should not
attempt to cross our bridges before we come to them. And I
also think that the preoccupation with questions concerning the
meaning of terms, such as their vagueness or their ambiguity,
can certainly not be justified by an appeal to Einstein’s example.
Such a preoccupation rests, rather, on the assumption that much
dqpends upon the meaning of our terms, and that we operate
with this meaning ; and therefore it must lead to verbalism and
scholz.lsticism. From this point of view, we may criticize a
do.ctrmt? like that of Wittgenstein 51, who holds that while
smence.mvestigates matters of fact, it is the business of philosophy
to clargfy.the meaning of terms, thereby purging our language,
and eliminating linguistic puzzles. It is characteristic of the
views of this school that they do not lead to any chain of argument
that could be rationally criticized ; the school therefore addresses
its SUbd.e analyses 52 exclusively to the small esoteric -circle of
the initiated. This seems to suggest that any preoccupation
with meaning tends to lead to that result which is so typical
of Aristotelianism : scholasticism and mysticism.

Let us consider briefly how these two typical results of
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Aristotclianism have ariscn.  Aristotle insisted that demonstra-
tion or proof, and definition, are the two fundamental mcthods
of obtaining knowledge. Considering the doctrine of proof first,
it cannot be denied that it has led to countless attempts to prove
morc than can be proved ; medieval philosophy is full of this
scholasticism and the same tendency can be observed, on the
Continent, down to Kant. It was Kant’s criticism of all attempts
to prove the existence of God which led to the romantic reaction
of Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel. The new tendency is to discard
proofs, and with them, any kind of rational argument. With the
romantics, a new kind of dogmatism becomes fashionable, in
philosophy as well as in the social sciences. It confronts us with
its dictum. And we can fake it or leave it. This romantic period
of an oracular philosophy, called by Schopenhauer the ¢ age of
dishonesty °, is described by him as follows 53 : ¢ The character
of honesty, that spirit of undertaking an inquiry together with
the reader, which permeates the works of all previous philoso-
phers, disappears here completely. Every page witnesses that
these so-called philosophers do not attempt to tcach, but to
bewitch the reader.’

A similar result was produced by Aristotle’s doctrine of
definition. First it led to a good deal of hairsplitting. But
later, philosophers began to fecl that one cannot argue about
definitions. In this way, essentialism not only encouraged ver-
balism, but it also led to the disillusionment with argument,
Fhat is, with reason. Scholasticism and mysticism and despair
In reason, these are the unavoidable results of the essentialism
of Plato and Aristotle. And Plato’s open revolt against freedom
becomes, with Aristotle, a secret revolt against reason.

As we know from Aristotle himself, cssentialism and the
theory of definition met with strong opposition when they were
first proposed, cspecially from Socrates’ old companion Antis-
thcncs,’whosc criticism seems to have been most sensible 3.
But this opposition as unfortunately defeated. The conse-
quences of this defeat for the intellectual devclopment of mankind
can hardly be overrated. Some of them will be discussed in the
next chapter.  With this I conclude my digression, the criticism
of the Platonic-Aristotelian theory of definition.

III

It will hardl}r be necessary again to stress the fact that my
treatment of Aristotle is most sketchy—much more so than my
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treatment of Plato. The main purpose of what has been said
about both of them is to show the réle they have played in the
rise of historicism and in the fight against the open socicty, and to
show their influence on problems of our own time—on thc rise
of the oracular philosophy of Hegel, the father of modern his-
toricism and totalitarianism. The developments between Aris-
totle and Hegel cannot be treated here at all. In order to do
anything like justice to them, at least another volume would be
needed. In the remaining few pages of this chapter I shall,
however, attempt to indicate how this period might be inter-
pre.ted in terms of the conflict between the open and the closed
society.

The conflict between the Platonic-Aristotelian speculation
and the spirit of the Great Generation, of Pericles, of Socratcs,
and of Democritus, can be traced throughout the ages. This
spirit was preserved, more or less purcly, in the movement of
the Cynics who, like the early Christians, preached the brother-
pood of man, which they connected with a monotheistic belief
in the fatherhood of God. Alexander’s empire as well as that
of Augustus was influenced by these ideas which had first taken
shape in the imperialist Athens of Pericles, and which had
always been stimulated by the contact between West and East.
It is very likely that these ideas, and perhaps the Cynic move-
ment itself, influenced the rise of Christianity also.

In its beginning, Christianity, like the Cynic movement, was
opposed to the highbrow Platonizing Idealism and intellectual-
1sm of the ¢scribes’, the learned men. ( Thou hast hid these
things from the wise and prudent and hast revealed them unto
thc'babcs.’) I do not doubt that it was, in part, a protest
against what may be described as Jewish Platonism in thc wider
sense °%, the abstract worship of God and His Word. And it
was certainly a protest against Jewish tribalism, against its rigid
anc! empty tribal taboos, and against its tribal exclusiveness
which expressed itself, for example, in the doctrine of the chosen
people, ie. in an interpretation of the deity as a tribal god.
Such an emphasis upon tribal laws and tribal unity appears to
be characteristic not so much of a primitive tribal socicty as of
a desperate. attempt to restore and arrest the old forms of tribal
life ; and in the case of Jewry, it seems to have originated as
a reaction to the impact of the Babylonian conquest on Jewish
tribal life. But side by side with this movement towards greater
rigidity we find another movement which apparently originated
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at the same time, and which produced humanitarian ideas that
rescmbled the response of the Great Generation to the dissolu-
tion of Greek tribalism.  This process, it appears, repeated itself
when Jewish independence was ultimately destroyed by Rome.
It led to a new and decper schism between these two possible
solutions, the return to the tribe, as represented by orthodox
Jewry, and the humanitarianism of the new sect of Christians,
which embraced barbarians (or gentiles) as well as slaves. We
can scc from the Aets 3¢ how urgent these problems were,
the social problem as well as the national problem. And we
can scc this from the devclopment of Jewry as well ; for its
conscrvative part rcacted to the same challenge by another
movement towards arresting and petrifying their tribal form of
life, and by clinging to their ¢ laws ’ with a tenacity which would
have won the approval of Plato. It can hardly be doubted that
this devclopment was, like that of Plato’s ideas, inspired by a
strong antagonism to the new creed of the open society ; in
this case, of Christianity.

But the parallelism between the creed of the Great Genera-
tion, cspecially of Socrates, and that of early Christianity goes
deeper. There is little doubt that the strength of the early
Christians lay in their moral courage. It lay in the fact that
they refused to accept Rome’s claim ‘that it was entitled to
compel its subjects to act against their conscience’ 7. The
Christian martyrs who rcjected the claims of might to set the
standards of right suffered for the same cause for which Socrates
had died.

It is clear that these matters changed very considerably when
the Christian faith itsclf became powerful in the Roman empire.
The question arises whether this official recognition of the Chris-
tian Church (and its later organization after the model of Julian
the Apostate’s Neo-Platonic Anti-Church %) was not an ingenious
political move on the part of the ruling powers, designed to
break the tremendous moral influence of an equalitarian religion
—a religion which they had in vain attempted to combat by
force as well as by accusations of atheism and impiety. In other
words, the question arises whether (especially after Julian) Rome
did not find it necessary to apply Pareto’s advice, ‘to take
advantage of sentiments, not wasting one’s energies in futile
efforts to destroy them *.  This question is hard to answer ; but
it certainly cannot be dismissed by appcaling (as Toynbee does 59)
to our ‘ historical sense that warns us against attributing ’, to
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the period of Constantine and his followers, ¢. . motives that
are anachronistically cynical’, that is to say, motives that are
more in keeping with our own ‘modern Western attitude to
life’. For we have seen that such motives are openly and
¢ cynically ’, or more precisely, shamelessly, expressed as carly as
in the fifth century B.c., by Critias, the leader of the Thirty
Tyrants ; and similar statements can be found frequently during
the history of Greek philosophy ®. However this may be, it
can hardly be doubted that with Justinian’s persecution of non-
Christians, heretics, and philosophers (A.D. 529), the dark ages
began. The Church followed in the wake of Platonic-Aristotelian
totalitarianism, a development that culminated in the Inquisition.
The theory of the Inquisition, more especially, can be described
as purely Platonic. It is set out in the last three books of the
Laws, where Plato shows that it is the duty of the shepherd rulers
to protect their sheep at all costs by preserving the rigidity of
the laws and especially of religious practice and theory, cven if
they have to kill the wolf, who may admittedly be an honest and
honourable man whose diseased conscience unfortunately does
not permit him to bow to the threats of the mighty.

. It is one of the characteristic reactions to the strain of civil-
ization in our own time that the allegedly ¢ Christian > authori-
tarianism of the Middle Ages has, in certain intellectualist circles,
become one of the latest fashions of the day ¢, This, no doubt,
is due not only to the idealization of an indeed more  organic’
and ‘integrated ’ past, but also to an understandable revulsion
against modern agnosticism which has increased this strain beyond
measure. Men believed God to rule the world. This belicf
limited their responsibility. The new belief that they had to rule
it themselves created for many a well nigh intolerable burden of
responsibility. All this has to be admitted. But I do not doubt
that the Middle Ages were, even from the point of view of Chris-
tianity, not better ruled than our Western democracies. For we
can read in the Gospels that the founder of Christianity was
questioned by a certain ‘ doctor of the law ’ about a criterion by
W}.uCh to distinguish between a true and a false interpretation of
Hl_s words. To this He replied by telling the parable of the
priest and the Levite who both, seeing a wounded man in great
distress, ¢ passed by on the other side ’°, while the Samaritan bound
up his wounds, and looked after his material needs. This parable,
I think, should be remembered by those ¢ Christians > who long
not only for a time when the Church suppressed freedom and
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conscicnce, but also for a time in which, under the eyc and with
the authority of the Church, untold oppression drove the people
to despair. As a moving comment upon the suffering of the
people in those days and, at the same time, upon the ° Christi-
anity > of the now so fashionable romantic medicvalism which
wants to bring these days back, a passage may be quoted here
from H. Zinsser’s book, Rats, Lice, and History,®® in which he
speaks about cpidemics of dancing mania in the Middle Ages,
known as ‘ St. John’s dance ?, ¢ St. Vitus’ dance’, etc. (I do not
wish to invoke Zinsser as an authority on the Middle Ages—
there is no nced to do so since the facts at issuc are hardly con-
troversial. But his comments have the rare and peculiar touch
of the practical Samaritan—of a great and humanc physician.)
¢ These strange seizures, though not unhcard of in earlier times,
became common during and immediately after the dreadful
miscries of the Black Dcath. For the most part, the dancing
manias present none of the characteristics which we associate
with epidemic infectious diseases of the nervous system. They
seem, rather, like mass hysterias, brought on by terror and despair, in
populations oppressed, famished, and wreiched to a degree almost un-
imaginable to-day. To the miseries of constant war, political and
social disintegration, therc was added the dreadful affliction of
inescapable, mysterious, and deadly diseasc. Mankind stood
helpless as though trapped in a world of terror and peril against
which there was no defence. God and the devil were living
conceptions to the men of those days who cowered under the
afflictions which they believed imposed by supernatural forces.
For those who broke down under the strain there was no road
of cscape except to the inward refuge of mental derangement
which, under the circumstances of the times, took the direction
of religious fanaticism.” Zinsser then goes on to draw some
parallels between these events and certain reactions of our time
in which, he says, ¢ economic and political hysterias are substi-
tuted for the religious ones of the earlier times’ ; and after this,
he sums up his characterization of the people who lived in those
days of‘ authoritarianism as ‘a terror-stricken and wretched
population, which had broken down under the stress of almost
incredible hardship and danger’. Is it necessary to ask which
attitude is more Christian, one that longs to return to the  un-
broken harmony and unity > of the Middle Ages, or one that

wishes to use reason in order to free mankind from pestilence
and oppression ?
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But some part at least of the authoritarian Church of the
Middle Ages succeeded in branding such practical humanitarian-
ism as ‘worldly’, as characteristic of ¢ Epicureanism ’, and ol
men who desire only to ¢ fill their bellies like the beasts’. The
terms ‘ Epicureanism ’, ¢ materialism ’, and ¢ empiricism ’, that is
to say, the philosophy of Democritus, one of the greatest of the
Great Generation, became in this way the synonyms of wicked-
ness, and the tribal Idealism of Plato and Aristotle was cxalted
as a kind of Christianity before Christ. Indeed, this is thc source
of the immense authority of Plato and Aristotle, cven in our own
day, that their philosophy was adopted by medicval authori-
tarianism. But it must not be forgotten that, outside the totali-
tarian camp, their fame has outlived their practical influcnce upon
our lives. And although the name of Democritus is scldom
remembered, his science as well as his morals still live with us.
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The philosophy of Hegel, then, was . . a scrutiny
of thought so profound that it was for the most

part unintelligible. .
J. H. STirLING.

I

Hegel, the source of all contemporary historicism, was a direct
follower of Heraclitus, Plato, and Aristotle. Hegel achicved
the most miraculous things. A master logician, it was child’s
play for his powerful dialcctical methods to draw real physical
rabbits out of purely metaphysical silk-hats. Thus, starting from
Plato’s Timaeus and its number-mysticism, Hegel succeeded in
‘ proving * by purcly philosophical mecthods (114 years after
Newton’s Principia) that the planets must move according to
Kepler’s laws. He even accomplished ! the deduction of the
actual position of the planects, thereby proving that no planet
could be situated between Mars and Jupiter (unfortunately, it
had escaped his notice that such a planct had been discovered
a few months carlier). Similarly, he proved that magnetizing
iron means increasing its weight, that Newton’s theories of
incrtia and of gravity confradict each other (of course, he could
not foresee that Einstcin would show the identity of inert and
gravitating mass), and many other things of this kind. That
such a surprisingly powerful philosophical method was taken
seriously can be only partially explained by the backwardness
of German natural science in those days. For the truth is, I
think, that it was not at first taken really seriously by serious
men (such as Schopenhauer, or J. F. Frics), not at any rate by
those scientists who, like Democritus 2, ¢ would rather find a
single causal law than be the king of Persia’. Hegel’s fame
was made by thosc who prefer a quick initiation into the deeper
secrets of this world to the laborious technicalities of a science
which, after all, may only disappoint them by its lack of power to
unveil all mysteries.  For they soon found out that nothing could
be applied with such ease to any problem whatsoever, and at
the same time with such impressive (though only apparent) diffi-
culty, and with such quick and sure but imposing success,
nothing could be used as cheaply and with so little scien-
tific training and knowledge, and nothing would give such a
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spectacular scientific air, as did Hegelian dialectics, the mystery
method that replaced ¢ barren formal logic’. Hegel’s success
was the beginning of the ¢ age of dishonesty ° (as Schopenhaucr s
described the period of German Idealism) and of the ¢ age of
irresponsibility > (as K. Heiden characterizes the age of modern
totalitarianism) ; first of intellectual, and later, as onc of 1ts
consequences, of moral irresponsibility ; of a new age controlled
by the magic of high-sounding words, and by the power of jargon.
In order to discourage the rcader beforchand from taking
Hegel’s bombastic and mystifying cant too scriously, I shall quotc
some of the amazing details which he discovered about sound,
and especially about the relations between sound and heat.
I have tried hard to translate this gibberish from Hegel’s Philo-
sophy of. Nature 4 as faithfully as possible ; he writes : * § 302-
Sound is t.hc change in the spccific condition of scgrcgation of
the material parts, and in the ncgation of this condition ;—
meretly an abstract or an ideal ideality, as it were, of that speci-
fication. But this change, accordingly, is itsclf immediately the
negation pf the material specific subsistence ; which is, therefore,
real ideality of specific gravity and cohcsion, i.c.—heat. The
bealtmg up of sounding bodies, just as of bcaten or rubbed oncs,
1:0 ::zl ?PP%Z;IT;T;C(; roef heat, origina?ing cqnccp};ually togctl}cr “{ith
ho Still ot some whq still bchcyc in Hegel’s sincerity,
?SHKess o thouuhi whclther his sccrct'mlght not be pFQfUHdlty,
ness ° 1% , rather than emptiness. I should like them
ad carefully the last sentence—the only intelligiblc one—
of this quotation, because in this sentence, Hegel gives himsclf
away. F:or clearly it means nothing but: ¢The hcating up
of sounding bodies . . is heat . . together with sound.” The
quest}on arises whether Hegel deceived himself, hypnOtiZCd
by h.13 own inspiring jargon, or whether he boldly set out to
deceive and bewitch others. 1 am satisfied that the latter was
the case, especially in view of what Hegel wrote in one of his
lettc'rs. I'n this letter, dated a few years before the publication
of his Philosophy of Nature, Hegel referred to another Philosophy
of Nature, written by his former friend Schelling .+ <1 have had
too n?uch to do . . with mathematics . . differéntial calculus
chemistry ’, Hegel boasts in this letter (but this is just bluﬁ‘)’
“to let myself be taken in by the humbug of the PhJi]osophy of
Nature, by this philosophizing without knowledge of fact . - and
by the treatment of mere fancies, even imbecile fancies, as ideas.’
This is a very fair characterization of Schelling’s method, that
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is to say, of that audacious way of bluffing which Hegel himself
copicd, or rather aggravated, as soon as he realized that, if it
reached its proper audicnce, it meant success.

In spite of all this it scems improbable that Hegel would
ever have become the most influential figure in German philo-
sophy without the authority of the Prussian state behind him.
As it happened, he became the first official philosopher of Prus-
sianism, appointed in the period of feudal ¢ restoration’ after
the Napoleonic wars. Later, the statc also backed his pupils
(Germany had, and still has, only statc-controlled Universities),
and they in their turn backed one another. And although
Hegelianism was officially renounced by most of them, Hegelian-
izing philosophers have dominated philosophical teaching and
thercby indirectly even the secondary schools of Germany ever
since. (Of German-speaking Universities, those of Roman
Catholic Austria remained fairly unmolested, like islands in a
flood.) Having thus become a tremendous success on the con-
tinent, Hegelianism could hardly fail to obtain support in Britain
from thosc who, feeling that such a powerful movement must after
all have somcthing to offer, began to search for what Stirling
called The Secret of Hegel. They were attracted, of course, by
Hegel’s ¢ higher ’ idcalism and by his claims to ¢ higher > morality,
and they were also somewhat afraid of being branded as immoral
by the chorus of the disciples ; for even the more modest Hegelians
claimed ® of their doctrines that ¢ they are acquisitions which
must . . ever be reconquered in the face of assault from the
powers eternally hostile to spiritual and moral values’. Some
rcally brilliant men (I am thinking mainly of McTaggart) made
great cfforts in constructive idealistic thought, well above the level
of Hegel ; but they did not get very far beyond providing targets
for equally brilliant critics. And one can say that outside the
continent of Europe, especially in the last twenty years, the
interest of philosophers in Hegel has slowly been vanishing.

But if that is so, why worry any more about Hegel? The
answer is that Hegel’s influence has remained a most powerful
force, in spite of the fact that scientists never took him seriously,
and. that (apart from the ¢ evolutionists * ¢) many philosophers are
beginning to losc interest in him. Hegel’s influence, and especi-
ally that of his cant, is still very powerful in moral and social
philosophy and in the social and political scicnces (with the sole
exception of economics). Especially the philosophers of history,
of politics, and of education are still to a very large extent
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under its sway. In politics, this is shown most drastically by
the fact that the Marxist extreme left wing, as well as the con-
servative centre, and the fascist extreme right, all basc their
political philosophies on Hegel ; the left wing replaces the war
of nations which appears in Hegel’s historicist scheme by the
war of classes, the extreme right replaces it by the war of races ;
but both follow him more or less consciously. (The conservative
centre is as a rule less conscious of its indebtedness to Hegel.)
How can this immense influence be explained ? My main
intention is not so much to explain this phenomenon as to
combat it. But I may make a few cxplanatory suggestions.
For some rcason, philosophers have kept around themsclves,
even in our day, something of the atmosphere of thc magician.
Philosophy is considered as a strange and abstruse kind of thing,
Flealing with those mysteries with which religion deals, but not
In a way which can be ‘revealed unto babes’ or to common
people ; it is considered to be too profound for that, and to
be the religion and theology of the intellectuals, of the learned
and wise. Hegelianism fits thesc views admirably ; it is exactly
what this kind of popular superstition supposcs philosophy (o
be. Tt knows all about everything. It has a rcady answer (o
¢very question. And indeed, who can be surc that the
Is not true?
_But this is not the main reason for Hegel’s succegs.
influence, and the necd to combat it, can perhaps be pe
understood if we briefly consider the general historical sltuation
Medieval authoritarianism began to dissolve with the Renajs.
sance. But on the Continent, its political counterpart, medjeyy)
feudalism, was not seriously threatened before the French R eyo.
lution, (The Reformation had only strengthcned it.) The fight
for the open society began again only with the ideas of 178
aqd the feudal monarchics soon experienced the seriousnegg 02‘
this danger. When in 1815 the reactionary party began o
Tesume its power jn Prussia, it found itself in dire need of an
ideology. Hegel was appointed to mcet this demand, apq he
dld. so by reviving the ideas of the first great enemies of the open
society, Heraclitus, Plato, and Aristotle. Just as the Frepch
Revolution rediscovered the perennial ideas of the Great Geper.
ation and of Christjanity, frecdom, equality, and the brother-
hood of all men, s, Hegel rediscovered the Platonic ideas which
lie be.hm.d the perennial revolt against freedom and reason.
Hegelianism is the renajssance of tribalism. The historical sig-
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nificance of Hegel may be scen in the fact that he represents
the “ missing link’, as it were, between Plato and the modern
form of totalitarianism.  Most of thc modern totalitarians are
quitc unaware that their ideas can be traced back to Plato.
But many know of their indebtedness to Hegel, and all of them
have been brought up in the close atmosphere of Hegelianism.
They have been taught to worship the state, history, and the
nation. (My view of Hegel presupposes, of course, that he
interpreted Plato’s teaching in the same way as I did here, that
is to say, as totalitarian, to usc this modern label ; and indeed,
it can be shown 7, from his criticism of Plato in the Philosophy of
Law, that Hegel’s interpretation agrees with ours.)

In order to give the rcader an immediate glimpse of Hegel’s
Platonizing worship of the state, I shall quote a few passages,
cven before T begin the analysis of his historicist philosophy.
These passages show that Hegel’s radical collectivism depends
as much on Plato as it depends on Frederick William III, king
of Prussia in the critical period during and after the French
Revolution.  Their doctrine is that the state is everything, and
the individual nothing ; for he owes everything to the state, his
physical as well as his spiritual existence. This is the message
of Plato, of Frederick William’s Prussianism, and of Hegel.
‘ The Universal is to be found in the State’, Hegel writes ®.
‘The State is the Divine Idea as it exists on carth. . . We
must therefore worship the State as the manifestation of the
Divine on carth, and consider that, if it is difficult to compre-
hend Nature, it is infinitely harder to grasp the Essence of the
State. . . The State is the march of God through the world.

The State must be comprehended as an organism. . . To
the complete State belongs, essentially, consciousness and thought.
The State knows what it wills. . . The State is real ; and . .
true reality is necessary. What is real is eternally necessary. . .
The State . . exists for its own sake. . . The State is the
actually existing, realized moral life.” This selection of utter-
ances may suffice to show Hegel’s Platonism and his insistence
upon the absolute moral authority of the state, which overrules
all personal morality, all conscience. It is, of course, a bom-
bastic and hysterical Platonism, but this only makes more obvious
the fact that it links Platonism with modern totalitarianism.

an could ask whether by these services and by his influence
upon hlStPF)’, Hegel has not proved his genius. I do not think
this question very important, since it is only part of our roman-
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ticism that we think so much in terms of ¢ genius’ ; and apart
from that, I do not believe that success proves anything, or that
history is our judge °; these tencts are rather part of IHcgeclian-
ism. But as far as Hegel is concerned, I do not even think that
he was talented. He is an indigestible writer. As even his most
ardent apologists must admit %, his style is ¢ unquestionably
scandalous’. And as far as the content of his writing is con-
cerned, he is supreme only in his outstanding lack of originality.
There is nothing in Hegel’s writing that has not bcen said better
before him. There is nothing in his apologetic method that is
not borrowed from his apologetic forerunners 1. But he devoted
these borrowed thoughts and methods with singlencss of purpose,
though without a trace of brilliancy, to one aim : to fight against
the open society, and thus to serve his employer, Frederick
William of Prussia. Hegel’s confusion and debasement of reason
is partly necessary as a means to this end, partly a more
accidental but very natural expression of his state of mind.
And the whole story of Hegel would indeed not be worth relat-
ing, were it not for its more sinister consecquences, which show
how easily a clown may be a ‘ maker of history’. The tragi-
comedy of the rise of * German Idealism ’, in spite of the hideous
crimes to which it has led, resembles a comic opera much more
than anything else ; and these beginnings may help to explain
why it is so hard to decide of its later heroes whether they haye
escaped from the stage of Wagner’s Grand Teutonic Operas or
from Offenbach’s farces.

My assertion that Hegel’s philosophy was inspired by ulterjor
motives, namely, by his interest in the restoration of the Prussiap,
government of Frederick William III, and that it cannot there-
fore be taken seriously, is not new. The story was well known
to all who knew the political situation, and it was freely tolq
by the few who were independent cnough to do so. The best
witness is Schopenhauer, himself a Platonic idealist and a cop.
servative if not a reactionary 2, but a man of supreme integrity
who cherished truth beyond anything else. There can be
doubt that he was as competent a judge in philosophical matteyg
as could be found at the time. Schopenhauer, who had the
pleasure of knowing Hegel personally and who suggested 2 the yse
of Shakespeare’s words,  such stuff as madmen tongue and brain
not’, as the motto of Hegel’s philosophy, drew the following
excellent picture of the master : * Hegel, installed from above,
by the powers that be, as the certified Great Philosopher, was a
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flat-hcaded, insipid, nauscating, illiterate charlatan, who reached
the pinnacle of audacity in scribbling together and dishing up
the craziest mystifying nonsense. This nonsense has been noisily
proclaimed as immortal wisdom by mercenary followers and
readily accepted as such by all fools, who thus joined into as
perfect a chorus of admiration as had cver been heard before.
The extensive ficld of spiritual influence with which Hegel was
furnished by those in power has enabled him to achieve the
intellectual corruption of a whole generation.” And in another
place, Schopenhaucr describes the political game of Hegelianism
as follows : ‘ Philosophy, brought afresh to repute by Kant . .
had soon to become a tool of interests ; of state interests from
above, of personal interests from below. . . The driving forces
of this movement are, contrary to all these solemn airs and
assertions, not ideal ; they are very real purposes indeed, namely
personal, official, clerical, political, in short, matcrial interests.
. . Party interests are vehemently agitating the pens of so many
pure lovers of wisdom. . . Truth is certainly the last thing they
have in mind. . . Philosophy is misuscd, from the side of the
state as a tool, from the other side as a means of gain. . . Who
can really believe that truth also will thereby come to light, just
as a by-product? . . Governments make of philosophy a means
of serving their state interests, and scholars make of it a trade. . .
Schopenhauer’s view of Hegel's status as the paid agent of
the Prussian government is, to mention only one example,
corroborated by Schwegler, an admiring disciple ** of Hegel.
Schwegler says of Hegel : ¢ The fullness of his fame and activity,
however, properly dates only from his call to Berlin in 1818.
Here there rose up around him a numerous, widely extended,
and . . exccedingly active school ; hcre too, he acquired, from
his conncctions with the Prussian burcaucracy, political influence
for himself as well as the recognition of his system as the official
philosophy ; not always to the advantage of the inner freedom
of his philosophy, or of its moral worth.’ Schwegler’s editor,
J. H. Stirling 15, the first British apostle of Hegelianism, of course
defends Hegel against Schwegler by warning his readers not to
tak.e too literally ¢ the little hint of Schwegler’s against . . the
philosophy of Hegel as a state-philosophy ’. But a few pages
later, ‘Stirling quite unintentionally confirms Schwegler’s repre-
sentation of the facts as well as the vicw that Hegel himself
was aware of the party-political and apologetic function of his
philosophy.  (The evidence quoted ¢ by Stirling shows that
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Hegel expressed himself rather cynically on this function of his
philosophy.) And a little later, Stirling unwittingly gives away
the ¢ secret of Hegel > when he proceeds to the following poctic
as well as prophetic revelations 17, alluding to the lightning
attack made by Prussia on Austria in 1866, the year before he
wrote : ¢ Is it not indeed to Hegel, and especially his philosophy
of ethics and politics, that Prussia owes that mighty lifc and
organization she is now rapidly developing ? Is it not indced
the grim Hegel that is the centre of that organization which,
maturing counsel in an invisible brain, strikes, lightning-like,
with a hand that is weighted from the mass? But as rcgards
the value of this organization, it will be more palpable to many,
should I say, that, while in constitutional England, Preference-
holders and Debenture-holders are ruined by the prevailing com-
mercial immorality, the ordinary owners of Stock in Prussian
Railways can depend on a safc average of 8-33 per cent.  This,
surely, is saying something for Hegel at last !

-‘ The fundamental outlines of Hegel must now, I think, be
evident to every reader. I have gained much from Hegel . .’
Stirling continues his culogy. I too hope that Hegel’s outlines
are now evident, and I trust that what Stirling had gained was
saved from the menace of the commercial immorality prevailing
in an un-Hegelian and constitutional England.

(Who could resist mentioning in this context the fact that
Marxist philosophers, always ready to point out how an oppo-
nent’s theory is affected by his class interest, habitually fail to
apply this method to Hegel ? Instcad of denouncing him as ap
apologist for Prussian absolutism, they regrct * that the works
of the originator of dialectics, and especially his works on logic, are
not more widely read in Britain—in contrast to Russia, where the
merits of Hegel’s philosophy in general, and of his logic in
particular, are officially recognized.) ..

Returning to the problem of Hegel’s political motives, we
have, I think, more than sufficient reason to suspect that his
philosophy was influenced by the interests of the Prussian govern.
ment by which he wag employed. But undt?r thf: absolutism of
Frederick William III, such an influence implied more thap
Schopenhauer or Schwegler could know ; for only in the last
decades have the documents been published that show the clarity
and consistency with which this king insisted upon the com-
plete subordination of all learning to state interest. ¢ Abstract
sciences ’, we read in his educational programme !9, ¢ that touch
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only the academic world, and serve only to cnlighten this group,
are of course without value to the welfare of the State ; it would
be foolish to restrict them entirely, but it is healthy to kecp them
within proper limits.” Hegel’s call to Berlin in 1818 came during
the high tide of rcaction, during the period which began with the
king’s purging his government of the rcformers and national
liberals who had contributed so much to his success in the ¢ War of
Libcration . Considering this fact, we may ask whether Hegel’s
appointment was not a move to keep philosophy within proper
limits’, so as to cnable her to be healthy and to serve ©the
welfare of the State ’, that is to say, of Frederick William and his
absolute rule. The same question is suggested to us when we
read what a great admirer says ® of Hegel : ¢ And in Berlin he
remained till his death in 1831, the acknowledged dictator of one
of the most powerful philosophic schools in the history of thought.’
(I think we should substitute ¢ lack of thought ’ for ¢ thought’,
because I cannot see what a dictator could possibly have to do
with the history of thought, even if he were a dictator of philo-
sophy. But otherwise, this revealing passage is only too true.
For cxample, the concerted efforts of this powerful school suc-
cceded, by a conspiracy of silence, in concealing from the world
for forty years the very fact of Schopenhaucr’s existence.) We see
that Hegel may indeed have had the power to ‘ keep philosophy
within proper limits’, so thatour question may be quite to the point.

In what follows, I shall try to show that Hegel’s whol.c
philosophy can be intcrpreted as an cmphatic answer to this
question ; an answer in the affirmative, of course. And I shay
try to show how much light is thrown upon Hegelianism if
we interpret it in this way, that is to say, as an apology for
Prussianism. My analysis will be divided into three parts, to be
treated in sections 11, 11, and 1v of this chapter. Scction I deals
with Hegel’s historicism and moral positivism, together .Wlth th.c
rather abstruse theoretical background of these doctrines, his
dialectic method and his so-called philosophy of identity. Sec-
tion 1 deals with the risc of nationalism. In section 1v, a few
words will be said on Hegcl’s relation to Burke. And section Vv
deals with the dependence of modern totalitarianism upon the
doctrines of Hegel.

II

I begin my analysis of Hegel’s philosophy with a general
comparison between Hegel’s historicism and that of Plato.
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Plato believed that the Ideas or essences exist prior to the
things in flux, and that the trend of all developments can be
explained as a movement away from the perfection of the Idcas,
and therefore as a descent, as a movement towards dccay. The
history of states, especially, is one of degeneration ; and ulti-
mately this degeneration is due to the racial degencration of
the ruling class. (We must here remember the close relationship
between the Platonic notions of ‘race’, ‘soul’, ¢ naturc’, and
‘essence’ 21.) Hegel believes, with Aristotle, that the Ideas or
essences are in the things in flux ; or more preciscly (as far as
we can treat a Hegel with precision), Hegel teaches that they
are identical with the things in flux : ‘ Everything actual is an
Idea’, he says 22.  But this does not mecan that the gulf opencd
up by Plato between the essence of a thing and its sensible
appearance is closed ; for Hegel writes: ¢Any mention of
Essence implies that we distinguish it from the Being® (of the
thing) ; ‘. . upon the latter, as compared with Essence, we
rather look as mere appearance or semblance. . . Everything
has an Essence, we have said ; that is, things are not what they
immediately show themselves to be.” Also like Plato and Aris-
totle, Hegel conceives the essences, at least thosc of organisms
(and therefore also those of states), as souls, or ¢ Spirits *.

But unlike Plato, Hegel does not teach that the trend of the
development of the world in flux is a descent, away from the
Idea, towards decay. Like Speusippus and Aristotle, Hegel
teaches that the general trend is rather towards the Idea ; it is
progress. Although he says 23, with Plato, that ¢ the perishable
thing has its basis in Essence, and originates from it’, Hegel
insists, in opposition to Plato, that even the cssences develop,
In Hegel’s world, as in Heraclitus’, everything is in flux ; and
the essences, originally introduced by Plato in order to obtain
something stable, are not exempted. But this flux is not decay,
Hegel’s historicism is optimistic. His essences and Spirits are,
like Plato’s souls, self-moving ; they are self-developing, or, using
more fashionable terms, they are ¢ emerging * and ¢ self-creating °.
And they propel themselves in the direction of an Aristotelian
¢ final cause *, or, as Hegel puts it 2%, towards a * self-realizing and
self-realized final cause in itself’. This final cause or end of the
development of the essences is what Hegel calls ¢ The absolute
Idea’ or ‘The Idea’. (This Idea is, Hegel tells us, rather
complex : it is, all in one, the Beautiful ; Cognition and Practical
Activity ; Comprehension ; the Highest Good ; and the Scien-
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tifically Contemplated Universe. But we really need not worry
about minor difficultics such as these.) We can say that Hegel’s
world of flux isin a state of “emergent’ or ¢ creative evolution > 25 ;
cach of its stages contains the preceding ones, from which it
originates ; and cach stage supersedes all previous stages,
approaching ncarer and ncarer to perfection. The general law
of development is thus one of progress ; but, as we shall see, not
of a simple and straightforward, but of a ‘dialcctic’ progress.

As previous quotations have shown, the collectivist Hegel,
like Plato, visualizes the state as an organism ; and following
Rousscau who had furnished it with a collective ¢ general will’,
Hegel furnishes it with a conscious and thinking essence, its
“reason’ or ¢ Spirit*.  This Spirit, whose ¢ very cssence is activity’
(which shows its dependence on Rousseau), is at the same time
the collective Spirit of the Nation that forms the state.

To an essentialist, knowledge or understanding of the state
must clearly mean knowledge of its essence or Spirit.  And as
we have seen 29 in the last chapter, we can know the essence and
its ¢ potentialitics’ only from its ©actual’ history. Thus we
arrive at the fundamental position of historicist method, that the
way of obtaining knowledge of social institutions such as the
statc is to study its history, or the history of its ¢ Spirit’. And
the other two historicist consequences developed in the last
chapter follow also. The Spirit of the nation determines its
hidden historical destiny ; and every nation that wishes ©to
emerge into existence > must assert its individuality or soul by
entering the ¢ Stage of History ’, that is to say, by fighting the
other nations ; the object of the fight is world domination. We
can scc from this that Hegel, like Heraclitus, believes that war is
the father and king of all things. And like Heraclitus, he
belicves that war is just : ¢ The History of the World is the
World’s court of justice’, writes Hegel. And like Heraclitus,
Hegel generalizes this doctrine by extending it to the world of
nature, interpreting the contrasts and oppositions of things, the
polarity of opposites, ctc., as a kind of war, and as a moving force
of natural development. And like Heraclitus, Hegel believes in
the unity or identity of opposites ; indeed, the unity of opposites
plays such an important part in the evolution, in the * dialectical ’
progress, that we can describe these two Heraclitean ideas, the
war of opposites, and their unity or identity, as the main ideas of
Hegel’s dialectics.

So far, this philosophy appears as a tolerably decent and
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honest historicism, although one that is perhaps a little
unoriginal 27 ; and there seems to be no reason to describe it,
with Schopenhauer, as charlatanism. But this appearance begins
to change if we now turn to an analysis of Hegel’s dialcctics.
For he proffers this method with an cye to Kant, who, in his
attack upon metaphysics (the violence of these attacks may be
gauged from the motto to my ‘ Introduction ’), had tried to show
that all speculations of this kind are untenable. Hegel never
attempted to refute Kant. He bowed, and twisted Kant’s view
Into its opposite. This is how Kant’s ‘ dialectics ’, the attack
upon metaphysics, was converted into Hegelian ¢ dialectics’, the
main tool of metaphysics.

Kant, in his Critigue of Pure Reason, asserted under the influ-
ence of Hume that pure speculation or reason, whencver it
ventures into a field in which it cannot possibly be checked by
€xperience, is liable to get involved in contradictions or ‘ anti-
ElOmleS’ and to produce what he unambiguously described as

mere fancies’; ‘nonsense’; ‘illusions’; ‘a sterile dog-
matism’; and ‘a superficial pretension to the knowledge of
cveryfhing’ 8. He tried to show that to cvery mectaphysical
asserthn or thesis, concerning for example the beginning of the
world in time, or the existence of God, there can be contrasted
a counter-assertion or antithesis ; and both, he held, may proceed
from the same assumptions, and can be proved with an equal
degree of ¢ evidence’. In other words, when leaving the field
of experience, our speculation can have no scientific status, since
t0 every argument there must be an equally valid counter-argu-
ment. Kant’s intention was to stop once and forever the

accursed fertility> of the scribblers on metaphysics. But
unfortunately, the effect was very different. What Kant stopped
was only the attempts of the scribblers to usc rational argument ;
they only gave up the attempt to teach, but not the attempt
to bewitch the public (as Schopenhauer puts it #). For thijs
Svelopment, Kant himself undoubtedly bears a very con-
Slderable share of the blame; for the obscure style of his
Work (which he wrote in a great hurry, although only after long
ytf:-ars of Meditation) contributed considerably to a further lowering
o tille low standard of clarity in German theoretical writing 30,
maclleozi of the metaphysical scribblers who came after Kant

. Y attempt to refute him 3!; and Hegel, more par-
ticularly, even had the audacity to patronize Kant for ‘ reviving
the name of Dialectics, which he restored to their post of honour °.
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He taught that Kant was quite right in pointing out the anti-
nomies, but that he was wrong to worry about them. It just
lies in the naturc of reason that it must contradict itself, Hegel
asserted ; and it is not a weakness of our human faculties, but
it is the very cssence of all rationality that it must work with
contradictions and antinomics ; for this is just the way in which
reason develops. Hegel asserted that Kant had analysed reason
as if it were somcthing static ; that he forgot that mankind
devclops, and with it, our social heritage. But what we are
pleascd to call our own reason is nothing but the product of this
social heritage, of the historical development of the social group
in which we live, the nation. This development proceeds
dialectically, that is to say, in a threc-bcat rhythm. First a thests
is proffered ; but it will produce criticism, it will be contradicted
by opponents who assert its opposite, an antithesis ; and in the
conflict of these vicws, a synthesis is attained, that is to say, a kind
of unity of the opposites, a compromisc or a reconciliation on
a higher level.  The synthesis absorbs, as it were, the two original
opposite positions, by superseding them ; it reduces them to
components of itself, thercby negating, clevating, and preserving
them. And once the synthesis has been cstablished, the whole
process can rcpeat itself on the higher level that has now been
rcached.  This is, in bricf, the three-beat rhythm of progress
which Hegel called the ¢ dialectic triad .

I am quitc prepared to admit that this is not a bad description
of the way in which a critical discussion, and therefore also
scientific thought, may somctimes progress. For all criticism
consists in pointing out some contradictions or discrepancies,
and scientific progress consists largely in the climination of
contradictions wherever we find them. This mecans, however,
that science procceds on the assumption that contradictions are
impermissible and avoidable, so that the discovery of a contradiction
forces the scientist to make cvery attempt to climinate it ; and
indeed, once a contradiction is admitted, all science must col-
lapse **. But Hegel derives a very different lesson from his
dialectic triad.  Since contradictions are the means by which
science progresses, he concludes that contradictions arc not only
permissible and unavoidable but also highly desirable. This
is a Hegelian doctrine which must destroy all argument and all
progress.  For if contradictions are unavoidable and desirable,

there 1s no need to eliminate them, and so all progress must
come to an end.
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But this doctrine is just one of the main tenets of Hegelianism.
Hegel’s intention is to operate freely with all contradictions.
¢ All things are contradictory in themselves’, hec insists 3%, in
order to defend a position which means the end not only of all
science, but of all rational argument. And the rcason why he
wishes to admit contradictions is that he wants to stop rational
argument, and with it scientific and intellectual progress. By
making argument and criticism impossible, he intends to make
his own philosophy proof against all criticism, so that it may
establish itself as a reinforced dogmatism, secure from cvery attack,
and the unsurmountable summit of all philosophical develop-
ment. (We have here a first example of a typical dialectical twist ;
the idea of progress, popular in a period which leads to Darwin,
but not in keeping with conservative interests, is twisted into its
opposite, that of a development which has arrived at an end—an
arrested development.)

So much for Hegel’s dialectic triad, one of the two pillars
on which his philosophy rests. The significance of the thecory
will be seen when I proceed to its application.

The other of the two pillars of Hegelianism is his so-called
Dbhilosophy of identity. 1t is, in its turn, an application of dialcctics.
I do not intend to waste the reader’s time by attempting to
mal_ce sense of it, especially since I have tricd to do so clsewhere 34 ;
for in the main, the philosophy of identity is nothing but shameless
cqulyocation, and, to use Hegel’s own words, it consists of nothing
but ‘ fancies, even imbecile fancies>. It is a maze in which arc
caught the shadows and echoes of past philosophics, of Heraclitus,
Plato, and Aristotle, as well as of Rousscau and Kant, and ip
which they now celebrate a kind of witches’ sabbath, madly try-
ing to confuse and beguile the naive onlooker. The leading idea,
and at the same time the link between Hegel’s dialectics and hig
philosophy of identity, is Heraclitus’ doctrine of the unity of
opposites. ‘The path that leads up and the path that Jeads
down are identical °, Heraclitus had said, and Hegcl repeats this
when he says: ¢ The way west and the way east are the same.’
This Heraclitean doctrine of the identity of opposites is applied
to a host of reminiscences from the old philosophies which are
thereby ‘reduced to components* of Hegel’s own system.
Essence and Idea, the one and the many, substance and accident,
form and content, subject and object, being and becoming,
everything and nothing, change and rest, actuality and potential-
ity, reality and appearance, matter and spirit, all these ghosts
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from the past scem to haunt the brain of the Great Dictator
while he performs his dance with his balloon, with his puffed-up
and fictitious problems of God and the World. But there is
mcthod in this madness, and even Prussian method. Tor behind
the apparent confusion there lurk the interests of the absolute
monarchy of Frederick William. The philosophy of identity
serves to justify the existing order.  Its main upshot is an ethical
and juridical positivism, the doctrine that what is, is good, since
there can be no standards but cxisting standards ; it is the
doctrine that might is right.

How is this doctrine derived ?  Mercly by a scries of equi-
vocations. Plato, whose Forms or Ideas, as we have seen, are
entirely different from ‘ideas in the mind ’, had said that the
Ideas alone arc real, and that perishable things are unreal.
Hegel adopts from this doctrine the equation Ideal = Real.
Kant talked, in his dialectics, about the ¢ Ideas of pure Reason ’,
using the term ‘Idea’ in the sense of ‘ideas in the mind’.
Hegel adopts from this the doctrine that the Ideas are something
mental or spiritual or rational, which can be expressed in the
cquation Jdea = Reason. Combined, these two equations, or
rather cquivocations, yicld Real = Reason ; and this allows Hegel
to maintain that everything that is reasonable must be real,
and everything that is rcal must be rcasonable, and that the
devclopment of reality is the same as that of reason. And since
there can be no higher standard in existence than the latest
development of Reason and of the Idea, everything that is now
real or actual exists by necessity, and must be reasonable as well
as good 3% (Particularly good is, as we shall sec, the actually
existing Prussian state.)

This is the philosophy of identity. Apart from ethical
positivism a theory of truth also comes to light, just as a by-
product (to use Schopenhauer’s words). And a very convenient
theory it is.  All that is rcasonable is real, we have seen. This
means, of course, that all that is reasonable must conform to
reality, and thercfore must be true. Truth develops in the same
way as recason develops, and everything that appeals to reason
In its latest stage of development must also be true for that stage.
In other words, cverything that seems certain to those whose
reason is up to date, must be true. Self-evidence is the same as
truth. Provided you are up to date, all you need is to believe
in a doctrine ; this makes it, by definition, true. In this way,
the opposition between what Hegel calls ¢ the Subjective’, i.e.
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belief, and ¢ the Objective’, i.e. truth, is turned into an identity ;
and this unity of opposites explains scientific knowledge also.
¢ The Idea is the union of Subjective and Objective . . Science
presupposes that the separation between itself and Truth is
already cancelled.’ 3¢
So much on Hegel’s philosophy of identity, the sccond pillar
of wisdom on which his historicism is built. With its ercction,
the somewhat tiresome work of analysing Hegel’s more abstract
doctrines comes to an end. The rest of this chapter will be
confined to the practical political applications made by Hegel of
these abstract theories. And these practical applications will
show us morc clearly the apologetic purpose of all his labours.
Hegel’s dialectics, I assert, are very largely designed to pervert
the ideas of 1789. Hegel was perfectly conscious of the fact that
the dialectic method can be used for twisting an idea into its
opposite. ‘Dialectics’, he writes 37, ‘arc no novelty in philo-
sophy. Socrates . . used to simulate the wish for some clearer
knowledge about the subject under discussion, and after putting
all sorts of questions with that intention, he brought those with
whom he conversed round to the oppositc of what their first
impression had pronounced correct” As a description of
Socrates’ intentions, this statement of Hegel’s is perhaps not
very fair (considering that Socrates’ main aim was the cxposure
of cocksureness rather than the conversion of people to the oppo-
site of what they believed before) ; but as a statement of Hegel’s
own intention, it is excellent, even though in practice Hegel’s
method turns out to be more clumsy than his programme indicates,
As a first example of this use of dialectics, I shall select the
problem of freedom of thought, of the independence of science, ang
of the standards of objective truth, as treated by Hegel in the
Philosophy of Law (§ 270)- He begins with what can only pe
interpreted as a demand for freedom of thought, and for j
protection by the state : ¢ The state ’, he writes, ¢ has . . thought
as its essential principle. Thus fref:dom of thought, and science,
can originate only in the state ; 1t was the church that burnt
Giordano Bruno, and forced Galileo to recant . . . Science
therefore, must seek protection from the state, since . . the ajm
of science is knowledge of objective truth.” ~ After this promising
start which we may take as representing the ‘ first impressions
of his opponents, Hegel proceeds to bring them ° to the opposite
of what their first imprcssiorlS pronounced correct’, coverin
his change of front by another sham attack on the Church : ‘But
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such knowledge does, of course, not always conform with the
standards of science, it may degenerate into mere opinion . . ;
and for these opinions . . it’ (i.e. sciencc) ¢ may raise the same
pretentious demand as the church—the demand to be free in its
opinions and convictions.” Thus the demand for freedom of
thought, and of the claim of science to judge for itself, is described
as ‘ pretentious’ ; but this is merely the first step in Hegel’s
twist. We next hear that, if faced with subversive opinions,
¢ the state must protect objective truth > ; which raises the funda-
mental question : who is to judge what is, and what is not,
objective truth? Hegel replies :  The state has, in general,

- to make up its own mind concerning what is to be considered
as objcctive truth.”  With this reply, freedom of thought, and the
claims of science to sct its own standards, give way, finally, to
their opposites.

As a sccond example of this use of dialectics, I sclect Hegel’s
treatment of the demand for a political constitution, which he com-
bines with his treatment of equality and liberty. In order to
appreciate the problem of the constitution, it must be remem-
bered that Prussian absolutism knew no constitutional law (apart
from such principles as the full sovereignty of the king) and that
the slogan of the campaign for democratic reform in the various
German principalities was that the prince should °grant the
country a constitution . But I'rederick William agreed with his
councillor Ancillon in the conviction that he must never give
way to ¢ the hotheads, that very active and loud-voiced group of
persons who for some years have set themselves up as the nation
and have cried for a constitution * 3. And although, under great
pressure, the king promised a constitution, he never fulfilled his
:,vord. _ (There is a story that an innocent comment on the king’s

constitution* led to the dismissal of his unfortunate court-
?hYSIle}n:) Now how does Hegel treat this ticklish problem ?
A§ a living mind >, he writes, ¢ the state is an organized whole,
art}culated into various agencies . . . The constitution is this
artfcula.tion or organization of state power . .. The consti-
tution Is existent justice . . . Liberty and equality are . . the
final aims and results of the constitution.’ This, of course, is
only the introduction. But before proceceding to the dialectical
transformation of the demand for a constitution into one for an
absolute monarchy, we must first show how Hegel transforms

the two ‘aims and results’, liberty and equality, into their
opposites.
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Let us first see how Hegel twists equality into incquality :
¢ That the citizens are equal before the law’, Hegel admits 37,
‘contains a great truth. But expressed in this way, it is only
a tautology ; it only states in general that a legal status cxists,
that the laws rule. But to be more concrete, the citizens . . arc
equal before the law only in the points in which they are equal
outside the law also. Only that equality which they possess in property,
age, . . elc., can deserve equal treatment before the law . . The laws
themselves . . presuppose unequal conditions . . . It should
be said that it is just the great development and maturity of form
in modern states which produces the supreme concrete incquality
of individuals in actuality.’

In this outline of Hegel’s twist of the ‘ great truth * of equali-
tarianism into its opposite, I have radically abbreviated his
argument ; and I must warn the reader that I shall have to do
the same throughout the chapter ; for only in this way is it at all
possible to present, in a readable manner, his verbosity and the
flight of his thoughts (which, I do not doubt, is pathological ).

‘We may consider liberty next. ¢ As regards liberty °, Hegel
writes, ¢ in former times, the legally defined rights, the private as
well as public rights of a city, etc., were called its * liberties ”.
Really, every genuine law is a liberty ; for it contains a reason-
ablf: principle . . ; which means, in other words, that it embodies
a .llberty ... Now this argument which tries to show that
‘liberty > is the same as © a liberty’ and therefore the same as
‘law’, from which it follows that the more laws, the more liberty,
is clearly nothing but a clumsy statement (clumsy because it relies
on a kind of pun) of the paradox of freedom, first discovered by
Plato, and briefly discussed above *!; a paradox that can he
expressed by saying that unlimited fr.ce'dom leads to its Opposite,
since without its protection and restriction by law, freedom must
lead to a tyranny of the strong over the weak. This paradox
vaguely restated by Rousseau, was solved by Kant, who demandeci
that the freedom of each man should be restricted, but not beyond
what is necessary to safeguard an equal degree of freecdom for a]),
Hegel of course knows Kant’s solution, but he does not like it
and he presents it, without mentioning its author, in the followin ‘
disparaging way : ¢ To-day, nothing is more familiar than the
idea that each must restrict his liberty in relation to the liberty of
others ; that the state is a condition of such reciprocal restric-
tions ; and that the laws are restrictions. But’, he goes on to
criticize Kant’s theory, ¢ this expresses the kind of outlook that
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views freedom as casual good-pleasure and sclf-will.”  With this
cryptic remark, Kant’s cqualitarian theory of justice is dismissed.

But Hegel himsclf feels that the little jest by which he equates
liberty and law is not quite sufficient for his purposc ; and some-
what hesitatingly he turns back to his original problem, that of
the constitution. ¢ The term political liberty ’°, he says 42, “ is often
used to mean a formal participation in the public affairs of the
state by . . those who otherwise find their chief function in the
particular aims and business of civil socicty * (in other words, by
the ordinary citizen). ¢And it has . . beccome a custom to
give the title ““ constitution ” only to that side of the state which
establishes such participation . . , and to regard a state in which
this is not formally done as a state without a constitution.” In-
deed, this has become a custom. But how to get out of it ? By
a merely verbal trick—by a decfinition : ¢ About this use of the
term, the only thing to say is that by a constitution we must
understand the determination of laws in gencral, that is to say, of
libertics . > But again, Hegel himself feels the appalling poverty
of the argument, and in despair he dives into a collectivist
mysticism (of Rousscau’s making) and into historicism 43 : ¢ The
question ““ To whom . . bclongs the power of making a consti-
tution ? ” is the same as “ Who has to make the Spirit of a
Nation? ”,  Scparate your idea of a constitution’, Hegel
exclaims, ¢ from that of a collective Spirit, as if the latter exists,
or has existed, without a constitution, and your fancy proves how
superficially you have apprchended the nexus’ (namely, that
between the Spirit and the constitution).  ¢. . Itisthe indwelling
Spirit and the history of the Nation—which only is that Spirit’s
history—Dby which constitutions have been and are made.” But
this mysticism is still too vague to justify absolutism. Onc must
b.c.more specific ; and Hegel now hastens to be so @ ¢ The really
living totality,” he writes, ¢ that which preserves, and continually
produces, the State and its constitution, is the Government . . .
In the Government, regarded as an organic totality, the Sovereign
Power or Principate is . . the all-sustaining, all-decrecing Will
of the State, its highest Peak and all-pcrvasive Unity. In the
perfect form of the State in which each and every element . .
has reached its fice existence, this will is that of one actual decreeing
Irzdivid{tal (not mercly of a majority in which the unity of the
decreeing will has no acfual existence) ; it is monarchy. The
monarchical constitution is thercfore the constitution of developed
reason ; and all other constitutions belong to lower grades of the
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development and the self-realization of reason.” And to be still
more specific, Hegel explains in a parallel passage of his Philosophy
of Law—the forcgoing quotations arc all taken from his Lncy-
clopedia—that © ultimate dccision . . absolute sclf-determination
constitutes the power of the prince as such’, and that ‘the
absolutely decisive element in the whole . . is a single individual,
the monarch.’
Now we have it. How can anybody be so stupid as to
demand a ‘ constitution ’ for a country that is blesscd with an
absolute monarchy, the highest possible grade of all constitutions
anyway? Those who make such demands obviously know not
what they do and what they are talking about, just as thosc who
demand freedom are too blind to sec that in the Prussian absolute
monarchy, ¢ cach and every clement has reached its free exist-
ence’. In other words, we have here Hegel’s absolute dialectical
proof that Prussia is the ¢ highest peak ’, and the very stronghold,
of freedom ; that its absolutist constitution is the goal (not as
some might think, the gaol) towards which humanity moves ;
and that its government preserves and keeps, as it were, the
purest spirit of freedlom—in concentration.
Plato’s philosophy, which once had claimed mastership in
the state, becomes with Hegel its most servile lackey.
These despicable services 4, it is important to note
{cndercd voluntarily. Therc was no totalitarian intimi’d
In those happy days of absolute monarchy ; nor was the ce
ship very effective, as countless liberal publications showy,
Hegel published his Encyclopedia he was professor in Heiq
And immediately after the publication, he was called to Berlin
to become, as his admirers say, the ‘ acknowledged dictatoy of
philosophy. But, some may contend, all this, even if it is true
does not prove anything against the excellence of Hegel’s di&lcctic’
philosophy, or against his greatness as a philosopher, To this
contention, Schopenhauer’s reply has already been given -
* Philosophy is misused, from the side of the state as a too] from
the other side as a means of gain.  Who can really belicye t/za’t truth
also will thereby come to light, just as a by-product ?’

_ These passages give us a glimpse of the way in which Hegel’s
dialectic method is applied in practice. I now proceed tq the
combined application of dialectics and the philosophy of identity

Hegel, we have seen, teaches that everything is in flux, even
esscnces.  Essences and Ideas and Spirits develop ; and their
development is, of course, self-moving and dialectical 15, And
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the latest stage of every development must be reasonable, and
thercfore good and true, for it is the apex of all past developments,
superseding all previous stages.  (Thus things can only get better
and better.) Every real development, since it is a real process,
must, according to the philosophy of identity, be a rational and
rcasonable process. It is clear that this must hold for history also.

Heraclitus had maintained that there is a hidden reason in
history. For Hegel, history becomes an open book. The book
is pure apologetics. By its appeal to the wisdom of Providence it
offers an apology for the excellence of Prussian monarchism ; by
its appcal to the excellence of Prussian monarchism it offers an
apology for the wisdom of Providence.

History is the development of something real. According to
the philosophy of identity, it must therefore be something rational.
The cvolution of the real world, of which history is the most
important part, is taken by Hegel to be ¢ identical * with a kind of
logical opcration, or with a process of recasoning. History, as he
sees it, is the thought process of the ¢ Absolute Spirit > or ¢ World
Spirit>. It is the manifestation of this Spirit. It is a kind of
huge dialectical syllogism ¢ ; reasoned out, as it were, by
Providence. The syllogism is the plan which Providence follows ;
and the logical conclusion arrived at is the end which Providence
pursucs—the perfection of the world. ‘The only thought’,
Hegel writes in his Philosophy of History, ¢ with which Philosophy
approaches History, is the simple conception of Reason; it is
the doctrine that Reason is the Sovereign of the World, and
that the History of the World, therefore, presents us with a rational
process.  'This conviction and intuition is . . no hypothesis in
thc domain of Philosophy. It is there proven . . that Reason

. is Substance ; as well as Infinite Power ; . . Infinite Matter . . ;
Infinite Form . .; Infinite Energy . . . That this “Idea” or
“Reason” is the True, the Eternal, the absolutely Powerful
Essence 5 that it reveals itself in the World, and that in that World
nothing else is revealed but this and its honour and glory—this
is a thesis which, as we have said, has been proved in Philosophy,
and is here regarded as demonstrated.” This gush does not carry
us far. But if we look up the passage in  Philosophy * (i.e., in his
Encyclopedia) to which Hegel refers, then we see a little more of
his apologetic purpose. For here we read : ¢ That History, and
above all Universal History, is founded on an essential and actual
aim, which actually is, and will be, realized in it—the Plan of Provi-
dence ; that, in short, there is Reason in History, must be decided



48 ORACULAR PHILOSOPHY

on strictly philosophical grounds, and thus shown to be esscntial
and in fact nccessary.” Now since the aim of Providence ¢ actu-
ally is realized > in the results of history, it might be suspccted
that this realization has taken place in the actual Prussia. And
so it has ; we are even shown how this aim is rcached, in threc
dialectical steps of the historical development of rcason, or, as
Hegel says, of © Spirit’, whose life . . is a cycle of progressive
embodiments’ 47.  The first of these steps is Oricntal despotism,
the second is formed by the Greck and Roman democracics and
aristocracies, and the third, and highest, is the Germanic Mon-
archy, which of course is an absolute monarchy. And Hegel
makes it quite clear that he does not mean a Utopian monarchy
of the future : ‘ Spirit . . has no past, no future,” he writes, ¢ but
is essentially now ; this necessarily implics that the present form
of the Spirit contains and surpasses all carlier steps.’

But Hegel can be even morc outspoken than that. He sub-
divided the third period of history, Germanic Monarchy, or
‘the German World ’, into three divisions too, of which he
says 48 : ¢ First, we have to consider Reformation in itsclf—the all-
enlightcning Sun, following on that blush of dawn which we
observed at the termination of the medicval period ; next, the
unfolding of that state of things which succceded the Reform-
ation ; and lastly, Modern Times, dating from the end of the
last century ’, i.e. the period from 1800 down to 1830 (the last
year in which these lectures were delivered).  And Hegel proves
again that this present Prussia is the pinnacle and the stronghold
and the goal of freedom. ¢ On the Stage of Universal History )
Hegel writes ¢ on which we can observe and grasp it, Spirit dis:
plays itself in its most concrete reality.” And the essence of Spirit
Hegel teaches, is freedom. ¢ Freedom is the sole truth of Spirit.:
Accordingly, the development of Spirit must be the developmeng
of freedom, and the highest freedom must have heen achieved jn
those thirty years of the Germanic Monarchy which represent
the last subdivision of historical development. And indeed, we
read #: ‘The German Spirit is the Spirit of the new World.
Its aim is the realization of absolute Truth as the unlimited sclf-
determination of Freedom.” And after a eulogy of Prussia, the
government of which, Hegel assures us, ‘ rests with the official
world, whose apex is the personal decision of the Monarch ; for
a final decision is, as shown above, an absolute necessity °, Hegel
reaches the crowning conclusion of his work : ¢ This is the
point’, he says,  which consciousness has attained, and these
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are the principal phases of that form in which Freedom has
realized itself ; for the History of the World is nothing but the
development of the Idca of Freedom . . . That the History of
the World . . is the rcalization of Spirit, this is the true Theodicy,
the justification of God in History . . . What has happened
and is happening . . is cssentially His Work . .’

I ask whether I was not justified when I said that Hegel
presents us with an apology for God and for Prussia at the same
time, and whether it is not clear that the state which Hegel com-
mands us to worship as the Divine Idea on ecarth is not simply
Frederick William’s Prussia from 1800 to 1830. And I ask
whether it is possible to outdo this despicable perversion of every-
thing that is decent ; a perversion not only of reason, freedom,
equality, and the other ideas of the open society, but also of
a sincere belief in God, and even of a sincere patriotism.

I have described how, starting from a point that appears to
be progressive and cven revolutionary, and proceeding by that
general dialectical method of twisting things which by now will
be familiar to the rcader, Hegel finally rcaches a surprisingly
conservative result. At the same time, he connects his philosophy
of history with his ethical and juridical positivism, giving the
latter a kind of historicist justification. History is our judge.
Since History and Providencc have brought the existing powers
into being, their might must be right, even Divine right.

But this moral positivism does not fully satisfy Hegel. He
wants more. Just as he opposes liberty and equality, so he
opposcs the brotherhood of man, humanitarianism, or, as he says,
¢ philanthropy ’.  Conscience must be replaced by blind obedi-
ence and by a romantic Heraclitean ethics of fame and fate, and
the brotherhood of man by a totalitarian nationalism. How this is

donc will be shown in section 1 and especially 5 in section 1v of
this chapter.

I

I now proceed to a very bricf sketch of a rather strange story
—the story of the rise of German nationalism. Undoubtedly the
tendencies denoted by this term have a strong affinity with the
revolt against rcason and the open society. Nationalism appeals
to our tribal instincts, to passion and to prejudice, and to our
nostalgic desirc to be rclieved from the strain of individual
responsibility which it attempts to replace by a collective or group
responsibility. It is in keeping with these tendencies that we find
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that the oldest works on political theory, even that of the Old
Oligarch, but more markedly thosc of Plato and of Aristotle,
express decidedly nationalist views ; for these works were written
in an attempt to combat the open society and thc new ideas of
imperialism, cosmopolitanism, and equalitarianism ¢!. But this
early development of a nationalist political theory stops short with
Aristotle. With Alexander’s empire, genuine tribal nationalism
disappears for ever from political practice, and for a long timc
from political theory. From Alexandcr onward, all the civilized
states of Europe and Asia were empires, cmbracing populations
of infinitely mixed origin. European civilization and all the
political units belonging to it have remained international or, more
precisely, inter-tribal ever since. (It scems that about as long
before Alexander as Alexander was before us, the empire of ancient
Sumer had created the first international civilization.) And
what holds good of political practice holds good of political
theory ; until about a hundred years ago, the Platonic-Aris-
totelian nationalism had practically disappeared from political
doctrines. (Of course, tribal and parochial feelings were always
strong.) When nationalism was revived a hundred years ago, it
was in one of the most mixed of all the thoroughly mixed regions
of Europe, in Germany, and especially in Prussia with its largely
Slav population. (It is not well known that barely a century
ago, Prussia, with its then predominantly Slav population, was not
considered a German state at all ; though its kings, who as
princes of Brandenburg were ¢ Electors ” of the German Empire,
were considered German princes. At the Congress of Vienna,
Prussia was registered as a ¢ Slav kingdom’ ; and in 1830 Hegel
still spoke 52 even of Brandenburg and Mecklenburg as being
populated by ‘ Germanized Slavs’.)

Thus it is only a short time since the principle of the national
State was reintroduced into political theory. In spite of this fact,
1t1s 50 widely accepted in our day that it is usually taken for
granted, and very often unconsciously so. It now forms, as it
Were, an implicit assumption of popular political thought. It is
€ven considered by many to be the basic postulate of political
c'thlcs, especially since Wilson’s well-meant but less well-con-
sidered principle of national self-determination. How anybody
W]'.IO- had the slightest knowledge of European history, of the
shifting and mixing of all kinds of tribes, of the countless waves
of PCOP_ICS who had come forth from their original Asian habitat
and split up and mingled when reaching the maze of peninsulas
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called the European continent, how anybody who knew this could
cver have put forward such an inapplicable principle, is hard to
understand. The explanation is that Wilson, who was a sincere
democrat (and Masaryk also, onc of the greatest of all fighters for
the open socicty 93), fell a victim to a movement that sprang from
the most reactionary and servile political philosophy that had
cver been imposed upon meek and long-suffering mankind. He
fell a victim to his upbringing in the metaphysical political
theorices of Plato and of Hegel, and to the nationalist movement
bascd upon them.

The principle of the national state, that is to say, the political
demand that the territory of every state should coincide with the
territory inhabited by one nation, is by no means so self-cvident
as it secems to appear to many people to-day. Even if anyone
knew what he mecant when he spoke of nationality, it would be
not at all clear why nationality should be acccpted as a funda-
mental political category, more important for instance than
religion, or birth within a certain geographical region, or loyalty
to a dynasty, or a political creed like democracy (which forms,
one might say, the uniting factor of multi-lingual Switzer-
land). But while religion, territory, or a political creed can
be more or less clearly determined, nobody has ever been able
to cxplain what he means by a nation, in a way that could be
used as a basis for practical politics. (Of course, if we say that
a nation is a number of people who live or have been born in
a certain state, then everything is clear ; but this would mean
giving up the principle of the national state which demands that
the state should be determined by the nation, and not the other
way round.) None of the theories which maintain that a nation
is united by a common origin, or a common language, or a com-
mon history, is acceptable, or applicable in practice. The
principle of the national state is not only inapplicable but it has
never been clearly conceived. It is a myth. It is an irrational,
a romantic and Utopian dream, a dream of naturalism and of
tribal collectivism.

In spite of its inherent reactionary and irrational tendencies,
modern nationalism, strangely enough, was in its short history
before Hegel a revolutionary and liberal creed. By something
like an historical accident—the invasion of German lands by the
first national army, the French army under Napolcon, and the
reaction caused by this event—it had made its way into the camp
of freedom. It is not without interest to sketch the history of this
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development, and of the way in which Hegel brought nationalism
back into the totalitarian camp where it had bclonged from the
time when Plato first maintained that Grecks arc rclated to
barbarians like masters to slaves.
Plato, it will be remembered 54, unfortunately formulated his
fundamental political problem by asking : Who should rule?
Whose will should be law ? Before Rousseau, the usual answer
to this question was: The prince. Rousscau gave a new and
most revolutionary answer. Not the prince, he maintained,
but the people should rule ; not the will of one man but the will
of all. In this way, he was led to invent the pcople’s will, the
collective will, or the ¢ general will °, as he called it; and the
people, once endowed with a will, had to be exalted into a super-
personality ; in relation to what is external to it > (i.c. in rclation
to other peoples), Rousseau says, it becomes one single being,
one individual >.  There was a good deal of romantic collcctivism
In this invention, but no tendency towards nationalism. But
Rousseau’s theories clearly contained the germ of nationalism,
whose most characteristic doctrine is that the various nations
must be conceived as personalitics. And a great practical step
1n the nationalist direction was made when the French Revolution
inaugurated a people’s army, based on national conscription.
One of the next to contribute to the theory of nationalism 1y
J- G. Herder, a former pupil and at the time a personal frieng of
Kant. Herder maintained that a good statc should have natyra)
borders, namely those which coincide with the places inhabiteq
by its “nation’; a theory which he first proflered in his /e
towards a Philosophy of the History of Mankind ( 1785). The most
natural state ’, he wrote 5%, ¢ is a state composed of a single people
with a single national character . . . A people is a natural
growth like a family, only spread more widely . . . As in all
human communities, . . so, in the case of the statc, the natural
order is the bhest—that is to say, the order in which everyone
fuli?nls that function for which nature intended him.” This theory,
which tries to give an answer to the problem of the ‘natural’
bor der‘s of the state 56 an answer that only raises the new problem
?f the  natural * borders of the nation, did not at first excrt much
influence. It i interesting to see that Kant at once realized
the dangerous irrational romanticism in this work of Herder’s,
of whom he made a sworn enemy by his outspoken criticism. I
shall quote a Passage from this criticism, because it excellently
sums up, once and for all, not only Herder, but also the later
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oracular philosophers like Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, together with
all their modern followers : ¢ A sagacity quick in picking up
analogies ’, Kant wrote, ¢ and an imagination audacious in the
use it makes of them are combined with a capability for enlisting
emotions and passions in order to obtain interest for its object—
an object that is always veiled in mystery. These emotions are
casily mistaken for the cfforts of powerful and profound thoughts,
or at least of deeply significant allusions ; and they thus arouse
higher expectations than cool judgement would find justified . . .
Synonyms arc passed off as explanations, and allegories are
offered as truths.’

It was Tichte who provided German nationalism with its first
thcory. The borders of a nation, he contended, arc determined
by language. (This does not improve matters. Where do differ-
ences of dialect become diflerences of language? How many
different languages do the Slavs or the Teutons speak, or are
the differences merely dialects ?)

Fichte’s opinions had a most curious development, especially
if we consider that he was one of the founders of German national-
ism. In 1793, he defended Roussecau and the French Revolu-
tion, and in 1799 he still declared ®7 : ¢ It is plain that from now
on the I'rench Republic alone can be the fatherland of the upright
man, that he can devote his powers to this country alone of all,
since not only the dearest hopes of humanity but also its very
existence are bound up with the victory of France . . . I dedi-
cate myself and all my abilitics to the Republic.” It may be noted
that when Fichte made these remarks he was negotiating for a
university position in Mainz, a place then controlled by the
French. ‘In 1804°, E. N. Anderson writes in his interesting
study on nationalism, ¢ Fichtc . . was eager to leave Prussian
service and to accept a call from Russia. The Prussian govern-
ment had not appreciated him to the desired financial extent and
he hoped for more recognition from Russia, writing to the Russian
negotiator that if the government would make him a member of
the St. Petersburg Academy of Science and pay him a salary of
not less than four hundred roubles, I would be theirs until
death™ .. Two years later >, Anderson continues, ¢ the trans-
formation of Tichte the cosmopolitan into Fichte the nationalist
was completed.’

When Berlin was occupied by the French, Fichte left, out of
patriotism ; an act which, as Anderson says ‘ he did not allow . .
to remain unnoticed by the Prussian king and government ’.
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When A. Mucller and W. von Humboldt had been rcccived by
Napoleon, Fichtc wrote indignantly to his wife : ¢ I do not cnvy
Mueller and Humboldt ; I am glad that I did not obtain that
shameful honour . . It makes a difference to one’s conscicnce
and apparently also to one’s later success if . . one has openly shown
devotion to the good cause.’” On this, Andcrson comments :
¢ As a matter of fact, he did profit ; undoubtedly his call to the
University of Berlin resulted from this cpisode. This docs not
detract from the patriotism of his act, but merely places it in its
proper light” To all this we must add that Fichte’s carcer as a
philosopher was from the beginning based on a fraud. His first
book was published anonymously, when Kant’s philosophy of
religion was expected, under the title Critique of All Revelation. 1t
was an extremely dull book, which did not prevent it from being
a clever copy of Kant’s style ; and everything was sct in motion,
including rumours, to make people belicve that it was Kant’s
work. The matter appears in its right light if we rcalize that
Fichte only obtained a publisher through the kindheartedness of
Kant (who was never able to read morc than the first few pages
of the book). When the press extolled Tichte’s work as onc of
Kant’s, Kant was forced to make a public statement that the
work was Fichte’s, and Fichte, upon whom fame had suddenly
descended, was made professor in Jena. But Kant was |atep
forced to make another declaratign, in Qrdcr to dissociate himself
from this man, a declaration 1n which occur the words se .
‘ May God protect us from our friends. From our cnemies, e
can try to protect ourselves.”
These are a few cpisodes in the career of the man .y
‘ windbaggery * has given rise to modern nationalism as we]]
modern Idealist philosophy, er ected upon ﬂ}C perversion of Kap s
teaching. (I follow Schopcnhaucr In distinguishing between
Fichte’s ¢ windbaggery ’ and Hcgcl§ ‘.charlatanry ’, although T
must admit that to insist on this distinction is perhaps a Iift]e
pedantic.) The whole story is interesting mainly because of the
light it throws upon the  history of philosophy * and upon ¢ his-
tory ’ in general. I mean not only the perhaps more humorous
than scandalous fact that such clowns are taken seriously, and that
they are made the objects of a kind of worship, of solemn although
often boring studies (and of examination papers to match). I
mean not only the appalling fact that the windbag Fichte and the
charlatan Hegel are treated on a level with men like Democritus,
Pascal, Descartes, Spinoza, Locke, Hume, Kant, J. S. Mill, and

hose
as to
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Bertrand Russell, and that their moral teaching is taken seriously
and perhaps cven considered superior to that of these other men.
But I mcan that many of these culogist historians of philosophy,
unable to discriminate between thought and fancy, not to mention
good and bad, darc to pronounce that their history is our judge,
or that their history of philosophy is an implicit criticism of the
different ¢ systems of thought’.  For it is clear, I think, that their
adulation can only be an implicit criticism of their histories of
philosophy, and of that pomposity and conspiracy of noise by
which the business of philosophy is glorified. It scems to be
a law of what these people are pleased to call ¢ human nature’
that bumptiousness grows in direct proportion to dcficiency of
thought and inverscly to the amount of service rendered to human
welfare.

At the time when Fichte became the apostle of nationalism, an
instinctive and revolutionary nationalism was rising in Germany
as a rcaction to the Napoleonic invasion. (It was one of those
typical tribal reactions against the expansion of a super-national
cmpirc.) The people demanded democratic reforms which they
understood in the sense of Rousscau and of the French Revolu-
tion, but which they wanted without their French conquerors.
They turned against their own princes and against the emperor
at thc same time. This carly nationalism arose with the force
of a new religion, as a kind of cloak in which a humanitarian
desirc for frcedom and equality was clad. ¢ Nationalism ’,
Anderson writes %, ‘ grew as orthodox Christianity declined,
replacing the latter with belief in a mystical experience of its
own.” It is the mystical cxperience of community with the
other members of the oppressed tribe, an experience which
replaced not only Christianity but especially the feeling of trust
and loyalty to the king which the abuses of absolutism had
dcs:tr.oycd. It is clear that such an untamed new and democratic
rcllgxor} was a source of great irritation, and even of danger, to
the ruling class, and especially to the king of Prussia. How was
this danger to be met?  After the wars of liberation, Frederick
William met it first by dismissing his nationalist advisers, and
then by appointing Hegel. For the French Revolution had
proved the influence of philosophy, a point duly emphasized by
Hegel (since it is the basis of his own services) : ¢ The Spiritual ’,
he says %, “is now the essential basis of the potential fabric, and
Philosophy has thereby become dominant. It has been said that
the French Revolution resulted from Philosophy, and it is not
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without reason that Philosophy has been described as World
Wisdom ; Philosophy is not only Truth in and for itsclf . . but
also Truth as exhibited in worldly matters. We should not,
therefore, contradict the assertion that the Rcvolution reccived
its first impulse from Philosophy.” This is an indication of
Hegel’s insight into his immediate task, to give a counter impulse ;
an impulse, though not the first, by which philosophy might
strengthen the forces of reaction. Part of this task was the per-
version of the ideas of freedom, equality, etc. But perhaps an
even more urgent task was the taming of the revolutionary nation-
alist religion. Hegel fulfilled this task in the spirit of Parcto’s
advice ‘ to take advantage of sentiments, not wasting onc’s cner-
gies in futile efforts to destroy them’. Hec tamed nationalism
not by outspoken opposition but by transforming it into a well-
disciplined Prussian authoritarianism. And it so happened that
he brought back a powerful weapon into the camp of the closed
society, where it fundamentally belonged.

All this was done rather clumsily. Hegel, in his desire to
please the government, sometimes attacked the nationalists much
too openly. ¢ Some men’, he wrote °t in the Philosophy of I gz
“ have recently begun to talk of the © sovercignty of the people »
in opposition to the sovereignty of the monarch. But when it
is contrasted with the sovereignty of the monarch, then the phyage
« sovereignty of the people »* turns out to pc mercely one of those
confused notions which arisc from a wild 1.dca of the ¢ People »
Without its monarch . . the people are just a formless myjg;-
tude.’  Earlier, in the Engyelopedia; he wrote : © The aggregy e op
Private persons is often spoken of as thtj: nation. Bu.t such ap
aggregate is a rabble, not a people ; and with rcgarc.l to it, it is ¢he
One aim of the state that a nation should 7o come into existeyc
t0 power ang action, as such an aggregate. §uc!1 a condition 0}
2 hation is a condition of lawlessness, demorall?atlon, brutishness,

D it, the nation would only be a shapeless wild blind force, Jjke
tt:l}f?ctti?;f;a asstormy clefncntal sca, which howcxir 1s not sclf-dcs-
s the nation—a spmtual element—would be, Yet

one can often hear such a condition described as pure freedom?
There is here ap unmistakable allusion to the liberal nationalijs¢s
whom the king hated like the plague. And this is even clcarc;
when we see Hegel’s reference to the carly nationalists’ drcams
of rebul!ding the German empire : * The fiction of an Empire *,
he says in his eulogy of the latest developments in Prussia, ¢ has
utterly vanished, It is broken into Sovereign States.’ His
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anti-liberal tendencies induced Hegel to refer to England as the
most characteristic example of a nation in the bad sense. ¢ Take
the casc of England,’ he writes, ¢ which, because private persons
have a predominant share in public affairs, has been regarded as
having the freest of all constitutions. Experience shows that that
country, as compared with the other civilized states of Europe, is
the most backward in civil and criminal legislation, in the law
and liberty of property, and in arrangements for the arts and
sciences, and that objective freedom or rational right is sacrificed
to formal ¢ right and particular private interest : and that this
happens cven in the institutions and possessions dedicated to
religion.” An astonishing statement indeed, especially when the
“arts and sciences ’ are considered, for nothing could have been
morc backward than Prussia, where the University of Berlin
had been founded only under the influence of the Napoleonic
wars, and with the idea, as the king said 3, that ¢ the statec must
replace with intellectual prowess what it has lost in physical
strength’. A few pages later, Hegel forgets what he has said
about the arts and sciences in England; for he speaks there
of ¢ England, where the art of historical writing has undergone
a process of purification and arrived at a firmer and more maturc
character ’.

We see that Hegel knew that his task was to combat the liberal
and even the imperialist leanings of nationalism. He did it by
persuading the nationalists that their collectivist demands are
automatically realized by an almighty state, and that all they
need do is to help to strengthen the power of the state. ‘ The
Nation State is Spirit in its substantive rationality and immediate
actuality ’, he writes 84 ; ‘it is thercfore the absolute power on
carth . . . The state is the Spirit of the Pcople itself. The
actual State is animated by this spirit, in all its particular affairs,
its Wars, and its Institutions . . . The sclf-consciousness of one
particular Nation is the vehicle for the . . devclopment of the
collective spirit ; . . in it, the Spirit of the Time invests its Will.
Against this Will, the other national minds have no rights : that
Nation dominates the World.’ It is thus the nation and its
spirit and its will that act on the stage of history. History is
the contest of the various national spirits for world domination.
From this it follows that the rcforms advocated by the liberal
nationalists are unneccssary, since the nation and its spirit are
the leading actors anyway ; besides, ¢ every nation . . has the
constitution which is appropriate to it and belongs to it . (Juri-
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dical positivism.) We see that Hegel replaces the liberal f:lClIlcxltS
in nationalism not only by a Platonic-Prussianist worship of the
state, but also by a worship of history, of historical success.
(Frederick William had been successful against Napo]cqn.) In
this way, Hegel not only began a new chapter in the history of
nationalism, but he also provided nationalism with a new thcory.
Fichte, we have seen, had provided it with the thcory that it was
based on language. Hegel introduced the historical theory of the
nation. A nation, according to Hegel, is united by a spirit that
acts in history. It is united by the common foc, and by the
comradeship of the wars it has fought. (It has been said that
a race is a collection of men united not by their origin but by
a common error in regard to their origin. In a similar way, we
could say that a nation in Hegel’s sense is a number of men
united by a common error in regard to their history.) It is clear
how this theory is connccted with Hegel’s historicist essentialism.
The history of a nation is the history of its essence or ¢ Spirit ’,
asserting itself on the ° Stage of History’.

In concluding this sketch of the risc of nationalism, I may
make a remark on the events down to the foundation of Bismarck’s
German empire. Hegel’s policy had }Dccn to take advantage of
nationalist sentiments, instead of wasting energy in futile cflorts
to destroy them. But sometimes this celebrated techp
appears to have rather strange consequences. The meq
conversion of Christianity into an author'ltarmn creed could not
fully suppress its humanitarian tendcr.1c1c§; again and again,
Christianity breaks through the authorlt’arlan cloak (and is per-
secuted as heresy). In this way, Parcto’s advice not only Sscrves
to neutralize tendencies that endanger the ruling class, byt
can also unintentionally help to preserve these very tendencicg,
A similar thing happened to nationalism. Hegcl had tamed it,
and had tried to replace German natlonz.lhsm by a Pru
nationalism. But by thus °reducing natlgnalism to a com-
ponent ’ of his Prussianism (to use his own Jargon) Hecgel * pre-
served ’ it ; and Prussia found itself forced to procecd on the
way of taking advantage of the sentiments of German nationalism,
When it fought Austria in 1866 it had to do so in the name of
German nationalism, and under the pretext of securing the
leadership of ‘Germany . And it had to advertise the vastly
enlarged Prussia of 1871 as the new .‘ German Empire’, a new
‘ German Nation’—welded by war into a unit, in accordance
with Hegel’s historical theory of the nation.

ique
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v

In our own time, Hegel’s hysterical historicism is still the
fertilizer to which modern totalitarianism owes its rapid growth.
Its usc has prepared the ground, and has cducated the intel-
ligentsia to intellectual dishonesty, as will be shown in section v
of this chapter. We have to lecarn the lesson that intellectual
honesty is fundamental for cverything we cherish.

Butis thisall? Andisitjust? Is therc nothing in the claim
that Hegel’s greatness lics in the fact that he was the creator of
a new, of a historical way of thinking—of a ncw historical sensc ?

Many of my fricnds have criticized me for my attitude towards
Hegel, and for my inability to scc his greatness.  They were, of
course, quite right, since I was indeed unable to sce it. (I am
so still.) In order to rcmedy this fault, I made a fairly sys-
tematic inquiry into the question, Wherein lics Hegel’s greatness ?

The result was disappointing.  No doubt, Hegel’s talk about
the vastness and greatness of the historical drama created an
atmosphcre of intcrest in history. No doubt, his vast historicist
generalizations, periodizations, and interpretations fascinated
some historians and challenged them to produce valuable and
detailed historical studies (which nearly invariably showed the
weakness of Hegel’s findings as well as of his method). But was
this challenging influence the achievement of cither a historian
or a philosopher? Was it not, rather, that of a propagandist?
Historians, I found, tend to valuc Hegel (if at all) as a philo-
sopher, and philosophers tend to belicve that his contributions
(if any) were to the understanding of history. But historicism
is not history, and to belicve in it reveals ncither historical under-
standing nor historical sense. And if we wish to cvaluate Hegel’s
greatness, as a historian or as a philosopher, we should not ask
ourselves whether some people found his vision of history inspir-
ing, but whether there was much truth in this vision.

I found only one idea which was important and which might
be claimed to be implicit in Hegel’s philosophy. It is the idea
which leads Hegel to attack abstract rationalism and intellectual-
ism which docs not appreciate the indebtedness of reason to
tradition. It is a certain awarencss of the fact (which, however,
Hegel forgets in his Logic) that men cannot start with a blank,
creating a world of thought from nothing ; but that their thoughts
are, largely, the product of an intellectual inheritance.

I am ready to admit that this is an important point, and one
0.8.L.E.—VOL. 11 G



6o ORACULAR PHILOSOPHY

which might be found in Hegel if one is willing to scarch for it.
But I deny that it was Hegel’s own contribution. It was the
common property of the Romantics. That all social entitics arc
products of history ; not inventions, planned by rcason, but
formations emerging from the vagaries of historical cvents, from
the interplay of idcas and interests, from sufferings and from
passions, all this is older than Hegel. It goes back to Edmund
Burke, whose appreciation of the significance of tradition for the
functioning of all social institutions had immenscly influenced the
political thought of the German Romantic Movement. The
trace of his influence can be found in Hegel, but only in the
exaggerated and untenable form of an historical and cvolutionary
rcla}tivism—in the form of the dangerous doctrine that what is
believed to-day is, in fact, true to-day, and in the cqually dan-
gerous corollary that what was true yesterday (true, and not
merely ‘ believed ) may be false to-morrow—a doctrine which,
surely, is not likely to encourage an appreciation of th

¢ signifi-
cance of tradition. ;

v

I now proceed to the last part of my trecatment of H
to the analysis of the dependence of the new tribalis
tarianism upon the doctrines of Hegel.

Ifit were my aim to write a history of the rise of totalitariay;
I should have to deal with Marxism first ; for fascism g:::n ’
Partly out of the spiritual and political breakdown of Mftl‘xisn‘;v
And, as we shall see, a similar statement may be made about ¢, .
}.elationShiP between Leninism and Marxism.) = Since my maig
1sue, however, is historicism, I propose to deal with Marxism
later, as the purest form of historicism that has so far arisep and
to tackle fascism first. . ’
odern totalitarianism is only an cpisode within the perennial
S?vc,)lt against freedom and reason. From older cpisodes it is
| ;igzrgsmshed not so much by its ideology, as by the fact that its

€ Succeeded in realizing one of the boldest drcams of their
predecessors ; they made the revolt against freedom a popular
T;IIOV.Cmen.t. (Its popularity, of course, must not be overrated -
the intelligentsiy 5pe only a part of the people.) It was madé
possible only by the breakdown, in the countries concerned. of
ano%her Popular movement, Social Democracy or the dcmocr;tic
version of Marxism, which in the minds of the working pcople
stood for the ideas of freedom and equality. When it became

egelianism,
m or totalj-
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obvious that it was not just by chance that this movement had
failed in 1914 to make a determined stand against war ; when
it became clear that it was helpless to cope with the problems of
pecace, most of all with unemployment and economic depression ;
and when, at last, this movement defended itself only half-
hcartedly against fascist aggression, then the belicf in the value
of frcedom and in the possibility of equality was seriously threat-
cned, and the perennial revolt against freedom could by hook or
by crook acquire a more or less popular backing.

The fact that fascism had to take over part of the heritage of
Marxism accounts for the one ¢ original * feature of fascist ideology,
for the one point in which it deviates from the traditional make-
up of the revolt against freedom. The point I have in mind is
that fascism has not much use for an open appeal to the super-
natural. Not that it is necessarily atheistic or lacking in mystical
or religious clements. But the spread of agnosticism through
Marxism led to a situation in which no political creed aiming at
popularity among the working class could bind itself to any of
the traditional religious forms. This is why fascism added to its
official ideology, in its carly stages at least, some admixture of
ninetcenth-century cvolutionist materialism.

Thus the formula of the fascist brew is in all countries the
same : Hegel plus a dash of nineteenth-century materialism
(especially Darwinism in the somewhat crude form given to it
by Hacckel %), The ¢scientific’ element in racialism can be
traced back to Hacckel, who was responsible, in 1900, for a prize-
competition whose subject was : ¢ What can we lecarn from the
principles of Darwinism in respect of the internal and political
development of a state?’ The first prize was allotted to a
voluminous racialist work by W. Schallmeyer, who thus became
the grandfather of racial biology. It is interesting to observe
how strongly this matecrialist racialism, despite its very different
origin, resembles the naturalism of Plato. In both cases, the
basic idea is that degeneration, particularly of the upper classes,
is at the root of political decay (read : of the advance of the open
society).  Moreover, the modern myth of Blood and Soil has its
exact counterpart in Plato’s Myth of the Earthborn. Never-
theless, not “ Hegel + Plato’, but ‘ Hegel + Haeckel * is the
formula of modern racialism. As we shall see, Marx replaced
Hegel’s ¢ Spirit ’ by matter, and by material and economic inter-
ests. In the same way, racialism substitutes for Hegel’s ¢ Spirit ’
something material, the quasi-biological conception of Blood or
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Race. Instead of ¢ Spirit’, Blood is the self-devcloping cssence ;
instead of © Spirit’, Blood is the Sovercign of the world, and
displays itsclf on the Stage of History ; and instcad of its * Spirit ’,
the Blood of a nation dctermines its essential destiny.

The transubstantiation of Hegelianism into racialism or of
Spirit into Blood does not greatly alter the main tendency of
Hegelianism. It only gives it a tinge of biology and of modern
evolutionism. The outcome is a materialistic and at the same
time mystical religion of a sclf-devcloping biological essence,
very closcly reminiscent of the religion of creative cvolution
(whose prophet was the Hegelian ¢¢ Bergson), a religion which
G. B. Shaw, more prophetically than profoundly, once character-
ized as ‘a faith which complicd with the first condition of all
religions that have cver taken hold of humanity : namcly, that
it must be . . a meta-biology’. And indeed, this new religion
of racialism clearly shows a meta-component and a bio?oay-
component, as it were, or Hegelian mystical metaphysics and
Haeckelian materialist biology.

So much about the difference between modern totalitarianism
and Hegelianism. In spite of its significance from the point of
view of popularity, this diflerence is unimportant so far as thejy
main political tendencies are concerned. But if we now turn
to the similaritics, t.hen we get another picture. Nearly all
the more important ideas of modern totalitarianism are dircctly

inherited from Hegel, who collected and preserved  what
A. Zimmern calls °7 the “armoury of weapons for authoritarian

movements .  Although most of these weapons were not forged
by Hegel himself, but discovered by him in the various an gc .
war treasuries of the perennial reyolt against free dOl‘r; cient
undoubtedly his effort which rediscovered them and place i l1t .
in the hands of his modern followers. Here is 'lpb;‘icfcl‘l 1cn}
some of the most precious of these jdeas, (1 ;mit Pl'ltSt o
totalitarianism and tribalism, which haye already been di a ?nllc
as well as the theory of master ang slave. 1scussed,
(a) Nationalism, in the form of the historicist idea that t]
state is the incarnation of the Spirit ( 1at the

or now, of the Blood) of the
state-crcating nation (or racc) ; ’ )

> Onc chosen nation (
. . . ' now, the
chosen race) is destined for world domination. ,

(b) The state as
the natural enemy of all other states must agsert its existence in
war. (¢) The state is exempt from any kind of moral obligation ;

. . . M 3 ?
history, that is, historical success, 1s the sole judge ; collective

utility is the sole principle of personal conduct ; propagandist
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lying and distortion of the truth is permissible. (d) The ¢ ethical ’
idca of war (total and collectivist), particularly of young nations
against older ones ; war, fatc and fame as most desirable goods.
(¢) The creative réle of the Great Man, the world-historical
personality, the man of deep knowledge and great passion (now,
the principle of leadership). (f) The ideal of the heroic life
(‘ live dangerously *) and of the ¢ heroic man ’ as opposcd to the
petty bourgeois and his life of shallow mediocrity.

This list of spiritual treasurcs is ncither systematic nor com-
plete.  All of them arc part and parcel of an old patrimony. And
they were stored up, and made ready for usc, not only in the
works of Hegel and his followers, but also in the minds of an
intelligentsia fed exclusively for threc long generations on such
debased spiritual food, carly recognized by Schopenhaucr % as
an ‘intclligence-destroying pscudo-philosophy ’ and as a © mis-
chicvous and criminal misuse of language’. I now proceed to
a more detailed examination of the various points in this list.

(a) According to modern totalitarian doctrines, the state as
such is not the highest end. This is, rather, the Blood, and the
Pcople, the Race. The higher races possess the power to create
states. The highest aim of a race or nation is to form a mighty
state which can serve as a powerful instrument of its self-pre-
servation. This tcaching (but for the substitution of Blood for
Spirit) is duc to Hegel, who wrote ®: ‘In the cxistence of a
Nation, the substantial aim is to be a State and preserve itself as
such. A Nation that has not formed itself into a State—a mere
Nation—has strictly speaking no history, like the Nations . .
which existed in a condition of savagery. What happens to
a Nation . . has its cssential significance in relation to the
.Statc.’ The state which is thus formed is to be totalitarian, that
1s to say, its might must permeate and control the whole life of
the people in all its functions : ¢ The State is therefore the basis
and centre of all the concrete elements in the life of a people :
of Art, Law, Morals, Religion, and Science . . . The substance
that . . exists in that concrete reality which is the state, is the
Sp}rit 9f the People itself. The actual State is animated by this
Spirit in all its particular affairs, in its Wars, Institutions, etc.’
Since the state must be powerful, it must contest the powers of
other states. It must assert itself on the ¢ Stage of History ’, must
prove 1ts peculiar essence or Spirit and its ‘strictly defined’
national character by its historical deeds, and must ultimately
aim at world domination. Here is an outline of this historicist



64 ORACULAR PHILOSOPHY

v e . s . ¢ of Spirit 1s
essentialism 1n Hegel’s words : The very cssence 1

activity 3 1t actualizes its poter.ltiality, and mal::c‘s itself its pwn.
deed, its own work . . Thus it is with the Spirit of a Nation;
it is a Spirit having strictly defined characteristics which exist
and persist . . in the events and transitions that make up 3t
history. That is its work—that is what this particular Nation
is. Nations are what their deeds are . . . A Nation is moral,
virtuous, vigorous, as long as it is engaged in realizing its grand

objects . . . The constitutions under which World-Historical

Peoples have reached their culminations are peculiar to them
Therefore, from . . the political

institutions of the ancient World-
Historical Peoples, nothing can be learned . . . Each par-
ticular National Genius is to be treated as only Onc Individual
in the process of Universal History.” The Spirit or National

Genius must finally prove itself in World-Domination : ¢ The
self-consciousness of a particular Nation

nscl . P: . . is the objective
actuality in which the Spirit of the Time invests its Will.  Against
t}.ns absolute Will the other particular national minds have no
rights : that Nation dominates the World .

. But Igegel. not .only developed the historical and totalitarian
theory of natlonal‘lsm, he also clearly forcsaw the psychological
possibilitics of nationalism. He saw that nationalism answers a

flccd——thc desire of men to find and to know their definite place
in the world, and to helong to a powerful collective body. Ay

the same time he ecxhibits that rcmarkable characteristic of
German nationalism, its strongly dev

- o

cloped feclings of inferiority
(to use a more recent terminology), especially towards the Eng-

Jish.  And he consciously appcals, with his nation:ahsrrll or ‘tribal-
jsm, to those feelings which I have described (in chapter 10)

: : . ) 1 writes 7°
as the strain of civilization = © Every Englishman Hcfrf z:ndcxsvhc::
¢ will say : We arc the men who navigate the OCtC Int,iics belong
have the commerce of the world ; to whom the 1:as

.. . . ividus an to that
and their riches . The relation of the individual M
Spirit is .

in
. that it . . enables him to have 2 definitc place

the world—to be something. TFor he finds in - - the people to

which he belongs an already established, firm world . . with

which he has to incorporate himself. In this its_wol.lf, and
thchfOYC s World’ t‘-‘c Spirit Of tl.‘c pCOplC crljoys ]ts CXIStchC
and finds satisfaction.’

(b) A theory common to both Hegel and his racialist followers
js that the state by its very essence can exist only through its
contrast to other individual states. H. T'reyer, onc of the leading
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sociologists of present-day Germany, writes 7 : ‘A being that
draws itself round its own core creates, cven unintentionally,
the boundary-line. And the frontier—even though it be unin-
tentionally—creates the enemy.”  Similarly Hegel : ¢ Just as the
individual is not a real person unless related to other persons so
the Statc is no real individuality unless related to other States
. . . The rclation of onc particular State to another presents
. . the most shifting play of . . passions, interests, aims, talents,
virtues, power, injustice, vice, and mere external chance. It
is a play in which cven the Ethical Whole, the Independence of
the State, is exposed to accident.” Should we not, thercfore,
attempt to rcgulate this unfortunate statc of affairs by adopting
Kant’s plans for the establishment of cternal peace by means of
a federal union? Certainly not, says Hegel, commenting on
Kant’s plan for peace : ¢ Kant proposed an alliance of princes’,
Hegel says rather inexactly (for Kant proposed a federation of
what we now call democratic states), ¢ which should scttle the
controversics of States ; and the Holy Alliance probably aspired
to be an institution of this kind. The State, however, is an indi-
vidual ; and in individuality, negation is essentially contained.
A number of States may constitute themselves into a family, but
this confederation, as an individuality, must create opposition and
so beget an encmy.” TFor in Hegel’s dialectics, negation equals
limitation, and thercforc means not only the boundary-line, the
frontier, but also the creation of an opposition, of an enemy :
¢ The fortunes and deeds of States in their relation to one another
reveal the dialectic of the finite nature of these Spirits.” These
quotations arc taken from the Philosophy of Law ; vyet in his
earlier Encyclopedia, Hegel’s theory anticipates the modern
theorics, for instance that of Freyer, even more closely : ¢ The
final aspect of the State is to appear in immediate actuality asa
single nation . . . As a single individual it is exclusive of other
like individuals. In their mutual rclations, waywardness and
chance have a place . . . This independency . . reduces dis-
putes between them to terms of mutual violence, to a state of war
.+« Itis this state of war in which the omnipotence of the State
manifests itself . > Thus the Prussian historian Treitschke only
shows how well he understands Hegelian dialectic essentialism
when he repeats : ¢ War is not only a practical necessity, it i
also a theoretical necessity, an exigency of logic. The concept of
the State implies the concept of war, for the essence of the State
is Power. The Statc is the People organized in sovercign Power.’
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(c) The State is the Law, the moral law as well as thcjurid'ica}
law. Thus it cannot be subject to any oth'cr stnndafd, tm’cl
especially not to the yardstick of c1v'll m01:a11ty. I.Ls l]lStO]’li.l
responsibilities are deeper. Its only judge is the History .of the
World. The only possible standard of a judgement upon the
state is the world historical success of its actions. And this success,
the power and expansion of the state, must ovcrrqlc :11.1 other
considerations in the private life of the citizens ; right is \\:hzft
serves the might of the state. This is the thcpr).r of Plato ; it is
the theory of modern totalita-rianjsm ; and it is the theory of
Hegel : it is the Platonic-Prussian morality. ‘The State ?, Hegel
writes 72, ¢ is the realization of the ethical Idcq. It is the cthical
Spirit as revealed, self-consciou§, substantial Will.” Conse-
quently, therc can be no cthical idea above the state. ¢ When
the particular Wills of the States can come to no agreement, tlheir
controversy can be decided only by war. . W h‘at offence shall he
regarded as a breach of treaty, or as a violation of respect and
honour, must remain indefinite. . . The Stz.ltc may identify
its infinitude and honour with every one of its aspects.” For
‘. . the relation among States fluctuates, and no Judge exists to
adjust their differences.” In other words : ¢ Against the Staqe
there is no power to decide what is . . right. . . States . |
may enter into mutual agrecements, but they are, at the same
time, superior to these agrecments’ (i.e. they nced not kee
them). .. < Treaties between states . . depend ultimately op
the particular sovereign wills, and for that rcason,
remain unreliable.’
. Thus only one kind of * judgement ’ can be passed on Woyld-
Historical deeds and events : their result, their success. Hegel
Can therefore identify 72 ¢ the essential destiny—the absolute aim,
Or, what amounts to the same—the true result of the World’s
History>. T, be successful, that is, to cmerge as the strongest
from the dialectical struggle of the different National Spirits for
Power, for world-domination, is thus the only and ultimate aim
and'the only basis of judgement ; or as Hegel puts it more
poetically : < Oyt of this dialectic riscs the universal Spirit, the

they must

}mlimited World-Spirit, pronouncing its judgement—and its
Judgement is the highest—upon the finite Nations of the World’s
History ;

for the History of the World is the World’s court of
justice.’

Freyer has very similar ideas, but he expresses them more
frankly 74 : <A manly, a bold tone prevails in history. He who
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has the grip has the booty.  He who makes a faulty move is done
for . . he who wishes to hit his mark must know how to shoot.’
But all these ideas are, in the last instance, only repetitions of
Heraclitus : ¢ War . . proves some to be gods and others to be
mere men, by turning the latter into slaves and the former into
masters. . . War is just.” According to these thcorics, there
can be no moral difference between a war in which we are
attacked, and one in which we attack our neighbours ; the only
possible difference is success. F. Haiser, author of the book
Slavery :  Its Biological Foundation and Moral Fustification (1923),
a prophet of a master race and of a master morality, argues :
“ If we arc to defend oursclves, then there must also be aggressors
- 5 1f's0, why then should we not be the aggressors oursclves ?’
But cven this doctrine (its predecessor is Clauscwitz’s famous
doctrine that an attack is always the most cficctive defence) is
Hegelian ; for Hegel, when speaking about offences that lead to
war, not only shows the nccessity for a ¢ war of defence ’ to turn
into a ‘war of conquest’, but he informs us that some states
which have a strong individuality ¢ will naturally be more inclined
to irritability °, in order to find an occasion and a field for what
he cuphemistically calls © intense activity °.

With the establishment of historical success as the sole judge
in matters relating to states or nations, and with the attempt to
break down such moral distinctions as those between attack and
defence, it becomes necessary to argue against the morality of
conscience.  Hegel docs it by establishing what he calls ¢ true
morality or rather social virtuc * in opposition to ‘ falsc morality °.
Needless to say, this ¢ truc morality ’ is the Platonic totalitarian
morality, combined with a dosc of historicism, whilc the ¢ false
morality > which he also describes as ¢ mere formal rectitude ’ is
that of personal conscience. ¢ We may fairly ’, Hegel writes 7%,
¢ cstablish the truc principles of morality, or rather of social
virtue, in opposition to falsc morality ; for the History of the
World occupies a higher ground than that morality which is
personal in character—the conscience of individuals, their par-
ticgl.ar will and mode of action. . . What the absolute aim of
Spirit requires and accomplishes, what Providence docs, tran-
scends . - the imputation of good and bad motives. . . Conse-
quently it is only formal rectitude, deserted by the living Spirit
and by God, which those who take their stand upon ancient right
and order maintain.’ (That is to say, the moralists who refer,
for example, to the New Testament.) ¢ The deeds of Great Men,
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of the Personalities of World History, . . must not be brought
into collision with irrclevant moral claims. The Litany of private
virtues, of modesty, humility, philanthropy, and forbcarance, must not
be raised against them. The History of the World can, in
principle, entirely ignorc the circle thh‘m which m(?l':n]lty ..
lics.” Here, at last, we have the perversion of the t!m-cl of the
ideas of 1789, that of fraternity, or, as Hcgfrl says, OfPh}]ﬂ“tl“'OP%
together with the cthics of conscicnce. This Platomc-Hcgcll'zm
historicist moral theory has becen rcpeated over and over again,
The famous historian E. Meyer, for example, spcaks of the * flat
and moralizing evaluation, which j.u.dgcs great pol.itical. under-
takings with the yardstick of c‘1v11 rr‘lorftllty, ignoring .thc
deeper, the truly moral factors of the State and of historical

responsibilities . I hesitati .
. b 1cs1tatio f
When such views are hclfl, thcnl"l e ion ;-.cgflrdmg
ropagandist lving and distortion of the truth must disappear,
propag st lying cossful in furthering the power of the state.
particularly if it 1s succcs: em, however, is rather subtle .

: bl
Hegel’s approach to tl[])llsicll;rmmiscd the question’, he writes 7o,

¢ i u A .
. A great .ml.nd h‘as. 'Is)iblc to deccive the Pcoplcl. Tl’hc answer s

whether it is permis crmit themselves to be deceived con.
that the Pcople will not P/ " o faiser, the master moralist,

. . sis : .
cerning their substantla{)lbajvhcrc the racial soul dictates’) ¢ but
c

says : ‘.no error is p0551l ontinucs, ¢ about the way it knows

it .deccwcs itself’, HC‘gc Jeserves thcrcf'o.rc to be cstecemed ag

this. . | Public opinion Thus to be independent of public

much as to pe dcspiSCd- L of achieving anything great. . .
i t10

°Plnion is the first condi - to be subsequently recognized

tain S
great achjevements arc ¢ e In bricf; it is always success

and accepted by public opimorl .c‘ss ful, then it was no lic, since
the Pf-cmn’cs. If the lie was Sucgnccrning their sub.sta'ntial ba.sis.
cople were not deceived © State particularly in its relation
to oy © have secn that the m(;ralit)’—’it is a-moral. We
T States, is exempt from ¢ war is not a moral evil, but
m?rahyel‘rel?rc expect to hcarl_tllég_el, s theory defies .this exp(.:ct-
ation ; 4 i;;trla-l' However, ood in itself. “ There is an ethical
elemeng i, \Saxe? that war :S; goe [t is necessary to recognize that
the Finite, o T, we read d life, is accidental. This necessity
appears firg “n?ls property 2 of a force of nature, for all .thmgs
o the form In the ethical order, 1n the

finite are g
: Ttal and transient.
State, howeye, tgistncceSSity ;s exalted to a work of freedom,

. 3 .
to an ethical |, War . . now becomes an clement . .
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of . . right. . . War has the deep mcaning that by it the
cthical health of a nation is preserved and their finite aims
uprooted. . . War protects the people from the corruption
which an everlasting peace would bring upon it. History shows
phases which illustrate how successful wars have checked internal
unrest. . . These Nations, torn by internal strife, win pcace at
home as a result of war abroad.” This passage, taken from the
Philosophy of Law, shows the influence of Plato’s and Aristotle’s
tecaching on the ¢ dangers of prosperity ’ ; at the same time, the
passage is a good instance of the identification of the moral with
the healthy, of cthics with political hygicne, or of right with
might ; this leads directly, as will be seen, to the identification of
virtuc and vigour, as the following passage from Hegel’s Philo-
sophy of History shows. (It follows immediatcly after the
passagc already mentioned, dealing with nationalism as a means
of getting over onc’s feclings of inferiority, and thereby suggests
that even a war can be an appropriate means to that noble end.)
At the same time, the modern theory of the virtuous aggressive-
ness of the young or have-not countries against the wicked old
possessor countrics is clearly implied. ‘A Nation’, Hegel
writcs, ¢ is moral, virtuous, vigorous while it is engaged in realizing
its grand objects. . . But this having been attained, the activity
displayed by the Spirit of the People . . is no longer needed. . .
The Nation can still accomplish much in war and peace . . but
the living substantial soul itsclf may be said to have ccased its
activity. . . The Nation lives the same kind of life as the indi-
vidual when passing from maturity to old age. . . This mere
customary life (the watch wound up and going of itself) is that
which brings on natural death. . . Thus perish individuals,
thus perish pecoples by a natural death. . . A people can only
die a violent death when it has become naturally dead in itself.’
(The last remarks belong to the decline-and-fall tradition.)
Ht?gcl’s ideas on war are surprisingly modern; he even
visualizes the moral consequences of mechanization ; or rather,
he sees in mecchanical warfare the consequences of the ethical
Spirit of totalitarianism or collectivism 7 : ¢ There are different
kinds of bravery. The courage of the animal, or the robber, the
bravery that arises from a sense of honour, chivalrous bravery,
are not yet the true forms of bravery. In civilized nations true
bravery consists in the readiness to give oneself wholly to the
service of the State so that the individual counts but as one among
marny.”  (An allusion to universal conscription.) ¢ Not personal
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valour is significant ; the important aspcct lics in self-subordina-
tion to the universal. 'This higher form causes . . bravery to appear
more mechanical. . . Hostility is dirccted not against scparate
individuals, but against a hostile whole * (here we have an antici-
pation of the principle of total war) ; ¢ . . personal valour appcars
as impersonal. This principle has caused the invention of the
gun ; it is not a chance invention . .> In a similar vein, Hegel
says of the invention of gunpowder : ‘ Humanity nceded it, and
it made its appearance forthwith.” (How kind of Providence !)
It is thus purest Hegelianism when the philosopher E. Kaufs
mann, in 1911, argues against the Kantian idcal of a community
of free men : ¢ Not a community of men of free will but a zictorious
war is the social ideal . . it is in war that the State displays its
true nature’ ™ ; or when E. Banse, the famous  military scicn-
tist’, writes in 1933 : ¢ War mcans the highest intensification .
of all spiritual energies of an age . . It means the utmost effort
of the pcople’s Spiritual power . . Spirit and Action linkeq
together. Indeced, war provides the ba‘51s on which the human
soul may manifest itself at its fullcsot h?lght -+« Nowhere clse
can the Will . . of the Race . . ris¢ into being thus integra)y
as in war.’ And Gencral Ludendorff continues in 1935 :  Dyy.
ing the years of the so-called peacc, politics . . have only 3
meaning inasmuch as they prepare for tqtal war.”  He thyg
only formulates more preciscly an idca V01cec1 by the famgyg
essentialist philosopher Max Scheler 1n 1915 : * War means tj,
State in its most actual growth and Tisc: it mcans politics,’
The same Hegelian doctrine is reforrrl.Ulat‘{d by Freyer in 1935 :
¢ The Statce, from the first moment of its existence, takes its stand
in the sphere of war. .. War is not only. the most perfect
form of State activity, it is the very element in which the State
is embedded ; war delayed, prevented, disguiscd, avoided, must
of course be included in the term.” But the boldest conclusion ig
drawn by F. Lenz, who, in his book 7%e R{ICB as the Principle of
Value, tentatively raises the question :  But if humanity were to
be the goal of morality, then have not we, after all, taken the
wrong side ?* and who, of course, immediately dispels this absurd
suggestion by replying : ¢ Far be it from us to think that humanity
should condemn war : nay, it is war that condemns humanity,’
This idea is linked up with historicism by E. Jung, who remarks :
¢ Humanitarianism, or the idea of mankind . . is no regulator
of history.” But it was Hegel’s predecessor, Fichte, called by
Schopenhauer the ¢ wind-bag °>, who must be credited with the
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original anti-humanitarian argument. Speaking of the word
“humanity *, Tichte wrote: ¢If onc had presented, to the
German, instead of the Roman word  humaneness ** its proper
translation, the word “ manhood >*, then . . he would have said :
“ It is after all not so very much to be a man instead of a wild
beast ! This is how a German would have spoken—in a
manncer which would have been impossible for a Roman. For
in the German language, ¢ manhood’ has remained a merely
phenomenal notion ; it has never become a super-phenomenal
idea, as it did among thc Romans. Whoever might attempt to
smuggle, cunningly, this alicn Roman symbol’ (viz., the word
¢ humaneness *) ¢ into the language of the Germans, would thereby
manifestly debase their cthical standards . > Tichte’s doctrine
is repeated by Spengler, who writes @ © Manhood is cither a
zoological expression or an cmpty word ’; and also by Rosen-
berg, who writes : ¢ Man’s inner life became debased when . .
an alien motive was impressed upon his mind : salvation,
humanitarianism, and the culturc of humanity.’

Kolnai, to whose book I am deeply indebted for a great deal of
matcrial to which I would otherwisc have had no access, says
most strikingly :  “All of us .. who stand for . . rational,
civilized mcthods of government and social organization, agrec
that war is in itself an cvil. . > Adding that in the opinion of
most of us (except the pacifists) it might become, under certain
circumstances, a necessary cvil, he continues : ¢ The nationalist
attitude is different, though it nced not imply a desire for per-
petua.l or frequent warfare. It sees in a war a good rather than
an evil, even if it be a dangerous good, like an exceedingly heady
wine .that is best reserved for rare occasions of high festivity.’
War is not a common and abundant cvil but a precious though
rare¢. good :—this sums up the views of Hegel and of his
followers.

One of Hegel’s feats was the revival of the Heraclitean idea of
fate ; and he insisted 81 that this glorious Greek idea of fate as
expressive of the essence of a person, or of a nation, is opposed
to the nominalist Jewish idea of universal laws, whether of
nature, or of morals, The cssentialist doctrine of fate can be
derived (as shown in the last chapter) from the view that the
essence of a nation can reveal itself only in its history. It is not
‘ fatalistic* in the sense that it encourages inactivity ; ‘ destiny’
is not to be identified with predestination . The opposite is
the case.  Oneself; one’s real essence, one’s innermost soul, the
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stuff one is made of (will and passion rather than rcason) are of
decisive importance in the formation of onc’s fate.  Since Hegel’s
amplification of this theory, the idea of fate or destiny has become
a favourite obsession, as it were, of the revolt against frecedom.
Kolnai rightly stresses the connection between racialism (it is
fate that makes one a member of one’s race) and hostility to
freedom : ‘ The principle of Race ’, Kolnai says 82, ¢ is meant to
embody and cxpress the utter negation of human freedom, the
denial of equal rights, a challenge in the face of mankind.’ And
he rightly insists that racialism tends ‘ to oppose Liberty by Late,
individual consciousness by the compelling urge of the Blood
beyond control and argument’.  Even this tendency is expresseq
by Hegel, although as usual in a somewhat obscure manney -
‘ What we call principle, aim, destiny, or the nature or idea of
Spirit ’, Hegel writes, ‘ is a hidden, undeveloped essence, which
as such—however true in itself—is not completely real. . | The
motive power that . . gives them . . existence is the need, instingt,
inclination and passion of men.” The modern philosopher of total
education, E. Krieck, goes further in the direction of fatalism -
¢ All rational will and activity of the individual is confined tq his
everyday life ; beyond this range h.c can only achicvg a higher
destiny and fulfilment in so far as he is gripped by superior powers
of fate.” It sounds like personal expericnce when he continucs :
‘Not through his own rational scheming will he be made ,
creative and relevant being, only through forces that work above
and beneath him, that do not originate in his own self byt sweep
and work their way through his self . > (But it is an unwar-
ranted generalization of the most intimate personal CXperiences
when the same philosopher thinks that not only ¢ the cpoch of
“ objective  or ““ free ”’ science is ended ’, but also that of  pure
reason ’.)
Together with the idea of fate, its counterpart, that of fame
is also revived by Hegel : *Individuals . . are instruments. .
What they personally gain . . through the individyal share they
take in the substantial business (prepared and appointed inde-
pendently of them) is . . Fame, which is their reward.’ 83 Apd
Stapel, a propagator of the new paganized Christianity, promptly
repeats : “ All great deeds were done for the sake of fame or
glory.” But this ¢ Christian > moralist is even more radical than
Hegel : ° Metaphysical glory is the one true morality >, he
teaches, and the ¢ Categorical Imperative’® of this one true
morality runs accordingly : ¢ Do such deeds as spell glory !
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(¢) Yet glory cannot be acquired by everybody ; the religion
of glory implies anti-equalitarianism—it implies a religion of
“Great Men’. Modern racialism accordingly ¢ knows no
cquality between souls, no equality between men’ 8% (Rosen-
berg). Thus therc are no obstacles to adopting the Leader
Principle from the arsenal of the perennial revolt against freedom,
or as Hegel calls it, the idea of the World Historical Personality.
This Ideca is onc of Hegel’s favourite themes. In discussing the
blasphemous ¢ question whether it is permissible to deceive a
people’ (sce above), he says : “ In public opinion all is false and
true, but to discover the truth in it is the business of the Great
Man. The Great Man of his time is /e who expresses the will of his
time 5 who tells his time what it wills 3 and who carries it out. He
acts according to the inner Spirit and Essence of his time, which he
rcalizes.  And he who docs not understand how to despise public
opinion, as it makes itself heard herc and there, will never accom-
plish anything grcat.” This excellent description of the Leader—
the Great Dictator—as a publicist is combined with an elaborate
myth of the Greatness of the Great Man, that consists in his being
the foremost instrument of the Spirit in history. In this discussion
of ‘ Historical Men —World Historical Individuals > Hegel says :
¢ They were practical, political men. But at the same time they
were thinking men, who had an insight into the requirements of
the time—into what was ripe for development. . . World
Historical Men—the Heroes of an epoch—must therefore be
recognized as its clear-sighted ones ; their deeds, their words are
the best of that time. .. It was they who best understood
affau:s 5 from whom others learned, and approved, or at least
acquicsced in—their policy. For the Spirit which has taken this
fresh step in History is the inmost soul of all individuals ; but in
a statc of unconsciousness which aroused the Great Men. . .
Thclr fcl.lows, therefore, follow those Soul-Leaders, for they feel
the irresistible power of their own inner Spirit thus embodied.’
But the Great Man is not only the man of greatest understanding
and wisdom but also the Man of Great Passions—foremost, of
coursc, of political passions and ambitions. He is thereby able
to arouse passions in others. ¢ Great Men have formed purposes
to satisfy themselves, not others. . . They are Great Men
because they willed and accomplished something great. . .
Nothing Great in the World has been accomplished without
passwn. . . This may be called the cunning of reason—that it sets the
passions to work for itself. . . Passion, it is true, is not quite the
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suitable word for what I wish to express. I mcan here nothing
more than human activity as resulting from private interests—
particular, or if you will, self-seeking designs—with the quali-
fication that the whole energy of will and character is devoted
to their attainment. . . Passions, privatc aims, and the satis-
faction of sclfish desires are . . most effective springs of action.
Their power lies in the fact that they respect none of the limit-
ations which justice and morality would imposc on them ; and
that these natural impulses have a more dircct influence over
their fellow-men than the artificial and tedious discipline that
tends to order and sclf-restraint, law and morality.” TFrom
Rousseau onwards, the Romantic school of thought realized that
man is not mainly rational. But while the humanitarians cling
to rationality as an aim, the revolt against reason exploits this
psychological insight into the irrationality of man for its political
aims.  The fascist appeal to ¢ human nature’ is (0 our passions
to our collectivist mystical needs, to ‘man the unknowp *
Adopting Hegel’s words just quoted, this appeal may be callcci
the cunning of the revolt against reason. But the height of this
cunning is reached by Hegel in this boldest dialectical twist 0?‘
his. While paying lip-service to rationalism, while talking moy
loudly about ‘ reason * than any man before or after him, I e cndc
up in irrationalism ; in an apotheosis not only of passiop b ’
of brutal force : It is’, Hegel writcs, ¢ the absolyte inlcrést o
Reason that this Moral Whole’ (i-c. the State) “shoylq exiSto f
and herein lies the justification and merit of heroes, the founde ’
of States—however cruel they may have been. . . §ycp mcrs
may treat other great and even sacred interests inconsidc:
ately. . . But so mighty a form must trample down many ap
;?Sngczftrlllt.,ﬂower ; it must crush to pICCES many an object o
as a(ﬁf)thrh? conception of man as bCingl no.t S0 much a rationg]
e oic animal wasnot invented by the ICVQIt. against reason -
15 2 typical tribalist ideal. We have to dlStlnguish bctwceI;
this ideal of the Heroic Man and a more reasonable respect for
heroism.  Heroism s, and always will be, admirable ; but our
a.dmlratlon should depend, I think, very largely on oyr apprecia-
tion .Of the cause to which the hero has devoted himself, The
heroic clement in gangsterism, I think, deserves little apprecia-
tion. .But we should admire Captain Scott and his party, and
if possible even more, the heroes of X-ray or of Yellow Fever
research ; and Certainly those who defend freedom,
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The wibal ideal of the Heroic Man, especially in its fascist
form, is based upon different views. It is a direct attack upon
those things which make heroism admirable to most of us—such
things as the furthering of civilization. For it is an attack on the
idea of civil life itself ; this is denounced as shallow and material-
istic, because of the idea of security which it cherishes. Live
dangerously ! is its imperative ; the cause for which you undertake
to follow this imperative is of sccondary importance ; or as
W. Best says 85 : ¢ Good fighting as such, not a ““ good causc ”
. . is the thing that turns the scale. . . It merely matters /ow,
not for what object we fight ’.  Again we find that this argument
is an claboration of Hegelian ideas : ‘ In peace’, Hegel writes,
¢ civil life becomes more cextended, cvery sphere is hedged in . .
and at last all men stagnate. . . Irom the pulpits much is
preached concerning the insecurity, vanity, and instability of
temporal things, and yet everyone . . thinks that he, at least,
will manage to hold on to his possessions. . . It is necessary to
recognize . . property and life as accidental. . . Let insecurity
finally comc in the form of Hussars with glistening sabres, and
show its carnest activity !’ In another place, Hegel paints a
gloomy picture of what he calls ¢ mere customary lifc * ; he scems
to mcan by it something like the normal life of a civilized com-
munity : ¢ Custom is activity without opposition . . in which
fullness and zest is out of the question—a mercly cxternal
and sensuous’ (i.c. what some pcople in our day like to call
‘materialist’) “ existence which has cecased to throw itself enthu-
siastically into its object . . , an existence without intcllect or
vila.lity.’ Hegel, always faithful to his historicism, bases his
anti-utilitarian attitude (in distinction to Aristotle’s utilitarian
comments upon the ¢ dangers of prosperity °) on his interpretation
ol ll.lSlOI‘Y : “ The History of the World is no theatre of happiness.
Periods of happiness are blank pages in it, for they are periods
of hflrm(?lly.’ Thus, liberalism, frcedom and rcason are, as
usual,. objects of Hegel’s attacks. The hysterical cries : We want
our history I We want our destiny ! We want our fight ! We
want our chains ! resound through the edifice of Hegelianism,
through this stronghold of the closed society and of the revolt
against frecdom.

In spite of Hegel’s, as it were, official optimism, based on his
tllcf)l')’ that what is rational is real, there are features in him to
wluch.one can trace the pessimism which is so characteristic of the
more intelligent among the modern racial philosophers ; not so
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much, perhaps, of the earlier ones (as Lagarde, Treitschke, or
Moeller van den Bruck) but of those who came after Spengler,
the famous historicist. Neither Spengler’s biological holism,
intuitive understanding, Group-Spirit and Spirit of the Age, nor
even his Romanticism, helps this fortune-tcller to cscape a very
pessimistic outlook. An element of blank despair is unmistakable
in the ‘ grim > activism that is left to those who foresce the future
and feel instrumental in its arrival. It is interesting to observe
that this gloomy view of affairs is equally shared by both wings
of the racialists, the ¢ Atheist’ as well as the ¢ Christian ’ wing,
Stapel, who belongs to the latter (but there are others, for
example Gogarten), writes 8¢ : ¢ Man is under the sway of origina]
sin in his totality . . The Christian knows that it is strictly
impossible for him to live except in sin . . Thereforc he steers
clear of the pettiness of moral hair-splitting. . . An cthicized
Christianity is a counter-Christianity through and through. . .
God has made this world perishable, it is doomed to destruction,
May it, then, go to the dogs according to destiny !  Men who
Imagine themselves capable of making it better, who wya

. . nt to
create a ““ higher ” morality, are starting a ridiculous petty revolt
against God. . . The hope of Heaven docs not mean the eXpect.

ation of a happiness of the blessed ; it means obedience
War—Comradeship.’ (The return to the tribe.)  “If God orders
His man to go to hell, then his sworn adhcrent . . wi]] accor.
ingly go to hell. . . If He allots to him cternal pain, thjs has
to b.e borne too. . . Faith is but another word for victory, 7,
1S victory that the Lord demands . .’
[ very similar spirit lives in the work of the two leaqj,,
phl}osophcrs of contemporary Germany, the ‘existentialigs>
He}deggcr and Jaspers, both originally followers of the essentialist
PhllOSO.p}.lers Husserl and Scheler. Heidegger has gaineq fame
‘by feviving the Hegelian Philosophy of Nothingness : Hegel hag
_established * the theory 87 that ¢ Pure Being’ and © Pyre Noth-
Ingness * are identical ; he had said that if you try to thin)k out
:;he nOan of a pure being, you must abstract from it al] particular
‘ dcteltmmations of an object *, and therefore, as Hegel puts it—

nothmg remains ’, (This Heraclitean method might be used
for proving all kinds of pretty identities, such as that of pure
wealth and PUre poverty, pure mastership and pure servitude,
pure Aryanism and pure Judaism.) Heidegger ingeniously
applies the Hegelian theory of Nothingness to a practical Philo-
sophy of Life, or of ¢ Existence ’. Life, Existence, can be under-

and
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stood only by understanding Nothingness. In his What is
Metaphysics ? Heidegger says : ¢ The enquiry should be into the
Existing or clse into—nothing ; . . into the existing alone, and
bevond it into—MNothingness.” The cnquiry into nothingness
(‘ Where do we scarch for Nothingness? Where can we find
Nothingness ? °) is made possible by the fact that ‘we know
Nothingness’ ; we know it through fear: ‘Fear reveals
Nothingness.’

Fear ; the fear of nothingness ; the anguish of death ; these
arc the basic categorics of Heidegger’s Philosophy of Existence ;
of a life whose truc meaning it is 88 © to be cast down into cxistence,
dirccted towards death >.  Human existence is to be interpreted
as a ¢ Thunderstorm of Steel’ ; the ¢ determined existence’ of
a man is ‘to be a sclf, passionatcly free to die . . in full self-
consciousness and anguish ’.  But these gloomy confessions are
not entircly without their comforting aspect. The reader need
not be quite overwhelmed by Heidegger’s passion to die. For
the will to power and the will to live appear to be no less developed
in him than in his master, Hegel. ‘ The German University’s
Will to the Essence’, Heidegger writes in 1933, ‘is a Will to
Science ; it is a Will to the historico-spiritual mission of the
German Nation, as a Nation experiencing itsclf in its State.
Science and German Destiny must attain Power, cspecially in
the essential Will.” This passage, though not a monument of
originality or clarity, is certainly one of loyalty to his masters ;
and those admirers of Heidegger who in spite of all this continue
to belicve in the profundity of his ¢ Philosophy of Existence’
might be reminded of Schopenhauer’s words : ¢ Who can really
believe that truth also will come to light, just as a by-product ?
And in view of the last of Heidegger’s quotations, they should ask
themselves whether Schopenhauer’s advice to a dishonest guardian
has not been successfully administered by many educationists to
many promising youths, inside and outside of Germany. I have
in mind the passage : “ Should you ever intend to dull the wits
of a young man and to incapacitate his brains for any kind of
thought whatever, then you cannot do better than give him Hegel
to rcad. For these monstrous accumulations of words that annul
and contradict onc another drive the mind into tormenting itself
with vain attempts to think anything whatever in connection with
them, until finally it collapses from sheer exhaustion. Thus any
ability to think is so thoroughly destroyed that the young man
will ultimately mistake empty and hollow verbiage for real
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thought. A guardian fearing that his ward might become too
intelligent for his schemes might prevent this misfortunc by
innocently suggesting the reading of Hegel.’
Jaspers declares 8 his nihilist tendencies more frankly cven,
if that is possible, than Hecidegger. Only when you are faced
with Nothingness, with annihilation, Jaspers teaches, will you be
able to experience and appreciate Existence. In order to live
in the essential sense, one must live in a crisis.  In order to taste
life one has not only to risk, but to losc !—Jaspers carries the
historicist idea of change and destiny recklessly to its most gloomy
extreme. All things must perish ; cverything ends in failure :
in this way does the historicist law of development present itsell
to his disillusioned intellect. But face destruction—and you will
get the thrill of your life! Only in the ‘ marginal situations *,
on the edge between existence and nothingness, do we really live,
The bliss of life always coincides with the end of its intelligibility,
particularly with extreme situations of the body, above all with,
bodily danger. You cannot tastc lifc without tasting failyre,
Enjoy yourself perishing !

This is the philosophy of the gambler—of the gangster,
Needless to say, this demoniac ¢ religion of Urge and Fear, of 1,0
Triumphant or else the Hunted Beast > (Kolnai ), this absolyte
nihilism in the fullest sense of the word, is not a popular creed
It is a confession characteristic of an csoteric group of inlcllcctual:;
who have surrendered their rcason, and with it, their human;j,

There is another Germany, that of the ordinary people whog,
brains have not been poisoned by a devastating system of higher
education. But this ‘ other > Germany is certainly not thay of
her thinkers. It is true, Germany had also some “ other ’ thinkers
.(foremost among them, Kant) ; however, the survey just finished
Is not encouraging, and I fully sympathize with Kolnai’s re.
mark °1 : ‘ Perhaps it is not . . a paradox to solace our despair
at German culture with the consideration that, after all, there is

another Germany of Prussian Generals besides the Germany of
Prussian Thinkers.’

VI

I have tried to show the identity of Hegelian historicism with
the philosophy of modern totalitarianism. This identity is
seldom clearly enough realized. Hegelian  historicism  has
become the language of wide circles of intellectuals, cven of
candid ° anti-fascists > and ° leftists >.  Itisso much a part of their
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intellectual atmosphere that, for many, it is no more noticeable,
and its appalling dishonesty no more remarkable, than the air
they breathe.  Yet some racial philosophers are fully conscious
of their indebtedness to Hegel. An example is H. O. Ziegler,
who in his study, The Alodern Nation, rightly describes °2 the
introduction of Hegel’s (and A. Mucller’s) idea of ¢ collective
Spirits conceived as Personalitics °, as the ¢ Copernican revolution
in the Philosophy of the Nation’. Another illustration of this
awarencss of the significance of Hegelianism, which might
specially interest British readers, can be found in the judgements
passed in a rccent German history of British philosophy (by
R. Mectz, 1935). A man of the excellence of T. H. Green is here
criticized, not of coursc becausc he was influenced by Hegel,
but because he ¢ fell back into the typical individualism of the
English. . . He shrank from such radical consequences as
Hegel has drawn’. Hobhouse, who fought bravely against
Hegclianism, is contemptuously described as representing ©a
typical form of bourgeois liberalism, defending itself against the
omnipotence of the Statc because it feels its freedom threatened
thereby >—a fecling which to some pcople might appear well
founded. Bosanquect of course is praised for his genuine Hegel-
ianism. But the significant fact is that this is all taken perfectly
scriously by most of the British reviewers.

I mention this fact mainly because I wish to show how difficult
and, at the same time, how urgent it is to continue Schopenhauer’s
fight against this shallow cant (which Hegel himself accurately
fathomed when describing his own philosophy as of ¢ the most
lofty depth’). At least the new generation should be helped to
free themselves from this intellectual fraud, the greatest, perhaps,
in the history of our civilization and its quarrels with its enemies.
Perhaps they will live up to the expectations of Schopenhauer,
who in 1840 prophesied 23 that ¢ this colossal mystification will
furnish posterity with an inexhaustible source of sarcasm’. (So
far the great pessimist has proved a wild optimist concerning
posterity.) The Hegelian farce has done enough harm. We
must stop it. We must speak—even at the price of soiling our-
SC'IVCS by touching this scandalous thing which, unfortunately
without Success, was so clearly exposed a hundred years ago.
Too many philosophers have neglected Schopenhauer’s incessantly
rcpcath warnings ; they neglected them not so much at their
own peril (they did not fare badly) as at the peril of those whom
they taught, and at the peril of mankind.
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It seems to me a fitting conclusion to this chapter if 1 lcave
the last word to Schopenhaucr, the anti-nationalist who said of
Hegel a hundred years ago: ¢ Hec cxerted, not on philosophy
alone but on all forms of German literature, a devastating, or
more strictly speaking, a stupcfying, onc could also say, a pesti-
ferous, influence. To combat this influence forccfully and on
every occasion is the duty of everybody who is able to judge
independently. For if we are silent, who will speak ?°



The collectivists . . have the zest for progress,
the sympathy for the poor, the burning sensc of
wrong, the impulse for great deeds, which have
been lacking in latter-day liberalism. But their
science is founded on a profound misunderstand-
ing . ., and their actions, thercfore, are deeply
destructive and reactionary. So men’s hearts are
torn, thcir minds divided, they are offered im-
possible choices.

WALTER LIPPMANN.

Cuapter 13: MARX’S SOCIOLOGICAL
DETERMINISM

It has always been the strategy of the revolt against freedom
¢ to take advantage of sentiments, not wasting one’s energies in
futile cfforts to destroy them’!. The most cherished ideas of
the humanitarians were often loudly acclaimed by their deadliest
cnemics, who in this way penctrated into the humanitarian camp
under the guisc of allics, causing disunion and thorough confusion.
This strategy has often been highly successful, as is shown by
the fact that many genuine humanitarians still revere Plato’s
idea of ‘justice’, the medicval idea of ¢ Christian’ authori-
tarianism, Rousscau’s idca of the ¢ general will °; or Fichte’s and
Hegel’s ideas of ‘national freedom’.? Yet this method of
penetrating, dividing and confusing the humanitarian camp and
of building up a largely unwitting and therefore doubly effective
intellectual fifth column achieved its greatest success only after
Hegelianism had established itself as the basis of a truly humani-
tarian movement : of Marxism, so far the purest, the most
developed and the most dangerous form of historicism.

It is tempting to dwell upon the similarities between Marxism,
the Hegelian left-wing, and its fascist counterpart. Yet it would
be utterly unfair to overlook the difference between them.
Although their intcllectual origin is nearly identical, there can
be no doubt of the humanitarian impulse of Marxism. Moreover,
in contrast to the Hegelians of the right-wing, Marx made an
honest attempt to apply rational methods to the most urgent
problems of social life. The value of this attempt is unimpaired

by the fact that it was, as T shall try to show, largely unsuccessful.
81
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Science progresses through trial and error. Marx tried, and
although he erred in his main doctrines, he did not try in vain.
He opened and sharpened our cyes in many ways. A rcturn to
pre-Marxian social science is inconceivable.  All modern writers
are indcbted to Marx, even if they do not know it. This is
especially true of those who disagree with his doctrines, as I do ;
and I readily admit that my treatment, for example of Plato ®
and Hegel, bears the stamp of his influence.

One cannot do justice to Marx without rccognizing his
sincerity. His open-mindedness, his sensc of facts, his distrust of
verbiage, and especially of moralizing verbiage, made him one
of the world’s most influential fighters against hypocrisy and
pharisaism. He had a burning decsirc to help the oppressed, and
was fully conscious of the need for proving himsclf in deeds, ang
not only in words. His main talents being  theoretical, he
devoted immense labour to forging what hc beliecved to be
scientific weapons for the fight to improve the lot of the vast
majority of men. His sincerity in his scarch for truth and his
intellectual honesty distinguish him, I believe, from many of his
followers (although unfortunately he did not altogether escape the
corrupting influence of an upbringing in thc atmosphere of
Hegelian dialectics, described by Schopenhauer as ¢ destructive
of all intelligence’ ). Marx’s intcrest in social scicnce and
social philosophy was fundamentally a practical interest. He
saw in knowledge a means of promoting the progress of man 5,

Why, then, attack Marx ? In spite of his merits, Marx was
I believe, a false prophet. He was a prophct of the course o;‘
history, and his prophecies did not comc truc ; but this is not
my main accusation. It is much more important that he misleq
scores of intelligent people into believing that historical prophecy
is the scientific way of approaching social problems. Mary ig
responsible for the devastating influcnce of the historicist method
of thought within the ranks of those who wish to advance the
cause of the open society.

But is it true that Marxism is a pure brand of historicism ?
Are there not some elements of social technology in Marxism ?
The fa.ct that Russia is making bold and often successful experi-
ments 1n social engineering has led many to infer that Marxism
as the science or creed which underlics the Russian cxpcrimcnt:
must be a kind of social technology, or at least favourable to it
But nobody who knows anything about the history of Marxism
can make this mistake. Marxism is a purely historical theory, a
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thcory which aims at predicting the futurc course of cconomic
and power-political developments and cspecially of revolutions.
As such, it certainly did not furnish the basis of the policy of the
Russian Communist Party after its rise to political power.  Since
Marx had practically forbidden all social technology, which he
denounced as Utopian 8, his Russian disciples found themsclves
at first entircly unprepared for their great tasks in the field of
social engincering.  As Lenin was quick to realize, Marxism

was unable to help in matters of practical cconomics. ‘I do not

know of any socialist who has dealt with these prob.]cms ’ .Sald

Lenin 7, after his risc to power ; °there was nothing written

about such matters in the Bolshevik textbooks, or in thosc of the

Mensheviks.  After a period of unsuccessful experiment, the

so-called ¢ period of war-communism ’, Lenin decided to adopt
measurcs which meant in fact a limited and temporary return to
privatc cnterprisc.  This so-called NEP (New Economic Policy)
and the later cxperiments—five-year plans, ctc.—have nothing
whatever to do with the theories of ¢ Scientific Socialism * once
propounded by Marx and Engels. Neither the peculiar situation
in which Lenin found himsell before he introduced the NEP,
nor his achicvements, can be appreciated without due consider-
ation of this point. The vast cconomic rescarches of Marx did
not cven touch the problems of a constructive economic policy,
for example, cconomic planning. As Lenin admits, there is
hardly a word on the economics of socialism to be found in Marx’s work
apart from such uscless ® slogans as ¢ from cach according to
his ability, to cach according to his nceds’.  The rcason is that
the economic rescarch of Marx is completely subscrvient to his
historical prophecy.  But we must say cven more.  Marx strongly
cmphasized the opposition between his purely historicist method
and any attempt to make an cconomic analysis with a view to
rational planning. Such attempts he denounced as Utopian,
and as illegitimate. In conscquence, Marxists did not cven
study what the so-called bourgcois economists * attained in this
field. They were by their training even less prepared for

constructive. work than some of the °bourgeois cconomists’
themselves.

Marx s

rx saw his specific mission in the freeing of socialism from
its sentimental, moralist, and visionary background. Socialism
was to be developed from its Utopian stage to its scientific stage ?
it was to be based upon the scientific method of analysing cause
and cffect, and upon scientific prediction. And since he assumed
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prediction in the field of socicty to be the same as historical
prophecy, scientific socialism was to be based upon a study of
historical causes and historical effects, and finally upon the
prophecy of its own advent.

Marxists, when they find their theories attacked, often with-
draw to the position that Marxism is primarily not so much a
doctrine as a method. They say that even if some particular
part of the doctrines of Marx, or of some of his followers, were
superseded, his method would still remain unassailable. I belicve
that it is quite correct to insist that Marxism is, fundamentally,
a method. But it is wrong to believe that, as a method, it must
be secure from attacks. The position is, simply, that whocver
wishes to judge Marxism has to probe it and to criticize it as g
method, that is to say, he must measure it by methodological
standards. He must ask whether it is a fruitful mecthod oy a
poor one, i.e. whether or not it is capable of furthering the tag)
of science. The standards by which we must judge the Marxist
method are thus of a practical nature. By describing Marxism,
as purest historicism, I have indicated that I hold the Marxist
method to be very poor indced °. )

Marx himself would have agreed with such a Practical
approach to the criticism of his method, for he was one of the
first philosophers to develop the views which later were called
‘pragmatism’. He was led to this position, I belicve, by his
conviction that a scientific background was urgently needed by
the pl:actical politician, which of course meant the socialist
politician, Science, he taught, should yield practical results
Always look at the fruits, the practical consequences of )
They tell something even of its scientific structure. A philosol)hy
or a science that does not yield practical results merely Interprets
the world we live in; but it can and it should do more - it
should change the world. ¢ The philosophers’, wrote Mar’x 11
early in his career, ¢ have only interpreted the world in various
ways ; the point however is to change it.” It was perhaps this
pragmatic attitude that made him anticipate the important
methodolf)g.ical doctrine of the later pragmatists that the most
characteristic task of science is not to gain knowledge of past
facts, I?Ut to predict the future.

Thls.stress on scientific prediction, in itself an important and
progressive methodological discovery, unfortunately led Marx
astray. For the plausible argument that science can predict
the future only if the future is predetermined—if; as it were, the

a theory ]
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future is present in the past, telescoped in it—led him to adhere
to the false belief that a rigidly scientific method must be based
on a rigid determinism. Marx’s ¢ inexorable laws’ of nature
and of historical development show clearly the influence of the
Laplaccan atmospherc and that of the French Materialists.  But
the belicf that the terms ¢scientific’ and © determinist’ are, if
not synonymous, at least inscparably connected, can now be
said to be one of the superstitions of a time that has not yet
entirely passed away !'2%. Since I am interested mainly in
questions of method, I am glad that, when discussing its method-
ological aspect, it is quite unnecessary to enter into a dispute
concerning the mctaphysical problem of decterminism. For
whatever may be the outcome of such metaphysical controversies
as, for example, the bearing of the Quantum theory on ‘free-
will’, one thing, I should say, is scttled. No kind of determinism,
whether it be expressed as the principle of the uniformity of
nature or as the law of universal causation, can be considered any
longer a nccessary assumption of scientific method ; for physics,
the most advanced of all scicnces, has shown not only that it
can do without such assumptions, but also that to some extent
it contradicts them. Decterminism is not a nccessary pre-requisite
of a sciencc which can make predictions. Scientific method
cannot, therefore, be said to favour the adoption of strict
determinism. Science can be rigidly scientific without this
assumption. Marx, of course, cannot be blamed for having
held the opposite vicw, since the best scientists of his day did the
same.

It must be noted that it is not so much the abstract, theoretical
doctrine of determinism which led Marx astray, but rather the
practical influence of this doctrine upon his view of scientific
method, upon his view of the aims and possibilities of a social
science. The abstract idea of °causes’ which ¢determine’
social developments is as such quite harmless as long as it does
not lead to historicism. And indeed, there is no reason whatever
why this idea should lead us to adopt a historicist attitude towards
social institutions, in strange contrast to the obviously technological
attitude taken up by everybody, and especially by determinists, towards
mechanical or electrical machinery. There is no reason why we
should believe that, of all sciences, social science is capable of
realizing the age-old dream of revealing what the future has in
store for us.  This belief in scientific fortune-telling is not founded
on determinism alone; its other foundation is the confusion
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between scientific prediction, as we know it from physics or astron-
omy, and large-scale historical prophecy, which forctells in broad
lines the main tendencices of the futurc development of society.
These two kinds of prediction are very different (as I have tried
to show elsewhere 13), and the scientific character of the first is
no argument in favour of the scientific character of the sccond.
Marx’s historicist view of the aims of social scicnce greatly
upset the pragmatism which had originally led him to stress the
predictive function of science. It forced him to modify his
earlier view that science should, and that it could, change the
world.  TFor if there was to be a social science, and accordingly,
historical prophecy, the main coursc of history must be predeter-
mined, and neither good-will nor reason had power to alter it.
All that was left to us in the way of reasonable interference was
to make sure, by historical prophecy, of the impending course of
devclopment, and to remove the worst obstacles in its path.
‘When a society has discovered’, Marx writes in Capital 14
‘ the natural law that detcrmincs its own movement, . . chI;
then it can ncither overleap the natural phases of its cvolution,
nor shuffle them out of the world by a stroke of the pen. By,
this much it can do ; it can shorten and lessen its birth-pangs »
These are the views that led Marx to dCI}Ouncc as ¢ Utopianistg *
all who looked upon social institutions with the eyes of t}he socia]
engineer, holding them to be amcnablc. to human reasop
will, and to be a possible ficld of rational planning, These
¢ Utopianists * appeared to him to attempt with fragile
hands to steer the colossal ship of society against the 4
currents and storms of history. All a scientist coylq ¢
thought, was to forecast the gusts and vortices ahcad. T}
practical service he could achieve would thus be confined :c
Issuing a warning against the next storm that threatened to tak:
the ship off the right course (the right course was of course the
left 1) or to advising the passengers as to the side of the boat on
which they had better assemble. Marx saw the real task of
scientific socialism in the annunciation of the impending socialist
m.lllcqnium. Only by way of this annunciation, he holds, cap
scientific socialist teaching contribute to bringing abo,ut a
soc1a1}8t world, whose coming it can further by making men
conscious of the impending change, and of the parts allotted to
them 1in the play of history. Thus scientific socialism is not a
social technology ; it does not teach the ways and means of
constructing socialist institutions. Marx’s views of the relation

Uman
atura]
]0, hC



CHAPTER 13 ! SOCIOLOGICAL DETERMINISM 87

between socialist theory and practice show the purity of his
historicist views.

Marx’s thought was in many respects a product of his time,
when the remembrance of that great historical earthquake, the
French Revolution, was still fresh. (It was revived by the
revolution of 1848.) Such a revolution could not, he felt, be
planned and staged by human reason. But it could have been
forescen by a historicist social science ; sufficient insight into the
social situation would have revealed its causes. That this
historicist attitude was rather typical of the period can be seen
from the close similarity between the historicism of Marx and
that of J.S. Mill. (It is analogous to the similarity between the
historicist philosophies of their predecessors, Hegel and Comte.)
Marx did not think very highly of ¢ bourgcois cconomists such
as . . J.S. Mill” 15 whom he viewed as a typical representative
of “an insipid, brainless syncretism’.  Although it is true that
in some places Marx shows a certain respect for the ¢ modern
tendencics * of the ° philanthropic cconomist > Mill, it seems to
me that there is ample circumstantial evidence against the
conjecturc that Marx was dircctly influenced by Mill’'s (or
rather by Comte’s) views on the methods of social science. The
agreement between the views of Marx and of Mill is therefore
the more striking. Thus when Marx says in the preface to
Capital, © It is the ultimate aim of this work to lay bare the . .
law of motion of modern society ’ 18, he might be said to carry
out Mill’s programme : ¢ The fundamental problem . . of the
social science, is to find the law according to which any state of
socicty produces the statc which succeeds it and takes its place.’
Mill distinguished fairly clearly the possibility of what he called
* two kinds of sociological inquiry *, the first closely corresponding
to what T call social technology, the sccond corresponding to
historicist prophecy, and he took sides with the latter, characteriz-
ing it as the ‘ general Science of Society by which the conclusions
of the other and more special kind of inquiry must be limited
and controlled ’.  This general science of socicty is based upon
the principle of causality, in accordance with Mill’s view of
scientific method ; and he describes this causal analysis of
socicty as the ¢ Historical Mcthod >. Mill’s ¢ states of society * 17
with ® properties . . changeable . . from age to age’ correspond
exactly to Marxist ¢ historical periods’, and Mill’s optimistic
belief in progress resembles Marx’s, although it is of course much
more naive than its dialectical counterpart. (Mill thought that
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the type of movement ¢ to which’human aﬁ’airs'must copform. .1i
must be . . one or the other’ of two possible astronomicz
movements, viz., ¢an orbit’ or ‘a trajectory ’, kIarxlst. dlll!CC-
tics is less certain of the simplicity of the laws of h}slorlcal
development ; it adopts a combination, as it were, of Mill’s two
movements—something likc a wave or a corkscrew movement.)
There are more similaritics between Marx and Mill ; for
example, both were dissatisficd with laissez-faire 1iber
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CHAPTER 14: THE AUTONOMY OF SOCIOLOGY

A concise formulation of Marx’s opposition to psychologism 2,
Le. to the plausible doctrine that all laws of social life must be
ultimately reducible to the psychological laws of ¢ human nature ’
is his famous epigram : It is not the consciousness of man that
determines his existence—rather, it is his social existence that
determines his consciousness.” 2 The function of the present
chapter as well as of the two following oncs is mainly to elucidate
this cpigram. And I may statc at once that in developing what
I belicve to be Mary’s anti-psychologism, I am developing a view
to which I subscribe myself.

As an clementary illustration, and a first step in our examin-
ation, we may refer to the problem of the so-called rules of
cxogamy, i.e. the problem of explaining the wide distribution,
among the most diverse cultures, of marriage laws apparently
designed to prevent inbreeding. Mill and his psychologistic
school of sociology (it was joined later by many psychoanalysts)
would try to explain these rules by an appeal to ¢ human nature ?,
for instance to some sort of instinctive aversion against incest
(developed perhaps through natural selection, or else through
‘ repression ’) ; and something like this would also be the naive
or popular explanation. Adopting the point of view expressed
in Marx’s epigram, however, one could ask whether it is not the
other way round, that is to say, whether the apparent instinct
is not rather a product of cducation, the cflect rather than the
cause of the social rules and traditions demanding exogamy and
forbidding incest 3. It is clear that these two approaches
correspond exactly to the very ancient problem whether social
laws are ‘natural”’ or ¢ conventional ’ (dealt with at length in
'chapter. 5). Ina question such as the one chosen here as an
lllUStl:atlQn, it would be difficult to determine which of the two
thcprles 1s the correct one, the explanation of the traditional
social rules by instinct or the explanation of an apparent instinct
by tr_adltlonal social rules. The possibility of deciding such
questions by experiment has, however, been shown in a similar
case, .that of the apparently instinctive aversion to snakes. This
aversion has a greater semblance of being instinctive or ¢ natural ’
in that it is exhibited not only by men but also by all anthropoid
apes and by most monkeys as well. But experiments seem to
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indicate that this fear is conventional. It appcars to b‘? a produ.ct
of education, not only in the human racc but also for instance in
chimpanzees, since 4 both young children and young chimpanzccs
who have not becn taught to fear snakes do not thll?l[ the :1l'lcgcd
instinct. This example should be taken as a warning. e are
faced here with an aversion which is apparently universal, cven
beyond the human race. But although from thc. fac.t leg a
habit is not universal we might perhaps arguc against its being
based on an instinct (but even this argument is dangcrous since
there are social customs enforcing the suppression of instincts),
we see that the converse is certainly not truc. ‘The universal
occurrence of a certain bchaviour is not a _dccmvc argument in
favour of its instinctive character, or of its being rooted in ¢ human
nature ’. .

Such considerations may show 110}*’ naive 1t 1s to assume thag
all social laws must be derivable, in P““Cfpl‘:{ from the psychology
of ¢ human nature’. But this analysis is still rather crude. Jp
order to proceed one step further, we may try to analyse more
directly the main thesis of psychologism, th.C doctrine that, society
being the product of interacting mind_S, social laws must ulti.malcly
be reducible to psychological laws, sincc the events of social life,
inciuding its conventions, must be the outcome of Mmotiveg
springing from the minds of individuul‘ men.

Against this doctrine of psychologism, the (]Cf(:ndcrs of an
autonomous sociology can advance zn{lzlutzo;za/zst views 5, ’1‘1,(:},
can point out, first of all, that no action can cver be explaine
by motive alone; if motives (or any other psychological of
behaviourist concepts) are to be used in the cxplanation, thep
they must be supplemented by 2a .TCfCI'CnCC to the general
situation, and especially to the environment. In the case of
human actions, this environment is very largely of a socia]
nature ; thus our actions cannot be explai{lcd without reference
to our social cnvironment, to social in§tltUti0ns and to their
manner of functioning. It is therefore 1mpossible, the institu-
tionalist may contend, to reduce sociology to a psychological or
behaviouristic analysis of our actions ; rather, every such analysis
presupposes sociology, which therefore cannot wholly depend on
psychological analysis. Sociology, or at least a very important
part of it, must be autonomous.

Against this view, the followers of psychologism may retort
that they are quite ready to admit the great importance of
environmental factors, whether natural or social; but the
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structure (they may prefer the fashionable word ¢ pattern’) of
the social environment, as opposed to the natural environment,
is man-madc ; and thercfore it must be explicable in terms of
human nature, in accordance with the doctrine of psychologism.
For instance, the characteristic institution which economists call
¢ the market’, and whosc functioning is the main object of their
studics, can be derived in the last analysis from the psychology
of “cconomic man’, or, to usc Mill’s phrascology, from the
psychological ¢ phenomena . . of the pursuit of wealth’ ¢,
Morcover, the followers of psychologism insist that it is because
of the peculiar psychological structure of human naturc that
institutions play such an important réle in our society, and that,
once cstablished, they show a tendency to become a traditional
and a comparatively fixed part of our cnvironment. TFinally—
and this is their decisive point—the origin as well as the development
of traditions must be cxplicable in terms of human nature.
When tracing back traditions and institutions to their origin,
we must find that their introduction is explicable in psychological
terms, since they have been introduced by man for some purpose
or other, and under the influence of certain motives. And even
if these motives have been forgotten in the course of time, then
that forgetfulness, as well as our readiness to put up with
institutions whose purpose is obscure, is in its turn based on human
nature. Thus ¢ all phenomena of socicty are phenomena of
human nature ’ 7, as Mill said ; and ¢ the Laws of the phenomena
of society are, and can be, nothing but the laws of the actions
and passions of human beings’, that is to say, ‘the laws of
individual human nature. Men are not, when brought together,
converted into another kind of substance . .’ 8

This last remark of Mill’s exhibits one of the most praiseworthy
aspects Ofpsycllologism, namecly, its sane opposition to collectivism
and hOI.iS_m, its refusal to be impressed by Rousscau’s or Hegel’s
romanticism—by a general will or a national spirit, or perhaps, by
a group mind.  Psychologism is, I believe, correct only in so far as
't insists upon what may be called ¢ methodological individualism *
as opposed to ¢ methodological collectivism ’ ; it rightly insists
that the ‘ behaviour® and the ¢ actions ’ of collectives, such as
states or social 8roups, must be reduced to the behaviour and to
the actions of human individuals. But the belicf that the choice
of s.uch an individualistic method implies the choice of a psycho-
logical method is mistaken (as will be shown below in this chapter),

even though it may appear very convincing at first sight. And
0.5.LE—VOL. 11 D
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that psychologism as such moves on r.atl.lcr dangcrous ground,
apart from its commendable individualistic mcthod‘, can be sccn’
from some further passages of Mill’s argument. 'Ij‘ol' they Shof‘
that psychologism is forced to adopt historicist methods. I'he attempt to
reduce the facts of our social environment to psychological facts
forces us into speculations about origins and deveclopments.
When analysing Plato’s sociology, we had an opportunity of
gauging the dubious merits of such an approach to social science
(compare chapter 5). In criticizing Mill, we shall now try to
deal it a decisive blow. .

It is undoubtedly Mill’s psychologism which forces him to
adopt a historicist method ; and he is even vaguely aware of the
barrenness or poverty of historicism, since he trics to account for
this barrenness by pointing out the difficulties arising ﬁ‘qn} the
tremendous complexity of the intcraction of so many 1nc11v1dugl
minds. ¢ While it is . . imperative’, he says, ‘. . mever to
introduce any generalization . . into the social sciences until
sufficient grounds can be pointed out in human nature, I do. not
think any one will contend that it would have becn 1?0351b1c,
setting out from the principle of human nature and from the
general circumstances of the position of our species, to determine
a priori the order in which human development must take place,
and to predict, consequently, the gencral facts‘ of history up to
the present time.” ® The rcason he givesis that ¢ after the first few
terms of the series, the influence cxercised over cach generation
by the generations which preceded it becomes . . more and
more preponderant over all other influences’.  (In other words,
the social environment becomes a dominant influecnce.) ¢ So
long a series of actions and reactions . . could not possibly be
computed by human faculties . .

This argument, and especially Mill’s remark on ¢ the first few
terms of the series’, are a striking revelation of the weakness of
the psychologistic version of historicism. If all rcgularitics in
social life, the laws of our social environment, of all institutions,
etc., are ultimately to be explained by, and reduced to, the
¢ actions and passions of human beings ’, then such an approach
forces upon us not only the idea of historico-causal devclopment,
but also the idea of the first steps of such a development. For
the stress on the psychological origin of social rules or institutions
can only mean that they can be traced back to a state when their
introduction was dependent solely upon psychological factors,
or more precisely, when it was independent of any established
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social institutions. Psychologism is thus forced, whether it likes it
or not, to operate with the idea of a beginning of society, and with the
idea of a human nature and a human psychology as they existed
prior to society. In other words, Mill’s remark concerning the
“first few terms of the series’ of social development is not an
accidental slip, as one might perhaps believe, but the appropriate
expression of the desperatc position forced upon him. It is a
desperate position becausc this theory of a pre-social human
nature which explains the foundation of society—a psychologistic
version of the ‘social contract’—is not only an historical myth,
but also, as it were, a mcthodological myth. It can hardly be
seriously discussed, for we have every reason to believe that man
or rather his ancestor was social prior to being human (consider-
ing, for example, that language presupposes society). But this
implics that social institutions, and with them, typical social
regularitics or sociological laws 1°, must have existed prior to what
some pcople arc pleased to call ¢ human nature ’, and to human
psychology. If a reduction is to be attempted at all, it would
therefore be more hopeful to attempt a reduction or interpreta-
tion of psychology in terms of sociology than the other way round.
This brings us back to Marx’s epigram at the beginning of
this chapter. Men—i.c. human minds, the neceds, the hopes,
fears, and expectations, the motives and aspirations of human
individuals—are, if anything, the product of lifc in society rather
than its creators. It must be admitted that the structure of our
social environment is man-made in a certain sense ; that its
institutions and traditions arc neither the work of God nor of
nature, but the results of human actions and decisions, and alter-
able by human actions and decisions. But this does not mean
that they are all consciously designed, and explicable in terms of
nceds, hopes, or motives. On the contrary, even those which
arise as the result of conscious and intentional human actions
are, as a rule, the indirect, the unintended and often the unwanted by-
products qf.suclz actions. ¢ Only a minority of social institutions
are CODS’C;IOusly designed, while the vast majority have just
grown 7, as the undesigned results of human actions *, as I have
s.ald bcfoz'e 5 and we can add that even most of the few institu-
tions which were consciously and successfully designed (say, a
newly foundcd Um’vcrsity, or a Trade Union) do not turn out
accqrdlng to plan—again because of the unintended social reper-
cussions resulting from their intentional creation. For their
creation affects not only many other social institutions but also
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¢ human nature >—hopecs, fears, and ambitions, first of those more
immediately involved, and later often of all members of the
society. One of the conscquences of this is that the moral values
of a society—the demands and proposals rccognized by all, or by
very nearly all, of its members—are closcly bound up with its
institutions and traditions, and that they cannot survive the
destruction of the institutions and traditions of a socicty (as
indicated in chapter 9 when we discussed the ¢ canvas-cleaning’
of the radical revolutionary).

All this holds most emphatically for the more ancient periods
of social development, i.c. for the closed socicty, in which the
conscious design of institutions is a most cxceptional cvent, if it
happens at all. To-day, things may begin to be different, owing
to our slowly increasing knowledge of society, i.c. owing to the
study of the unintended repercussions of our plans and actions ;
and one day, men may even become the conscious creators of an
open socicty, and thercby of a greater part of their own fate.
(Marx entertained this hope, as will be shown in the next chap-
ter.) But all this is partly a matter of degree, and although we
may learn to foresecc many of the unintended consequences of oy
actions (the main aim of all social technology), there will always
be many which we did not foresec.

The fact that psychologism is forced to operate with the jdey,
of a psychological origin of socicty constitutcs in my opinion ,
decisive argument against it. But 1t 1s not th(_: OH!Y one. Pep.
haps the most important criticism of psychologism is that it fails
to understand the main task of the cxPIanatory social sciences,

This task is not, as the historicist bclicves, the prophecy of the
future course of history. It is, rather, the discovery and explana.
tion of the less obvious dependences within the social sphere. 1t
is tbe discovery of the difficulties which stand in the way of social
action—the study, as it were, of the unwieldiness, the resilicnce
or the brittleness of the social stuff, of its resistance to our atte
to mould it and to work with it.

In order to make my point clear, I shall briefly describe a
theory which is widely held but which assumes what I consider
the very Opposite of the true aim of the social sciences ; I call it
the CO”{lecy theory of soctety . Itis the view that an explanation
of a social phenomenon consists in the discovery of the men or
groups-WhO-arc interested in the occurrence of this phenomenon
(sometimes it is a hidden interest which has first to be revealed),
and who have planned and conspired to bring it about. '

mpts
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This view of the aims of the social sciences arises, of course,
from the mistaken theory that, whatever happens in society—
cspecially happenings such as war, unemployment, poverty,
shortages, which people as a rule dislike—is the result of direct
design by some powerful individuals and groups. This theory is
widely held ; it is older cven than historicism (which, as shown
by its primitive theistic form, is a derivative of the conspiracy
theory). In its modern forms it is, like modern historicism, and
a certain modern attitude towards ¢ natural laws ’°, a typical result
of the sccularization of a religious superstition. The belief in the
Homeric gods whose conspiracies explain the history of the Trojan
War is gone. The gods are abandoned. But their place is filled
by powerful men or groups—sinister pressure groups whose
wickedness is responsiblc for all the evils we suffer from—such as
the Learned Elders of Zion, or the monopolists, or the capitalists,
or the imperialists.

I do not wish to imply that conspiracies ncver happen. On
the contrary, they are typical social phcnomena. They become
important, for cxample, whenever people who believe in the
conspiracy thcory get into power. And pcople who sincerely
belicve that they know how to make heaven on carth are muost
likely to adopt the conspiracy theory, and to get involved in a
counter-conspiracy against non-existing conspirators. For the
only cxplanation of their failure to producc their heaven is the
cvil intention of the Devil, who has a vested interest in hell.

Conspiracies occur, it must be admitted. But the striking
fact which, in spite of their occurrence, disproves the conspiracy
theory is that few of these conspiracies are ultimately successful.
Conspirators rarely consummate their conspiracy.

Why is this so ?  Why do achicvements differ so widely from
aspirations ?  Because this is usually the case in social life, con-
SpIracy or no conspiracy. Social lifc is not only a trial of strength
bct.\\.'ccn opposing groups—it is action within a more or less
resilient or brittle framework of institutions and traditions and it
creates—apart from any conscious counter-action—many unforc-
SCen reactions in this {ramework, some of them perhaps even
unforesceable.

To Iry to analyse these reactions and to foresee them as far
as possible is, I belicve, the main task of the social sciences. It
is the task of analysing the unintended social repercussions of
intentional human actions—those repercussions whose significance
is neglected both by the conspiracy theory and by psychologism,
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as already indicated. An action which proceeds preciscly accord-
ing to intention does not create a problem for social sciecnce
(except that there may be a need to explain why in this parti-
cular case no unintended repercussions occurred). One of the
most primitive economic actions may serve as an example in
order to make the idea of unintended consequences of our actions
quite clear. If a man wishes urgently to buy a house, we can
safely assume that he does not wish to raisc the market price of
houses. But the very fact that he appecars on the markct as a
buyer will tend to raise market prices. And analogous remarks
hold for the seller. Or to take an cxample from a very difterent
field, if a man decides to insurc his life, he is unlikely to have the
intention of encouraging some pecople to invest their money in
insurance shares. But he will do so nevertheless. We sce here
clearly that not all consequences of our actions arc intended
consequences ; and accordingly, that thc conspiracy theory of
society cannot be true because it amounts to the assertion that a])
results, even those which at first sight do not scem to be intended
by anybody, are the intended results of the actions of people who
are interested in these results. )

The examples given do not refute psychologism as casily gg
they refute the conspiracy theory, for one can argue that j¢ jg ¢,
sellers’ knowledge of a buyer’s presence in the market, anq their
hope of getting a higher price—in o'Ehcr words', Psychologica]
factors—which explain the repercussions described. This, of
course, is quite true ; but we must not forget that this knowlcdge
and this hope are not ultimate data of human nature, anq that
they are, in their turn, explicable in terms of the socig] Situation—
the market situation.

This social situation is hardly reducible to motives ang to the
general laws of ¢ human nature’. Indeed, the interference of
certain ‘ traits of human nature ’, suCl} as our susccptibility to
propaganda, may sometimes lead to deviations from the economic
behfwiour just mentioned. Furthermore, if the social situation
is different from the one envisaged, then it is possible that the
consumer, by the action of buying, may indirectly contribute to
a cheapening of the article ; for instance, by making its mass-
production more profitable. And although this effect happens to
further his interest as a consumer, it may have been caused just
as involuntarily as the opposite effect, and altogether under pre-
cisely similar psychological conditions. It seems clear that the
social situations which may lead to such widely different unwanted
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or unintended repercussions must be studied by a social science
which is not bound to the prejudice that ‘it is imperative never
to introduce any gencralization into the social sciences until
sufficient grounds can be pointed out in human nature’, as Mill
said 2. They must be studied by an autonomous social science.

Continuing this argument against psychologism we may say
that our actions arc to a very large extent explicable in terms of
the situation in which they occur. Of course, they are never
fully explicable in terms of the situation alone ; an cxplanation
of the way in which a man, when crossing a street, dodges the
cars which move on it may go beyond the situation, and may
refer his motives, to an ‘instinct ’ of sclf-prescrvation, or to his
wish to avoid pain, ctc. But this ‘ psychological > part of the
cxplanation is very often trivial, as compared with the detailed
determination of his action by what we may call the logic of the
situation ; and besidecs, it is impossible to include all psychological
factors in the description of the situation. The analysis of situa-
tions, the situational logic, plays a very important part in social
life as well as in the social sciences. It is, in fact, the method of
cconomic analysis. As to an example outside economics, I refer
to the  logic of power ’ 13, which we may use in order to explain
the moves of power politics as well as the working of certain
political institutions. The method of applying a situational logic
to the social sciences is not based on any psychological assumption
concerning the rationality (or otherwisc) of ‘human nature’.
On the contrary : when we speak of ¢ rational behaviour * or of
¢irrational behaviour’ then we mecan bchaviour which is, or
which is not, in accordance with the logic of that situation. In
fact, the psychological analysis of an action in terms of jts (rational
or irrational) motives presupposes—as has been pointed out by
Max Weber 4—that we have prffvious.ly devel’opcd some standard
of what is to be considered as ratlona} in the situation in question.

My arguments against psycholo‘glsm should not be misunder-
it»to?d 15, Thcy are not, of course, 1r%tenc!cd to show that psycho-
sgig;;ztlils:tud']lj‘c}i and discoveries are of little importance for the social

ntist. — They mean, rather, that psychology—the psychology of
the 1nd1.v1dua1—is one of the social scicnces, even though it is not
the basis of .a.II social science. Noquy would deny the import-
ance for political science of psych(.)loglcad facts such as the craving
for p‘OWCl‘,' and the various neurotic phenomena connected with it.
But ‘ craving for powecr * is undoubtedly a social notion as well as
a psychological one : we must not forget that, if we study, for
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example, the first appearance in childhoqd qf tl}is c1:zwing, then
we study it in the setting of a certain social institution, 1ur‘cxal}1p10,
that of our modern family. (The Eskimo family may give rise to
rather different phenomena.) Another psychological 12'1(31.‘ which
is significant for sociology, and which raiscs grave polmc%ll and
institutional problems, is that to live in the haven of a tribe, or
of a ‘ community > approaching a tribe, is for many men an
emotional necessity (especially for young pcople who, perhaps in
accordance with a parallelism between ontogenetic and phylo-
genetic development, seem to have to pass through a tribal or
‘ American-Indjan ’ stage). That my attack on psychologism 1s
not intended as an attack on all psychological considerations may
be seen from the use I have made (in chapter 10) of such a
concept as the ¢ strain of civilization > which is partly the result
of tl}is unsatisfied emotional need. This concept refers to certain
feelings of uneasiness, and is thercfore a psychological concept.
ut at the same time, it is a sociological concept also ; for it
Characterizes these feelings not only as unplcasant and unsecttling,
¢tc., but relates them to a certain social situation, and to the
con‘trast between an open and a closed socicty. (Many psycho-
logical concepts such as ambition or love have an analogoys
status,) Also, we must not overlook thc great merits which
pSYC}.lologism has acquired by advocating a mcthodological indivi-
dualism apq by opposing a methodological collectivism ; for iy
ends Support to the important doctrinc tha.t all' social phenomeng
a;‘ especially the functioning of all social institutions, shoulci
Zt‘t"ilzlcsles Cetllrlderstood % 1‘(.251.1:1“1':?‘; i;ilcl)(rln t}:::tc \\f]cC(s:llf lorllcsl’ ewions,
satisficq ’b C., of human 1'nd1V_1 ue ’ns of soonl l0‘u never be
(states naz" an cxplanation 1n terl s of fca ed  collectives *
PTCSUn;pti 10ns, races, etc.). Lhe TTIS pr (;) I;Sychplogwm is its
social Sci:n tha}t this methodological 1n 1V1f Uft Ism in the ficld of
phenom en:ce Implies the progr§mmc 0 hl Cdu'cmg all social
and psy cholan-d all social regularitics to P§YIC_ ological phf:noxpex?a
inclination ?glcal laws. The dangcr olht 1S presumption IS its
UnWal‘rantedo-wards historicism, as we lﬂVC scen. Tl.mt it is
social repe 18 _shown by the need for a theory of the unintended
PCICussions of our actions, and by the nced for what I

have describeq as the logic of social situations,

In.dcfendin.g and developing Marx’s view that the problems
of socicty are irreducib]

; e to those of ‘human nature’, I have
permitted myself tq go beyond the arguments actually pro-
pounded by Marx. Marx did not speak of ¢ psychologism ’, nor
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did he criticize it systematically ; nor was it Mill whom he had
in mind in the epigram quoted at the beginning of this chapter.
The force of this epigram is directed, rather, against ‘ idealism ’,
in its Hegelian form. Yet so far as the problem of the psycho-
logical nature of society is concerned, Mill’s psychologism can be
said to coincide with the idealist thcory combated by Marx 16,
As it happened, however, it was just the influence of another
clement in Hegelianism, namely Hegel’s Platonizing collectivism,
his theory that the state and the nation is more ‘ real ’ than the
individual who owes everything to them, that led Marx to the
view expounded in this chapter. (An instance of the fact that
one can sometimes extract a valuable suggestion even from
an absurd philosophical theory.) Thus, historically, Marx
developed certain of Hegel’s views concerning the superiority of
socicty over the individual, and used them as arguments against
other views of Hegel. But since I consider Mill a worthier
opponent than Hegel, I have not kept to the history of Marx’s
ideas, but have tried to develop them in the form of an argument
against Mill.



CuAPTER 15: ECONOMIC HISTORICISM

To see Marx presented in this way, that is to say, as an
opponent of any psychological theory of .soc1cty', may possibly
surprise some Marxists as well as some Anti-Marxists. For there
Séem to be many who believe in a very different story. M:m-c,
they think, taught the all-pervading influence of the cconomic
motive in the life of men ; he succceded in cxplalmng.lts over-
Powering strength by showing that ¢ man’s overmastering neced
Was to get the means of living’*; he thus demonstrated the

ndamental importance of such categories as the prc‘>ﬁt.n:10t1vc
or the motive of class interest for the actions not only of individuals
but also of social groups ; and he showed how to use thesc
Categories for explaining the course of history. Indc?cl, they
think that the very essence of Mg\rxxsm is the do.cl'rmc that
économic motives and especially class interest are the driving forces
of history, and that it is precisely thlS‘ d.octl.mlc to w‘hl[?h Ehe name
‘materialistic interpretation of history’ or ¢ historica ma"’l’ talism” alludes,
a name by which Marx and Engels tried to characterize ¢y,
essen i ing.

Sﬁzho(f; ptihr:l?:)rn Ste:;hvgy common ; but I .havc no doubt tl}at
they miSintcrpret Marx. Those wh? admlrc.hlm for Ilavmg
held them, I may call Vulgar Marxists (zflludm.g to the name
‘ Vulgar Economist * given by Marx to certain of hlS- opponents 2),

€ average Vulgar Marxist believes that Marxgsm lays bare
the sinister secrets of social life by rcvcal‘mg the hidden motjyes
of greed and lust for material gain which actuate the Powers

chind the scenes of history ; powers that cunningly ang
consciously create war, depression, unemploymen.t, hu.nger in
the midst of plenty, and all the other forms of social miscry, in
order to gratify their vile desires for profit. (And the Vulgar

arxist is sometimes seriously concerned with the problem of
reconciling the claims of Marx with those of Freud and Adler ;
and if he doeg not choose the one or the other of them, he may
perhaps decide that hunger, love and lust for power ® are the
Three Great Hidden Motives of Human Nature brought to light
by Marx, Frcud, and Adler, the Three Great Makers of the
modern man’s philosophy. . -)

Whether or not such views are tenable and attractive, they
certainly seem to haye very little to do with the doctrine which

100
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Marx called ¢ historical materialism . It must be admitted that
he sometimes speaks of such psychological phenomena as gree
and the profit motive, etc., but never in order to explain histO.r Y-
He interpreted them, rather, as symptoms of the corrupting
influence of the social system, i.e. of a system of institutions
devcloped during the course of history ; as effects rather than
causes of corruption ; as repercussions rather than moving forces
of history. Rightly or wrongly, he saw in such phenomena as
war, depression, unemployment, and hunger in the midst of
plenty, not the result of a cunning conspiracy on the part of
“ big business * or of ¢ imperialist war-mongers’, but the unwanted
social consequences of actions, directed towards different results,
by agents who are caught in the network of the social system. He
looked upon the human actors on the stage of history, includiqg
the ¢ big * ones, as mere puppets, irresistibly pulled by economuc
wires—Dby historical forces over which they have no control. The
stage of history, he taught, is set in a social system which binds
us all ; it is set in the ¢ kingdom of necessity>. (But one day
the puppets will destroy this system and attain the ¢ kingdom of
frccdom ’.)

This doctrine of Marx’s has been abandoned by most of his
followers—perhaps for propagandist reasons, perhaps because
they did not understand him—and a Vulgar Marxist Conspiracy
Theory has very largely replaced the ingenious and highly original
Marxian doctrine. It is a sad intellectual come-down, this come-
down from the level of Capital to that of The Mpyth of the 20th
Century.

Yet such was Marx’s own philosophy of history, usually called
¢ historical materialism’. It will be the main theme of these
chapters. In the present chapter, I shall explain in broad out-
lines its ¢ materialist > or economic emphasis ; after that, I shall
discuss in more detail the role of class war and class interest and
the Marxist conception of a social system’.

I

The exposition of Marx’s economic historicism ¢ can be
conveniently linked up with our comparison between Marx and
Mill. Marx agrees with Mill in the belief that social phenomena
must be explained historically, and that we must try to under-
stand any historical period as a historical product of previous
developments. The point where he departs from Mill is, as
we have seen, Mill’s psychologism (corresponding to Hegel’s
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idealism). This is replaced in Marx’s teaching by what he calls
materialism. . '
Much has been said about Marx’s materialism that is quite
untenable. The often repecated claim that Marx docs not
recognize anything beyond the ¢ lower’ or ¢ material > aspects of
human life is an especially ridiculous distortion. (It is another
repetition of that most ancient of all reactionary libels against
the defenders of freedom, Heraclitus’ slogan that ¢ they fill their
bellies like the beasts’ 5.)  But in this sense, Marx cannot be
called a materialist at all,; even though he was strongly influcnced
by the cightccnth-ccntury French Materialists, and cven though
€ used to call himself a materialist, which is well in keeping with
2 good number of his doctrines. For there arc some important
Passages which can hardly be interpreted as materialistic.  The
truth js, I think, that he was not much concerned with purcly
Philosophical issues—less than Engels or Lenin, for instance—
and that it was mainly the sociological and methodological side
of the problem in which he was interested.
here is a well-known passage in Capital °, where Marx says
that ¢ jp Hegel’s writing, dialectics stands on its head 5 one must
turn it the right way up again . 2 Its tendency is clear. _I\’Iarx
wished to show that the © head’, i.c. human  thought, is not
1tself the basis of human life but rather a kln'd of supcrsm}cturc,
O a physical basis. A similar tendency is cxprcsscgl in the
Passage . « The ideal is nothing othcr.th.:m the material when
been transposed and translated inside the human heaq.’
as not, perhaps, been sufliciently recognized that these
do not exhibit a radical form of materialism ; rather,

Passages
thf:y indicate a certain leaning towards a dualism of body and

il}llmd_ is, so to speak, 2 practical dualism. Although,
eoreticauy’ mind was to Marx apparently only another Jorm
Or anothe

: T aspect, or perhaps an epi-.phen-on'lenon) of matter, in
Practice jt jq different from matter, since it is another form of it.
€ Passages quoted indicate that although our feet have to be
€Pt, as it were, on the firm ground of the material world, our
ht?ads\an Max’-x thought highly of human heads—are concerned
with though¢s orideas. Inmy opinion, Marxism and its influence
cannot be aPPrCciatcc.l unless we recognize this dualism.

Marx loveq freedom. real freedom (not Hegel’s © real free-
dom’). Anq as far as I am able to see he followed Hegel’s
famous €quation of freedom with Spirit, in so far as he believed
that we can pbe free only as spiritual beings. At the same time
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he rccognized in practice (as a practical dualist) that we arc
spirit and flesh, and, realistically cnough, that the flesh is the
fundamental onc of these two. This is why he turned against
Hegel, and why he said that Hegel puts things upside down. But
although he recognized that the material world and its necessities
are fundamental, he did not feel any love for the ‘ kingdom of
necessity ’, as he called a society which is in bondage to its
material nceds.  He cherished the spiritual world, the  kingdom
of frecedom ’, and the spiritual side of ¢ human nature’, as much
as any Christian dualist ; and in_his writings there are even
traces of hatred and contempt for the material. What follows
may show that this interprctation of Marx’s views can be
supported by his own text.

In a passage of the third volume of Capital 7, Marx very
aptly describes the material side of social life, and especially its
cconomic side, that of production and consumption, as an
cxtension of human metabolism, i.c. of man’s exchange of matter
with nature. He clearly states that our freedom must always be
limited by the necessitics of this metabolism. All that can be
achieved in the direction of making us more free, he says, is ¢ to
conduct this metabolism rationally, . . with a minimum expendi-
turc of energy and under conditions most dignified and adequate
to human nature. Yet it will still remain the kingdom of
necessity. Only outside and beyond it can that development of
human faculties begin which constitutes an end in itself—the
true kingdom of freedom. But this can flourish only on the
ground occupied by the kingdom of necessity, which remains
its basis . .> Immediately before this, Marx says : ¢ The king-
dom of frcedom actually begins only where drudgery, enforced
by hardship and by external purposes, ends ; it thus lies, quite
naturally, beyond the sphere of proper material production.’
And he ends the whole passage by drawing a practical conclusion
which clearly shows that it was his sole aim to open the way into
that non-materialist kingdom of freedom for all men alike : ‘ The
shortening of the labour day is the fundamental pre-requisite.’

In my opinion this passage leaves no doubt regarding what I
have called the dualism of Marx’s practical view of life. With
Hegel he thinks that freedom is the aim of historical development.
With Hegel he identifies the realm of freedom with that of man’s
mental life. But he recognizes that we are not purely spiritual
beings ; that we are not fully free, nor capable of ever achieving
full frccdom, unable as we shall always be to emancipate ourselves
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entirely from the necessities of our metabolism, and thus from
productive toil. All we can achieve is to improve upon the
exhausting and undignified conditions of labour, to make them
more worthy of man, to equalize them, and to reducc drudgery
to such an extent that all of us can be free for some part of our lives.
This, I believe, is the central idea of Marx’s view of life’;
central also in so far as it seecms to me to be the most influential
of his doctrines.
With this view, we must now combine the mcthodological
determinism which has been discussed above (in chapter 13).
According to this doctrine, the scientific treatment of socicty, and
scientific historical prediction, are possible only in so far as
society is determined by its past. But this implics that science
Can deal only with the kingdom of necessity. If it were possible
for men ever to become perfectly free, then historical prophecy,
and with it, social science, would come to an end. ¢ F¥ree’
spiritual activity as such, if it existed, would lic beyond the reach
of science, which must always ask for causes, for detcrminants,
It can therefore deal with our mental life only in so far as our
thoughts and ideas are caused or determined or neccssitated by
the kingdom of nccessity’, by the material, and especially
by the cconomic conditions of our life, by our metabolisn,.
Thoughts and ideas can be treated scientifically only by cop-
Sidering, on the one hand, the material conditions under which
they originated, i.e. the economic conditions of the life of the
men who originated them, and on the other hand, the materig]
conditions under which they were assimilated, i.c. the €conomic
anditions of the men who adopted them. Hence from the
Sclentific or causal point of view, thoughts and ideas must be
treated a5 « jdeological superstructures on the basis of cconomic
zolildlnon§ ’. Marx, in opposition to H?gcl, contended that the
theedto history, even to the 'hlstory of ideas, is to be.found in
envir(():velopmem; of the' relatl?gs. bcltxvc:f:n man z.md ’hlS natural
ife, arlll:inent, the .matc.rloal wolff ; r}lhat Is to say, in his economic
s bnot in hlS. splr_lt}]al ife. 15 1s why we may describe
; dealism rand of plstonasm as .economgm, as 9pppscd to Hegel’s
misunderor tO.MlI!’s psyghologlsmM ut it signifies a complete
Kind OfmStan'dH}g if we 1flent{fy darxs Lconomism with that
man’ ater Ia!lsm which lmI?I}CS a cepreciatory attitude towards
. > Mmental life, Marx’s vision of the ‘kingdom of freedom ?,
1. of a partja] by, equitable liberation of men from the bondage
of their materia] nature, might rather be described as idealistic,
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Considered in this way, the Marxist view of life appears to
be consistent cnough ; and I believe that such apparent con-
tradictions and difficulties as have been found in its partly
determinist and partly libertarian view of human activities
disappcar.

II

The bearing of what I have called Marx’s dualism and his
scientific determinism on his view of history is plain. Scientific
history, which to him is identical with social science as a whole,
must explore the laws according to which man’s exchange of
matter with naturc develops. Its central task must be the
cxplanation of the development of the conditions of production.
Social rclationships have historical and scientific significance only
in proportion to the degree in which they are bound up with the
productive process—affecting it, or perhaps affected by it.
¢ Just as the savage must wrestle with nature in order to satisfy
his needs, to keep alive, and to reproduce, so must the civilized
man ; and he must continue to do so in all forms of society and
under all possible forms of production. This kingdom of necessity
expands with its development, and so does the range of human
nceds. Yet at the same time, there is an expansion of the
productive forces which satisfy these needs.” ®# This, in brief, is
Marx’s view of man’s history.

Similar views are expressed by Engels. The expansion of
modern means of production, according to Engels, has created
¢ for the first time . . the possibility of securing for every member
of society . . an existence not only . . sufficient from a material
point of view, but also . . warranting the . . development and
exercise of his physical and mental faculties’®. With this,
freedom becomes possible, i.e. the emancipation from the flesh.
¢ At this point . . man finally cuts himself off from the animal
world, leaves . . animal existence behind him and enters con-
ditions which are really human.” Man is in fetters exactly in so
far as he is dominated by economics ; when ¢ the domination of
the product over producers disappears . . , man . . becomes,
for the first time, the conscious and real master of nature, by
becoming master of his own social environment . . Not until
then will man himself, in full consciousness, make his own
history . . It is humanity’s leap from the realm of necessity into
the realm of freedom.’

If now again we compare Marx’s version of historicism with
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that of Mill, then we find that Marx’s economism can casily
solve the difficulty which I have shown to be fatal to Mill’s
psychologism. I have in mind the rather monstrous doctrine of
a beginning of society which can be explained in psychological
terms—a doctrine which I have described as the psychologistic
version of the social contract. This idca has no parallel in
Marx’s theory. To replace the priority of psychology by thc
priority of economics creates no analogous difliculty, since
‘ economics ’ covers man’s metabolism, the exchange of matter
between man and nature. Whether this metabolism has always
been socially organized, even in pre-human times, or whether it
was once dependent solely on the individual, can be left an open
question. No more is assumed than that the science of socicty
must coincide with the history of the development of the cconomic
conditions of society, usually called by Marx ¢ the conditions of
production ’.

It may be noted, in parenthescs, that the Marxist term
¢ production > was certainly intended to be used in a wide sense,
covering the whole cconomic process, including distribution and
consumption. But these latter never received much attention
from Marx and the Marxists. Their prevailing interest remained
production in the narrow sensc of the word. This is just another
example of the naive historico-genetic attitude, of the belief that
science must only ask for causcs, so that, even in the realm of
man-made things, it must ask * Who has madec it ? > and ¢ What
is it made of ? * rather than ¢ Who is going to use it ? * and ¢ What
is it made for?’

III

If we now proceed to a criticism as well as to an appreciation
of Marx’s ¢ historical materialism ’, or of so much of it as has becn
presented so far, then we may distinguish two different aspects.
T}}c first is historicism, the claim that the realm of social sciences
coincides with that of the historical or evolutionary method, and
especially with historical prophecy. This claim, I think, must
be dismisscd. The second is economism (OI‘ ¢ materialism ,) i.c.
the claim that the economic organization of society, the orgz’miz-
ation of our exchange of matter with nature, is fundamental for
all social institutions and especially for their historical develop-
ment. This claim, I believe, is perfectly sound, so long as we
take the term ‘fundamental ’ in an ordinary vague sense, not

laying too much stress upon it. In other words, there can be no
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doubt that practically all social studics, whether institutional or
historical, may profit if they are carried out with an eye to the
‘ cconomic conditions > of society. Even the history of an
abstract science such as mathematics is no exception 10, In this
sensc, Marx’s cconomism can be said to represent an extremely
valuable advance in the methods of social science.

But, as I said before, we must not take the term ¢ fundamental °’
too scriously. Marx himself undoubtedly did so. Osing to his
Hegelian upbringing, he was influenced by the ancient distinc-
tion between ©reality’ and ©appearance’, and by the cor-
responding distinction between what is € essential > and what is
‘accidental . His own improvement upon Hegel (and Kant)
he was inclined to sce in the identification of ‘reality’ with
the material world 1! (including man’s metabolism), and of
¢ appearance’ with the world of thoughts or ideas. Thus all
thoughts and ideas would have to be explained by reducing them
to the underlying essential reality, i.e. to economic conditions.
This philosophical view is certainly not much better 2 than any
other form of cssentialism. And its repercussions in the field of
method must result in an over-emphasis upon economism. For
although the general importance of Marx’s economism can hardly be
overraled, it is very easy to overrate the importance of the economic
conditions in any particular case. Some knowledge of economic
conditions may contribute considerably, for example, to a history
of the problems of mathematics, but a knowledge of the
problems of mathematics themsclves is much more important for
that purpose ; and it is even possible to write a very good history
of mathematical problems without referring at all to their ¢ eco-
nomic background ’.  (In my opinion, the * economic conditions *
or the ‘social rclations’ of science are themes which can easily
be overdone, and which are liable to degencrate into platitude.)

This, however, is only a minor example of the danger of
over-stressing cconomism. Often it is sweepingly interpreted as
the doctrine that all social development depends upon that of
cconomic conditions, and especially upon the development of the
physical means of production. But such a doctrine is palpably
false. There is an interaction between cconomic conditions and
ideas, and not simply a unilateral dependence of the latter on the
former. If anything, we might even assert that certain ¢ ideas’,
those which constitute our knowledge, are more fundamental
than the more complex material means of production, as may
be seen from the following consideration. Imagine that our
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economic system, including all machinery and all social organiza-
tions, was destroyed onc day, but that technical and scientific
knowledge was presecrved. In such a casc it might concecivably
not take very long before it was reconstructed (on a smaller
scale, and after many had starved). But imaginc a/l knowledge
of these matters to disappear, while the material things were
preserved. This would be tantamount to what would happen
if a savage tribe occupied a highly industrialized but deserted
country. It would soon lead to the complete disappcarance of
all the material relics of civilization.

It is ironical that the history of Marxism itsclf furnishes an
example that clearly falsifics this exaggerated ecconomism. Marx’s
idea ¢ Workers of all countries, unite !’ was of the greatest
significance down to the eve of the Russian Revolution, and it
had its influence upon cconomic conditions. But with the
revolution, the situation became very difficult, simply because,
as Lenin himself admitted, there were no further constructive
ideas. (See chapter 13.) Then Lenin had some new ideas
which may be briefly summarized in the slogan :  ‘ Socialism ig
the dictatorship of the prolctariat, plus thc widest introduction
of the most modern electrical machinery.” It was this new idegy
that became the basis of a development which changed the whole
economic and material background of one-sixth of the world,
In a fight against tremendous odds, uncounted material difficulties
were overcome, uncounted material sacrifices were made in
order to alter, or rather, to build up from nothing, the condit,ions
of production. And the driving power of this development was
the enthusiasm for an idea. This example shows that in certain
circumstances, ideas may revolutionize the cconomic conditions
of a country, instecad of being moulded by thesc conditions.
Using Marx’s terminology, we could say that he had underrated
the power of the kingdom of freedom and its chances of conquering
the kingdom of necessity.

The glaring contrast between the development of the Russian
Revolution and Marx’s metaphysical theory of an ecconomic
reality and its ideological appearance can best be secn from the
following passages : ‘In considering such revolutions > Marx
writes, ‘ it is necessary always to distinguish between the material
revolution in the economic conditions of production, which fall
within the scope of exact scientific determination, and the

juridical, political, religious, @sthetic, or philosophic—in a word,
ideological forms of appearance . .’ 13 In Marx’s view, it is
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vain to expect that any important change can be achieved by the
usc of legal or political means ; a political revolution can only lead
to one set of rulers giving way to another set—a mere exchange
of the persons who act as rulers. Only the evolution of the
underlying essence, the economic reality, can produce any
essential or real change—a social revolution. And only when such
a social revolution has become a reality, only then can a political
revolution be of any significance. But even in this case, the
political revolution is only the outward expression of the essential
or rcal change that has occurred before. In accordance with
this thcory, Marx asscrts that every social revolution develops
in the following way. The material conditions of production
grow and mature until they begin to conflict with the social and
legal relations, outgrowing them like clothes, until they burst.
‘Then an epoch of social revolution opens’, Marx writes.
¢ With the change in the economic foundation, the whole vast
superstructure is more or less rapidly transformed . . New,
more highly productive rclationships > (within the superstructure)
‘never come into being before the material conditions for their
existence have been brought to maturity within the womb of the
old society itself.” In view of this statement, it is, I bclieve,
impossible to identify the Russian Revolution with the social
revolution prophesied by Marx ; it has, in fact, no similarity
with it whatever 4.

It may be noted in this connection that Marx’s friend, the
poct H. Heine, thought very differently about these matters.
¢ Mark this, ye proud men of action ’, he writes ; ¢ ye are nothing
but unconscious instruments of the men of thought who, often in
humblest seclusion, have appointed you to your inevitable task.
Maximilian Robespierre was merely the hand of Jean-Jacques
Rousseau . .’ !* (Something like this might perhaps be said of
the relationship between Lenin and Marx.) We see that Heine
was, in Marx’s terminology, an idcalist, and that he applied his
idealistic interpretation of history to the French Revolution,
which was one of the most important instances used by Marx in
favour of his cconomism, and which indeed seemed to fit this
doctrine not so badly—especially if we compare it now with the
Russian Revolution. Yet in spite of this heresy, Heine remained
Marx’s friend 1¢ ; for in those happy days, excommunication for
heresy was still rather uncommon among those who fought for
the open society, and tolerance was still tolerated.

My criticism of Marx’s ¢ historical materialism > must certainly
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not be interpreted as expressing any preference for Hegcelian
‘idealism > over Marx’s ¢ materialism’ ; I hope I havc made it
clear that in this conflict between idealism and materialism my
sympathies are with Marx. What I wish to show is that Marx’s
‘ materialist interpretation of history’, valuable as it may be,
must not be taken too seriously ; that we must regard it as
nothing more than a most valuable suggestion to us to consider
things in their relation to their economic background.
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An important placc among the various formulations of
Marx’s ¢ historical materialism * is occupied by his (and Engels’)
statement @ “ The history of all hitherto existing society is a
history of class struggle.’ ! The tendency of this statement is
clear. It implies that history is propelled and the fate of man
determined by the war of classes and not by the war of nations
(as. opposed to the views of Hegel and of the majority of his-
Formns). In the causal explanation of historical developments,
including national wars, class interest must takc the place of
.that allegedly national interest which, in reality, is only the
mterest of a nation’s ruling class. But over and above this,
class struggle and class interest arc capable of explaining pheno-
mena which traditional history may in general not even attempt
to explain. An cxample of such a phenomenon which is of
great significance for Marxist theory is the historical trend towards
Increasing productivity. Even though it may perhaps record
such a trend, traditional history, with its fundamental category
of military powecr, is quite unable to explain this phenomenon.
Class intcrest and class war, however, can explain it fully,
according to Marx ; indecd, a considcrable part of Capital is
devoted to the analysis of the mechanism by which, within
the period called by Marx ¢ capitalism ’, an increase in produc-
tivity is brought about by these forces.

How is the doctrine of class war related to the institutionalist
doctrine of the autonomy of sociology discussed above 2? At
first sight it may seem that these two doctrines are in opcn conflict,
for in the doctrine of class war, a fundamental part is played
by class interest, which apparently is a kind of motive. But I do
not think that there is any serious inconsistency in this part of
Marx’s theory. And I should even say that nobody has under-
stood Marx, and particularly that major achievement of his,
a{ltﬂpsychologism, who does not sec how it can be reconciled
with the theory of class struggle. We need not assume, as
Vulgar Marxists do, that class interest must be interpreted psycho-
logically. There may be a few passages in Marx’s own writings
that savour a little of this Vulgar Marxism, but wherever he
makes serious use of anything like class interest, he always means
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a thing within the realm of autonomous sociology, and not a
psychological category. He means a thing, a situation, and
not a state of mind, a thought, or a fecling of being interested
in a thing. It is simply that thing or that social institution or
situation which is advantageous to a class. The intcrest of a
class is simply cverything that furthers its power or its prosperity.
According to Marx, class interest in this institutional, or, if
we may say so, ‘ objective ’, sense exerts a decisive influence on
human minds. Using Hegelian jargon, we might say that the
objective interest of a class becomes conscious in the subjective
minds of its members ; it makes them class-interested and class-
conscious, and it makes them act accordingly. Class interest
as an institutional or objective social situation, and its influence
upon human minds, is described by Marx in the epigram
which I have quoted (at the beginning of chapter 14) : © It is
not the consciousness of man that determines his existence—
rather, it is his social existence that determines his consciousness.’
To this epigram we nced add only the remark that it is, more
Precisely, the place where man stands in society, his class situation,
Yy which, according to Marxism, his consclousness is determined,

. Marx gives some indication of how this process of determinga-
tion works. As we learned from him in the last chapter, we can
be free only in so far as we emancipate oursclves from the
pr9ductive process. But now we shall learn that, in any hitherto
existing society, we were not free even to that extent, For how
could we, he asks, emancipate ourselves from the productive
Process? Only by making others do the dirty work for us.
¢ are thus forced to use them as means for our ends ; we
must degrade them. We can buy a greater degree of freedom
only at the cost of enslaving other men, by splitting mankind
Into classes ; the ruling class gains freedom at the cost of the
ruled class, the slaves. But this fact has the consequence that
the men}bers of the ruling class must pay for their freedom by
?h:exlléilndi f‘ofhbonda}ge. They are bound to oppress and to fight
> ey wish to preserve their own freedom and their

own status ; they are compelled to do this, since he who does
not do so ceases to belong to the ruling class. Thus the rulers
are dete.rmined by their class situation ; they cannot escape
f'{om their social relation to the ruled ; they are bound to them,
since they are bound to the social metabolism. Thus all, rulers
as well as ruled, are caught in the net, and forced to fight one
another, According to Marx, it is this bondage, this deter-
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mination, which brings their struggle within the reach of scientific
method, and of scientific historical prophccy ; which makes it
possible to treat the history of society scientifically, as the history
of class struggle. This social net in which the classes are caught,
and forced to struggle against one another, is what Marxism
calls the cconomic structure of society, or the social system.
According to this theory, social systems or class systems
change with the conditions of production, since on these condi-
tions depends the way in which the rulers can cxploit and fight
the ruled. To cvery particular period of cconomic development
corresponds a particular social system, and a historical period
is best characterized by its social system of classes ; this is why
we speak of ¢ feudalism’; ¢ capitalism ’, etc. ¢ The hand-mill ?,
Marx writes 3, ‘ gives you a society with the feudal lord ; the
steam-mill gives you a society with the industrial capitalist.’
The class rclations that characterize the social system are inde-
pendent of the individual man’s will. The social system thus
rescmbles a vast machine in which the individuals are caught
and crushed. ‘In the social production of their means of
existence >, Marx writes 4,  men enter into definite and unavoid-
able rclations which are independent of their will. These
productive relationships correspond to the particular stage in
the development of their material productive forces. The
system of all these productive relationships constitutes the
economic structure of society’; i.c. the social system.
Although it has a kind of logic of its own, this social system
works blindly, not reasonably. Those who are caught in its
machinery are, in general, blind too—or nearly so. They
cannot cven foresce some of the most important repercussions
of their actions. Onc man may make it impossible for many
to procure an article which is available in large quantities ; he
may buy just a triflc and thereby prevent a slight decrease of
price at a critical moment. Another may in the goodness of
his heart distribute his riches, but by thus contributing to a
lessening of the class struggle, he may cause a delay in the libera-
tion of the oppressed. Since it is quite impossible to foresee the
more remote social repercussions of our actions, since we are
one and all caught in the network, we cannot seriously attempt
to cope with it. Wec obviously cannot influence it from outside ;
but blind as we are, we cannot even make any plan for its
improvement from within. Social engineering is impossible,
and a social technology therefore useless. We cannot impose
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our interests upon the social system ; instcad, the system forces
upon us what we are led to believe to be our interests. It docs
so by forcing us to act in accordance with our class interest.
It is vain to lay on the individual, even on the individual
¢ capitalist > or ‘ bourgeois ’, the blame for the injustice, for the
immorality of social conditions, since it is this very system of
conditions that forces the capitalist to act as he docs. And it
is also vain to hope that circumstances may be improved by
improving men ; rather, men will be better if the system in
which they live is better. ¢ Only in so far’, Marx writes in
Capital 5, © as the capitalist is personificd capital does he play a
historical role . . But exactly to that extent, his motive is
not to obtain and to enjoy useful commodities, but to incrcase
the production of commodities for exchange > (his real historical
task). ‘Fanatically bent upon the expansion of value, he ruth-
lessly drives human beings to produce for production’s sake . .
With the miser, he shares the passion for wealth. But what is
a kind of mania in the miser is in the capitalist the cffect of
the social mechanism in which he is only a driving-wheel . .
Capitalism subjects any individual capitalist to the immanent
laws of capitalist production, laws which are external and coercive.
Without respite, competition forces him to extend his capital
for the sake of maintaining it.’

This is the way in which, according to Marx, the social
system dctermines the actions of the individual ; the ruler »g
Wcl} as the ruled ; capitalist or bourgeois as well as prolctarizm‘.
It is an illustration of what has been called above the logic
of a social situation’. To a considerable degree, all the actions
Of:a.capitalist are ¢ a mere function of the capital which, through
his Instrumentality, is endowed with will and consciousness’
as Marx puts it ¢, in his Hegelian style. But this means that thé
§oc1al system determines their thoughts too ; for thoughts, or
ideas, are partly instruments of actions, and partly—that is, if they
are publicly expressed—an important kind of social action ; for
in this case, they are immediately aimed at influencing the actions
of other members of the society. By thus determining human
thoughts, the social system, and especially the ‘ objective interest ’
of a class, becomes conscious in the subjective minds of its mem-
bers (as we said before in Hegelian jargon 7). Class struggle, as
well as competition between the members of the same class, are
the means by which this is achieved.

We have seen why, according to Marx, social engineering,
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and conscquently, a social technology, arc impossible ; it is
because the causal chain of dependence binds us to the social
system, and not wice versa. But although we cannot alter the
social system at will 8, capitalists as well as workers are bound
to contributc to its transformation, and to our ultimate libcration
from its fetters. By driving ‘ human beings to produce for
production’s sake’?, the capitalist cocrces them °to develop
the forces of social productivity, and to create those material
conditions of production which alone can form the material
bases of a higher typc of society whose fundamental principle
1s the full and freec development of every human individual.’
In this way, even the members of the capitalist class must play
their réle on the stage of history and further the ultimate coming
of socialism.

In view of subsequent arguments, a linguistic remark may be
added here on the Marxist terms usually translated by the words
¢ class-conscious * and ‘ class consciousness >. These terms indi-
cate, first of all, the result of the process analysed above, by
which the objective class situation (class interest as well as class
struggle) gains consciousness in the minds of its members, or,
to express the same thought in a language less dependent on
Hegel, by which members of a class become conscious of their
class situation. Being class-conscious, they know not only their
place but their true class interest as well. But over and above
this, the original German word used by Marx suggests something
which is usually lost in the translation. The term is derived
from, and alludes to, a common German word which becamec
part of Hegel’s jargon. Though its literal translation would be
¢ sclf-conscious ’, this word has even in common use rather the
meaning of being conscious of one’s worth and powers, i.e. of being
proud and fully assured of oneself, and cven self-satisfied. Ac-
cordingly, the term translated as °class-conscious’ means in
German not simply this, but rather, ¢ assured or proud of one’s
class’, and bound to it by the consciousncss of the need for
solidarity. This is why Marx and the Marxists apply it nearly
exclusively to the workers, and hardly ever to the ¢ bourgeoisie ’.
The class-conscious proletarian—this is the worker who is not
only aware of his class situation, but who is also class-proud,
fully assured of the historical mission of his class, and believing
that its unflinching fight will bring about a better world.

How does he know that this will happen? Because being
class-conscious, he must be a Marxist. The Marxist theory
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itself and its scientific prophecy of the advent of socialism are
part and parcel of the historical process by which the class
situation ‘ emerges into consciousness’, establishing itsclf in the
minds of the workers.

II

My criticism of Marx’s theory of the classes, as far as its
historicist emphasis goes, follows the lines taken up in the last
chapter. The formula  all history is a history of class struggle’
1s very valuable as a suggestion that wec should look into the
important part played by class struggle in power politics as well
as in other developments ; this suggestion is the more valuable
since Plato’s brilliant analysis of the part played by class struggle
in the history of Greek city states was only rarely taken up in
later times. But again, we must not, of course, take Marx’s
word ‘all’ too seriously. Not even the history of class issues
is always a history of class struggle in the Marxian sense, consider-
ing the important part played by dissension within the classes
themselves. Indeed, the divergence of interests within both
the ruling and the ruled classes goes so far that Marx’s thecory
of classes must be considered as a dangerous over-simplification
even if we admit that the issue between the rich and the p001"
1s always of fundamental importance. One of the great themes
of medieval history, the fight between popes and emperors, i
an example of dissension within the ruling class. It would pe
Palpably false to interpret this quarrel as one between cexploiter
?nd exploited. (Of course, one can widen Marx’s concept

class’ so as to cover this and similar cases, and narrow the
concept ¢ history ’, until ultimately Marx’s doctrine becomes
trivially true—a mere tautology ; but this would rob it of any
significance.)
One of the dangers of Marx’s formula is that if taken too
Sci)l:lcf)lllliz’ it misleads Marxists into interpreting all political
o At as struggles between exploiters and exploxted. (or else
,“MPpts to cover up the ‘real issuc’, the underlying class
conflict). As 5 consequence there were Marxists, especially in
Germany, who interpreted a war such as the First World War as
one betwce.n the revolutionary or °have-not’ Central Powers
and an alliance of conservative or * have > countries—a kind of
Interpretation which might be used to excuse any aggression.

This Is only one example of the danger inherent in Marx’s
sweeping historicigt generalization.
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On the other hand, his attempt to use what may be called
the ‘logic of the class situation’ to explain the working of the
institutions of the industrial system seems to me admirable,
in spite of certain exaggerations and the neglect of some important
aspects of the situation ; admirable, at least, as a sociological
analysis of that stage of the industrial system which Marx has
mainly in mind : the system of ‘ unrestrained capitalism * (as'I
shall call it 1°) of onc hundred years ago.
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We are
Crucial poj
arxism ;
as it m

now ready to approach what is probably.t.hf: most
Nt in our analysis as well as in our criticism of
it is Marx’s theory of the statc and paradoxical
Y sound to some—of the impotence of all politics.

1

Marx,S theory of the state can bc presented by co-mb.m.mg
the Tesults of the last two chapters. The legal or juridico-
Politica] System—the system of legal institutions enforced by the
State—h 54 to be understood, according to Marx, as onc of the
suP(:rstructures erected upon, and giving cxprcssmn- to, ]ih(:
actual Productive forces of the cconomic system ; l\Iaf.\ spe‘"} 5
In thjg Connection of ¢juridical and political superstructures :
t is 10t, of course, the only way in which the cconomul:.ox
materia1 rcality 2\1‘1(,1 the relations bct.w'ccn the C]ﬂFS‘Ci? \-]V :_:Ch
¢orresponq to it make their appcarancc in the wor{d oL 1fcco Obl]ci
and ideas, Another cxample of such a Su‘p'crs“ug;;l s\::?: C
'S, as o legal system, is e
Power, bu{) izfgﬁéicgleby ga . ic)lcology created and Coll)ltmllcd
by the Tuling class. The difference is, roughl)’., o.nc' Cll\\.'cc'n
Persuasioy, and forc.c (as Plato 2 yould h:}vc Silld)fs ~d‘n( Ilt 13
e Sate, the legal or political systeni, which ’usf:S. SICL. .t. is,

U8els 2 puts it ¢ a special repressive force’ o1 | 1C coc;lmccln}
of the Tuled by the rulers. ¢ Political power, properly so called,
52ys the angfesto 1 g x;1erely the organized.pgwcr.of one class
for _°Ppressing thc’other.’ A similar description 1s given by
Len}ns: “According to Marx, the state is an organ of class
flomznazion, an organ %or the oppression of onc class by another ;

[S

S aj - i alizes and per-
Petuate, };‘he creation of an :I‘?rdeltqtcw?;c}ll)rlii% is just parlz of
S t iS o . . .’ 1C Std 5 )
[hc maCh' pprcssmn

Mery by which the ruling class carries on 1;5 ?t.ruggle.
Clore Proceeding to devclop the consequences of this View
of the State, it ma, bg ointed out that it is partly an institutional
and Partly 5, es};cn‘iigliSt theory. It is institutional in so .far
as Marx trigg to ascertain what practical functions legal institu-
tions have iy social life, But it is cssentialist in so fa.r as Marx
neither inquireg into the variety of ends which thesc institutions
118



CHAPTER 17 ¢ THE SOCIAL SYSTEM 119

may possibly serve (or be made to serve), nor suggests what
institutional reforms are nccessary 1n order to make the state
serve thosc ends which he himsclf might deem desirable. Instead
of making his demands or proposals concerning the functions
which he wants the state, the legal institutions or the government
to perform, he asks, ¢ IWhat is the state ?* 5 that s to say, he tries
to discover the essential function of legal institutions. It has been
shown before ¢ that such a typically essentialist question cannot be
answered in a satisfactory way ; ):ct this question, undoubtedly,
is in kecping with Marx’s essentialist and metaphysical approach
which interprets the field of ideas and norms as the appcarance
of an cconomic reality.

What arc the consequences of this theory of the state ? The
most important consequence is that all politics, all legal and
political institutions as well as all political struggles, can never
be of primary importance. Politics are impotent. They can never
alter decisively the economic reality.  The main if not the only
task of any cnlightened political activity is to see that the
alterations in the juridico-political cloak keep pace with the
changes in the social reality, that is to say, in the means of
production and in the rclations between the classes ; in this
way, such difficultics as must arisc if politics lag behind these
devclopments can be avoided. Or in other words, political
devclopments are either superficial, unconditioned by the decper
reality of the social system, in which case they are doomed to
be unimportant, and can never be of real help to the suppressed
and cxploited ; or clse they give expression to a change in the
economic background and the class situation, in which case
thcy are of the character of volcanic eruptions, of complete
revolutions which can perhaps be forescen, as they arise from
the social system, and whose ferocity might then be mitigated
by non-resistance to thc eruptive forces, but which can be
neither caused nor suppressed by political action.

These consequences show again the unity of Marx’s historicist
system of thought. Yect considering that few movements have
done as much as Marxism to stimulate intercst in political
action, the thcory of the fundamental impotence of politics
appears somewhat paradoxical. (Marxists might, of course,
meet this remark with either of two arguments. The one is
that in the thcory expounded, political action #kas its function ;
for even though the workers’ party cannot, by its actions, improve
the lot of the cxploited masses, its fight awakens class conscious-
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ness and thereby prepares for the revolution. This would be
the argument of the radical wing. The other argument, used
by the moderate wing, asserts that there may exist historical
periods in which political action can be dircctly helpful ; the
periods, namely, in which the forces of the two opposing classcs
are approximately in equilibrium. In such periods, political
effort and energy may be decisive in achieving very significant
improvements for the workers.—It is clear that this second
argument sacrifices some of the fundamental positions of the
theory, but without realizing this, and consequently without
going to the root of the matter.)

It is worth noting that according to Marxist theory, the
workers’ party can hardly make political mistakes of any import-
ance, as long as the party continues to play its assigned rélc,
and to press the claims of the workers cnergetically. For
political mistakes cannot materially affect the actual class
situation, and even less the economic reality on which everything
clse ultimately depends. ‘

Another important consequence of the theory is that, in
principle, all government, even democratic government, is g
dictatorship of the ruling class over the ruled. ° The executive
of the modern state ’, says the Manifesto 7, ¢ is mercly a committce
for managing the economic affairs of the whole bourgeoisie . K
What we call a democracy is, according to this thcory, nothin
but that form of class dictatorship which happens to he mqg;
convenient in a certain historical situation. (This doctrine does
not agree very well with the class equilibrium theory of the
moderate wing mentioned above.) And just as the state, under
capitalism, is a dictatorship of the bourgeoisie, so0, after the
social revolution, it will at first be a dictatorship of the proletariat,
BuF this proletarian state must lose its function as soon as the
resistance of the old bourgeoisie has broken down. For the
Proletarian revolution leads to a one-class society, and therefore
to a classless society in which there can be no class-dictatorship.

Thus the state, deprived of any function, must disappear. ©Jz
withers away’, as Engels said ®.

11

I am very far from defending Marx’s theory of the state.
His theory of the impotence of all politics, more particularly,
and his view of democracy, appear to me to be not only mistakes,
but fatal mistakes, But it must be admitted that behind these
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grim as well as ingenious theories, there stood a grim and depress-
ing experience. And although Marx, in my opinion, failed to
understand the future which he so keenly wished to foresee,
it scems to mec that cven his mistaken theories are proof of
his keen sociological insight into the conditions of his own
time, and of his invincible humanitarianism and sense of
justice.

Marx’s theory of the state, in spite of its abstract and philo-
sophical character, undoubtedly furnishes an enlightening
interpretation of his own historical period. It is at least a tenable
view that the so-called ‘industrial revolution’ developed at
first mainly as a revolution of the © material means of production ’,
i.e. of machinery ; that this led, next, to a transformation of
the class structure of socicty, and thus to a new social system ;
and that political revolutions and other transformations of the
legal system came only as a third step.  Even though this Marxist
interpretation of the ‘ risc of capitalism ’ has been challenged by
historians who were able to lay bare some of its decp-lying
ideological foundations (which were perhaps not quite unsus-
pected by Marx ?, although destructive to his theory), there
can be little doubt about the value of the Marxist interpretation
as a first approximation, and about the service rendered to his
successors in this field. And even though some of the develop-
ments studied by Marx were deliberately fostered by legislative
measures, and indeed made possible only by legislation (as Marx
himself says 19), it was he who first discussed the influence of
economic developments and economic interests upon legislation,
and the function of legislative measures as weapons in the class
struggle, and especially as mecans for the creation of a ¢ surplus
population ’, and with it, of the industrial proletariat.

It is clear from many of Marx’s passages that these observa-
tions confirmed him in his beclief that the juridico-political
system is a mere ‘superstructure’!! on the social, i.e. the
economic, system ; a theory which, although undoubtedly refuted
by subsequent experience 12, not only remains interesting, but
also, I suggest, contains a grain of truth.

But it was not only Marx’s general views of the relations
between the economic and the political system that were in
this way influenced by his historical experience ; his views on
liberalism and democracy, more particularly, which he considered
to be nothing but veils for the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie,
furnished an interpretation of the social situation of his time
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which appeared to fit only too well, c.orrob.orafcd as it ‘:vas bsy
sad experience. For Marx lived, especially in his y.our}gm Yi“(i
in a period of the most shameless and crucl exploitation. A |
this shameless exploitation was cynically defended by hypocritica
apologists who appcaled to the principle of human frcedom, t10
the right of man to determinate his own fate, and to enter freely
into any contract he considers favourable to his intcrests. ,
Using the slogan ° equal and free compctition for all’, the
unrestrained capitalism of this period resisted successfully .311
labour legislation until the year 1833, and its practical execution
for many years more 2. The consequence was a life of desolation
and misery which can hardly be imagined in our day. Espea.allY
the exploitation of women and children led to incredible suffering.
Here are two examples, quoted from Marx’s Capital : © William
Wood, g years old, was 7 ycars and 10 months when he began
to work . . He came to work cvery day in the week at 6 a.m.,
and left off about g p.m. . .’ ¢ Fifteen hours of labour for a child
7 years old !’ exclaims an official report !4 of the Children’s
Employment Commission of 1863. Other children were forced
to start work at 4 a.m., or to work throughout the night until
6 a.m., and it was not unusual for children of only six ycars to
be forced to a daily toil of 15 hours.—‘ Mary Anne Walkley
had worked without pause 26} hours, together with sixty other
girls, thirty of them in one room .. A doctor, Mr. Keys,
called in too late, testified before the coroner’s jury that ¢ Mary
Anne Walkley had died from long hours of work in an over-
crowded workroom . .”. Wishing to give this gentleman a
lecture in good manners, the coroner’s jury brought in a verdict
to the effect that ¢ the deceased had died of apoplexy, but therc

is reason to fear that her death had been accclerated by overwork
In an overcrowded workroom *’.’ 15 Such were the conditions
of the working class even in 1863, when Marx was writing

Capital ; his burning protest against these crimes, which werc
thel:l tolerated, ar_ld sometimes even defended, not only by pro-
fessional economists but also by churchmen, will securc him
forever a place among the liberators of mankind.

. In view of such experiences, we need not wonder that Marx
did not think very highly of liberalism, and that he saw in
parhamentalzy. democracy nothing but a veiled dictatorship ©
the bourgeoisic. And it was casy for him to interpret these
facts as supporting his analysis of the relationship between the
legal and the social system. According to the legal system
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cquality and frcedom were established, at least approximately.
But what did this mecan in reality ! Indeed, we must not blame
Marx for insisting that the economic facts alone are ‘ real ’ and
that the legal system may be a mere superstructure, a cloak for
this rcality, and an instrument of class domination.

The opposition between the legal and the social system is
most clearly devcloped in Capital. In one of its theoretical
parts (trcated more fully in chapter 20), Marx approaches the
analysis of the capitalist cconomic system by using the simplify-
ing and idealizing assumption that the legal system is perfect in
every respect.  Freedom, equality before the law, justice, are
all assumed to be guarantced to everybody. There are no
privileged classes before the law. Over and above that, he
assumes that not cven in the economic rcalm is there any kind
of ‘robbery’; he assumes that a ‘just price’ is paid for all
commoditics, including the labour power which the worker
sclls to the capitalist on the labour market. The price for all
these commoditics is “just’, in the sense that all commodities
arc bought and sold in proportion to the average amount of
labour needed for their reproduction (or using Marx’s termino-
logy, they arc bought and sold according to their truc ‘value ’ 19),
Of course, Marx knows that all this is an over-simplification,
for it is his opinion that the workers are hardly ever treated
as fairly as that ; in other words, that .thcy are usually cheated.
But arguing from these idealized premises, he attempts to show
that even under so excellent a legal system, the economic system
would function in such a way that the workers would not be able
to enjoy their freedom. In spite of all this  justice’, they would
not be very much better off than slaves . For if they are poor,
they can only sell themsclves, their wives and their children on
the labour market, for as much as is neccssary for the reproduction
of their labour power. That is to say, for the whole of their
labour power, they will not get more thz}n the barest means of
existence. This shows that exploitation is not merely robbery.
It cannot be eliminated by merely legal means.  (And Pr oudhon’s
criticism that ‘ property is theft’ is much too superficial 2.)

In consequence of this, Marx was led to hold that the workers
cannot hopc much from thc improvement Ofa ]:Cga.l system WhiCh
as everybody knows grants to rich and poor alike the freedom of
sleeping on park benches, and which thfeatens t.h.em alike with
punishment for the attempt to live ‘ without visible means of
support’. In this way Marx arrived at what may be termeq
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(in Hegelian language) the distinction between jformal and
material freedom. Formal ® or legal freedom, although M{lfx
does not rate it low, turns out to be quite insufficient for sccuring
to us that freedom which he considered to be the aim of the
historical development of mankind. What matters is rcal, 1.c.
economic or material, freedom. This can be achicved only' by
an equal emancipation from drudgery. For this cmancipation,

‘the shortening of the labour day is the fundamental pre-
requisite *.

111

What have we to say to Marx’s analysis? Are we to belicve
that politics, or the framework of legal institutions, are intrin-
sically impotent to remedy such a situation, and that only 2
complete social revolution, a complete change of the ° social
system’, can help? Or are we to believe the defenders of
an unrestrained °capitalist’ system who cmphasize (rightly, 1
think) the tremendous benefit to be derived from the mechanism
of free markets, and who conclude from this that a truly frce
labour market would be of the greatest benefit to all concerned ?

1 believe that the injustice and inhumanity of the unrestrained
¢ capitalist system’ described by Marx cannot be questioned ;
but it can be interpreted in terms of what we called, in a previous
f:haptcr ¥, the paradox of freedom. Freedom, we have seen, defeats
itself, if it is unlimited. Unlimited freedom means that a strong
man xs free to bully one who is weak and to rob him of his freedom.
This is why we demand that the state should limit frecedom to
a certain extent, so that everyone’s freedom is protected by law.
Nobody should be at the mercy of others, but all should have a
7ight to be protected by the state.

Now I believe that these considerations, originally meant
to apply to the realm of brute-force, of physical intimidation,
must be applied to the economic realm also. Even if the state
Protects.its citizens from being bullied by physical violence (as
{t does, in principle, under the system of unrestrained capitalism),
it may defeat our ends by its failure to protect them from the
misuse of economic power. In such a state, the economically
strong 1s still free to bully one who is economically weak, and to
rob Iurr{ of his freedom. Under these circumstances, unlimited
economic freedom can be just as self-defeating as unlimite
physical freedom, and economic power may be nearly as danger-
ous as physical violence ; for those who possess a surplus of foo
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can force thosc who are starving into a ¢ freely > accepted servitude,
without using violence. And assuming that the state limits its
activitics to the suppression of violence (and to the protection of
property), a minority which is economically strong may in this
way cxploit the majority of those who are economically weak.

If this analysis is correct 2%, then the nature of the remedy is
clear. It must be a political remedy—a remedy similar to the one
which we use against physical violence. We must construct social
institutions, cnforced by the power of the state, for the protec-
tion of the cconomically weak from the economically strong.
The state must sce to it that nobody need enter into an
incquitable arrangement out of fear of starvation, or cconomic
ruin.

This, of course, means that the principle of non-intervention,
of an unrestrained economic system, has to be given up ; if we
wish freedom to be safeguarded, then we must demand that the
policy of unlimited cconomic freedom be replaced by the planned
cconomic intervention of the state. We must demand that
unrestrained capitalism give way to an economic interventionism 22,
And this is precisely what has happened. The economic system
described and criticized by Marx has everywhere ceased to exist.
It has been replaced, not by a system in which the state begins to
lose its functions and consequently shows signs of withering
away’, but by various interventioni.st systems, in which the
functions of the state in the economic realm are extended far
beyond the protection of property and of ‘ free contracts>.  (This
development will be discussed in the next chapters.)

v

I should like to characterize the point here reached as the
most central point in our analysis. It is only here tha.t we can
begin to realize the significance of the clash between l.ustorlcism
and social engineering, and its effect upon the policy of the

friends of the open society. ]
Marxism claims to be more than a science. It does more

than make a historical prophecy. ;t claims to be the basis for
practical political action. It criticizes existing society, and it
asserts that it can lead the way to a better .world. But according
to Marx’s own theory, we cannot at w111. .alter the economic
reality by, for example, legal reforms. Politics can do no more
than ¢ shorten and lessen the birth-pangs’.?3  This, I think, is
an extremely poor political programme, and its poverty is a
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consequence of the third-rate place which it attributes to
political power in the hierarchy of powers. For according to
Marx, the real power lies in the evolution of machinery ; next
in importance is the system of economic class-relationships ;
and the least important influence is that of politics.

A directly opposite view is implied in the position we have
reached in our analysis. It considers political power as funda-
mental. Political power, from this point of view, can control
economic power. This means an immense extension of the ficld
of political activities. We can ask what we wish to achicve
and how to achieve it. We can, for instance, develop a rational
political programme for the protection of the cconomically weak.
We can make laws to limit exploitation. We can limit the
working day ; but we can do much more. By law, we can
Insure the workers (or better still, all citizens) against disability,
unemployment, and old age. In this way we can make impos-
sible su.ch forms of exploitation as are based upon the helpless
economic position of a worker who must yield to anything in
order not to starve. And when we are able by law to guarantcc
a livelihood to everybody willing to work, and there is no rcason
}Vh}’ we should not achieve that, then the protection of the
tli'gidovil{llf)f rﬂtlhe rcci,;izﬁn from izconomic f;‘ar and }::.conox:nic intim.ida-
political poa;;r o l;:omp eteness. From this point of view,

¢ key to economic protection. Political
EOWCT aI.ld its contro! is everything. Economic power must not
€ Permitted to dominate political power ; if necessary, it must

e fought and brought under control by political power.
g Tom the point of view reached, we can say that Marx’s
t }llilial;jflr:l% attitude towards political power not Or}ly means
! glects to develop a theory of the most important
potential means of bettering the lot of the economically weak,
but also that he neglected the greatest potential danger to human
freedom. His naive view that, in a classless socicty, state power
:;’g:lciléofe;ts function and ‘ wither away’ shows very clearly
er grasped the paradox of freedom, and that he
never understood the function which state power could and
should perform, in the service of freedom and humanity. (Yet
this view of ‘Mal'x stands witness to the fact that he was, ulti-
mately, an individualist, in spite of his collectivist appeal to
class consciousness.) 1Ip this way, the Marxian view is analogous
to the liberal belicf that a]l we need is © equality of opportunity ’.
We certainly need this, But it is not enough. It does not
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protect those who arc less gifted, or less ruthless, or less lucky,
from becoming objects of exploitation for those who are more
gifted, or ruthless, or lucky.

Morcover, from the point of view we have reached, what
Marxists describe  disparagingly as ¢ mere formal freedom’
becomes the basis of everything else. This ¢ mere formal free-
dom’, i.e. democracy, the right of the people to judge and to
dismiss their government, is the only known device by which
we can try to protect ourselves against the misuse of political
power 2 ; it is the control of the rulers by the ruled. And
since political power can control cconomic power, political
democracy is also the only means for the control of economic
power by the ruled. Without democratic control, there can be
no carthly reason why any government should not use its
political and economic power for purposes very different from the
protection of the freedom of its citizens.

v

It is the fundamental rélc of ‘formal freedom’ which is
overlooked by Marxists who think that formal democracy is
not enough and wish to supplement it by what they usually call
‘ economic democracy ’ ; a vague and utterly superficial phrase
which obscures the fact that ¢ mercly formal frcedom’ is the
only guarantee of a democratic economic policy.

Marx discovered the significance of economic power ; and
it is understandable that he exaggerated its status. He and the
Marxists see economic power everywhere. Their argument runs :
he who has the money has the power ; for if necessary, he can
buy guns and even gangsters. But this is a roundabout argument.
In fact, it contains an admission that the man who has the gun
has the power. And if he who has the gun becomes aware of
this, then it may not be long until he has both the gun and the
money. But under an unrestrained capitalism, Marx’s ar.gurr.lent
applics, to some extent ; for a rule which develops institutions
for the control of guns and gangsters but not of the power of
money is liable to come under the influence of this power. In
such a state, an uncontrolled gangsterism of wealth may rulf.:.
But Marx himself, I think, would have been the first to admit
that this is not true of all states ; that there have been times 1n
history when, for example, all exploitation was looting, directly
based upon the power of the mailed fist. And to-day there
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will be few to support the naive view that the ° progress of
history > has once and for all put an end to thesc more direct
ways of exploiting men, and that, once formal frecdom has
been achieved, it is impossible for us to fall again under the sway
of such primitive forms of exploitation.

These considerations would be sufficient for refuting the
dogmatic doctrine that economic power is morc fundamental
than physical power, or the power of the state. But therc arc
other considerations as well. As has been rightly emphasized
by various writers (among them Bertrand Russell and Walter
Lippmann 25), it is only the active intervention of the state—the
protection of property by laws backed by physical sanctions—
wl}ic}} makes of wealth a potential source of power ; for without
this intervention, a man would soon be without his wealth.
Econ.omic power is therefore entirely dependent on political and
ph.ysmal power. Russell gives historical examples which illustrate
fhls depepdence, and sometimes even helplessness, of wealth :

Efzonomlc power within the state,” he writes 26, ¢although
ultlmatt?ly derived from law and public opinion, casily acquires
a certain independence. It can influence law by corruption
and public opinion by propaganda. It can put politicians under
obligations which interfere with their freedom. It can thrcaten
to cause a financial crisis. But there are very definite limits to what
i can achieve. Casar was helped to power by his creditors, who
saw no hope of repayment except through his success : but
when he had succeeded he was powerful enough to defy ’them
Charles V borrowed from the F uggers the moncy required t:<;
buy the position of Emperor, but when he had become Empecror
he snapped his fingers at them and they lost what they had lent.’

The dogma that economic power is at the root of all evil
must be discarded. Its place must be taken by an understand-
ing of th.e dangers of any form of uncontrolled power, Money
as Su{:h.ls not particularly dangerous. It becomes dangerous
only if 1t can buy power, either directly, or by enslaving the
economically weak who must sell themselves in order to live.

We must think in these matters in even more materialist
terms, as it were, than Marx did. We must realize that the
control of physical power and of physical exploitation remains
the central political problem. In order to establish this control
we must es.tablish “merely formal frcedom’. Once we havc;
achieved this, and have learned how to use it for the control of
political power, everything rests with us. Wc must not blame
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anybody clse any longer, nor cry out against the sinister economic
demons behind the scenes.  For in a democracy, we hold the
keys to the control of the demons. We can tame them. We
must rcalize this and use the keys ; we must construct institutions
for the democratic control of cconomic power, and for our
protcction from cconomic exploitation.

Much has been made by Marxists of the possibility of buying
votes, cither directly or by buying propaganda. But closer
consideration shows that we have here a good example of the
power-political situation analysed above. Once we have
achiceved formal freedom, we can control vote-buying in every
form. There arc laws to limit the expenditure on electioneering,
and it rests entirely with us to see that much more stringent
laws of this kind arc introduced *?. The legal system can be
made a powerful instrument for its own protection. In addition,
we can influence public opinion, and insist upon a much more
rigid moral code in political matters. All this we can do ; but
we must first realize that social engineering of this kind is our
task, that it is in our power, and that we must not wait fc?r
economic earthquakes miraculously to produce a new economic
world for us, so that all we shall have to do will be to unveil it,
to remove the old political cloak.

VI

Of course, in practice Marxists never fully relied on the
doctrine of the impotence of political power. So far as they
had an opportunity to act, or to plan action, they usually assumed,
like everybody else, that political power can be usef:l for the
control of economic power. But their plans and actions were
never based on a clear refutation of their original theory, nor
upon any well-considered view of that most fundamental problem
of all politics : the control of the controller, of the dangerous
accumulation of power represented in the state. They never
realized the full significance of democracy as the only known
means to achieve this control. )

As a consequence they never realized the danger inherent
in a policy of increasing the power of the state. Althougl} they
abandoned more or less unconsciously the doctrine of the 1mpo-
tence of politics, they retained the view that state power presents
no important problem, and that it is bad only if it is in the hands
of the bourgeoisie. They did not realize that all power, and
political power at least as much as economic power, is dangerous.
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Thus they retained their formula of the dictatorship of the
proletariat. They did not understand the principle (cp.
chapter 8) that all large-scale politics must be institutional, not
personal ; and when clamouring for the extension of state powers
(in contrast to Marx’s view of the state) they never considered
that the wrong persons might onc day get hold of these extended
powers. This is part of the reason why, as far as they procceded
to consider state-intervention, they planned to give thc statc
practically limitless powers in the ecconomic realm. They
retained Marx’s holistic and Utopian belief that only a brand-
new ‘social system’ can improve matters.

I have criticized this Utopian and Romantic approach to
social engineering in a previous chapter (chapter g). But I
wish to add here that economic intervention, cven the piccemecal
methods advocated here, will tend to increase the power of the
state. Interventionism is therefore extremely dangerous. This
1s not a decisive argument against it ; state power must always
remain a dangerous though necessary evil. But it should be
a warning that if we relax our watchfulness, and if we do
not strengthen our democratic institutions while giving more
power to the state by interventionist ‘ planning °, then we may
!osc our freedom: And if freedom is lost, everything is lost,
including ‘ planning’. For why should plans for the welfarc
of the people be carried out if the people have no power to
enforce them? Only freedom can make security secure

We thus see that there is not only a paradox of frecdé)m but
also a paradox of state planning. If we plan too much, if we
give too much power to the state, then freedom will b’e lost
and that will be the end of planning. ’

Such. considerations lead us back to our plea for piecemeal,
and against Utopian or holistic, methods of social engineering.
And they lead us back to our demand that measures should be
planned to fight concrete evils rather than to establish some jdcal
good. State intervention should be limited to what is really
necessary for the protection of freedom.

].3ut it is not enough to say that our solution should be a
minimum solution ; that we should be watchful ; and that we
should not give more power to the state than is necessary for the
protection of freedom. These remarks may raise problems, but
they do not show a way to a solution. It is even concci\”ablc
that there is no solution ; that the acquisition of new economic
powers by a state—whose powers, as compared to those of its
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citizens, are always dangerously great—will make it irresistible.
So far, we have shown necither that frcedom can be preserved,
nor how it can be preserved.

Under these circumstances it may be useful to remember our
considerations of chapter 7 concerning the question of the control
of political power and the paradox of freedom.

VII

The important distinction which we made there was that
between persons and institutions. We pointed out that, while
the political question of the day may demand a personal solution,
all long-term policy—and especially all democratic long-term
policy—must be conceived in terms of impcrsonal institutions.
And we pointed out that, more especially, the problem of con-
trolling the rulers, and of checking their powers, was in the main
an institutional problem—the problem, in short, of designing
institutions for preventing even bad rulers from doing too much
damage.

Analogous considerations will apply to the problem of the
control of the economic power of the state. What we shall have
to guard against is an increase in the power of the rulers. We
must guard against persons and against their arbitrariness. Some
types of institutions may confer arbitrary powers upon a person ;
but other types will deny them to that person. )

If we look upon our labour legislation from this point of view,
then we shall find both types of institutions. Many of these laws
add very little power to the executive organs of the state. It is
conceivable, to be sure, that the laws against child labour, for
example, may be misused, by a civil servant, to intimidate, a}nd
to dominate over, an innocent citizen. But dangers of this kn}d
are hardly serious if compared with those which are inherent 1n
a legislation that confers upon the rulers discretionary powers,
such as the power of directing labour . Similarly, a law e_stab-
lishing that a citizen’s misuse of his property should be punished
by its forfeiture will be incomparably less dangerous tha.n one
which gives the rulers, or the servants of the state, discretionary
powers of requisitioning a citizen’s property.

We thus arrive at a distinction between two entirely different
methods 2° by which the economic intervention of the state may
proceed. The first is that of designing a ‘legal framework > of
protective institutions (laws restricting the powers of the owner
of an animal, or of a landowner, are an example). The second
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is that of empowering organs of the state to act—within certain
limits—as they consider necessary for achieving the ends laid
down by the rulers for the time being. We may describe the
first procedure as  institutional > or ¢ indirect ’ intervention, and
the second as ‘ personal’ or ‘direct’ intervention. (Of course,
intermediate cases exist.)

There can be no doubt, from the point of view of democratic
control, which of these methods is preferable. The obvious policy
for all democratic intervention is to make use of the first method
wherever this is possible, and to restrict the use of the second
method to cases for which the first method is inadequate. (Such
cases exist. The classical example is the Budget—this expression
of th.e Chancellor’s discretion and sense of what is equitable
and just. And it is conceivable although highly undesirable
that a counter-cycle measure may have to be of a similar
character.) )

__From the point of view of piecemeal social engineering, the
difference between the two methods is highly important. Only
thq first, the institutional method, makes it possible to make
adJustrr}ents in the light of discussion and experience. It alone
ma¥<§s 1t possible to apply the method of trial and error to our
f1_3011t1cal actions. It is long-term; yet the permanent legal
f;in:;‘}?:el:.e‘;nazz slowly changed, in order to make allowances

undesired consequences, for changes in other
parts of the framework, etc. It alone allows us to find out

Y Cxperience and analysis, what we actually were doing When,
W€ Intervened with a certain aim in mind. Discreti deci-
sions of the rulers or civil servants a e thowe ot
methods. They s 0 h1V1 s are outmde. these ratlopal
from da y are short-term decisions, transitory, changing
Budget }i’s tghday, or at best, from year to year. As a rule (the

! e great exception) they cannot even be publicly
discussed, both because necessary information is lacking, and
because the principles on which the decision is taken are obscure.
If thCY‘ €Xist at all, they are usually not institutionalized, but part
of an Internal departmental tradition. ’
des f‘?l:e:it ;Ss IrlZ:i :;13 in this sense that t.he i?rst methogl can t.)e

: and the second as irrational. It is also in
an entirely different and highly important sense. The legal
framework can be known and understood by the individual
Cltlchl 5 and. it should be designed to be so understandable. Its
functioning is predictable. It introduces a factor of certainty
and security into social life. When it is altered, allowances can



CHAPTER I7 ! THE SOCIAL SYSTEM 133

be made, during a transitional period, for those individuals who
have laid their plans in the expectation of its constancy.

As opposed to this, the method of personal intervention must
introduce an cver-growing clement of unpredictability into social
life, and with it will develop the feeling that social life is irrational
and insccure. The use of discretionary powers is liable to grow
quickly, once it has become an accepted method, since adjust-
ments will be necessary, and adjustments to discretionary short-
term dccisions can hardly be carried out by institutional means.
This tendency must greatly increase the irrationality of the
system, creating in many the impression that there are hidden
powers bchind the scenes, and making them susceptible to the
conspiracy thcory of society with all its consequences—hcresy
hunts, national, social, and class hostility.

In spitc of all this, the obvious policy of preferring where
possible the institutional method is far from being generally
accepted. The failure to accept it is, I suppose, due to different
reasons. Onc is that it needs a certain detachment to embark
on the long-term task of re-designing the ¢ legal framework ’.
But governments live from hand to mouth, and discretionary
powers belong to this style of living—quite apart from the fact
that rulers arc inclined to love thosc powers for their own sake.
But the most important reason is, undoubtedly, that the signifi-
cance of the distinction between the two mecthods is not under-
stood. The way to its understanding is blocked to the followers
of Plato, Hegel, and Marx. They will never sec that the old
question ¢ Who shall be the rulers ? ° must be superseded by the
more real onc ¢ How can we tame them?’

VIII

If we now look back at Marx’s theory of the impotence of
politics and of the power of historical forces, then we must admit
that it is an imposing edifice. It is the direct result of his socio-
logical mecthod ; of his economic historicism, of the doctrine
that the development of the economic system, or of man’s
metabolism, determines his social and political development.
The experience of his time, his humanitarian indignation, and
the necd of bringing to the oppressed the consolation of a
prophecy, the hope, or even the certainty, of their victory, all
this is united in one grandiose philosophic system, comparable
or even superior to the holistic systems of Plato and Hegel.
It is only due to the accident that he was not a reactionary that
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the history of philosophy takes so little noticc of him and assumcs
that he was mainly a propagandist. The reviewer of Capital
who wrote : ¢ At the first glance . . we come to the conclusion
that the author is one of the greatest among the idealist philo-
sophers, in the German, that is to say, the bad scnse of the word
““idealist . But in actual fact, he is enormously more realistic
than any of his predecessors . .39, this reviewer hit the nail
on the head. Marx was the last of the great holistic system
builders. We should take care to leave it at that, and not to
replace his by another Great System. What we need is not
holism. Tt is piecemeal social engineering.

With this, I conclude my critical analysis of Marx’s philo-
sophy of the method of social science, of his cconomic determinism
as well as of his prophetic historicism. The final test of method,
ltlowever, must be its przEctic.al results. I 'thcrcfore proceed now

;)1 a more detailed examination of the main result of his mecthod,
the prophecy of the impending advent of a classless society.
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I

Economic historicism is the method applied by Marx to an
analysis of the impending changes in our socicty. According to
Marx, cvery particular social system must destroy itself, simply
because it must create the forces which produce the next his-
torical period. A sufficiently penetrating analysis of the feudal
system, undertaken shortly before the industrial revolution, might
have led to the detcction of the forces which were about to
destroy feudalism, and to the prediction of the most important
characteristics of the coming period, capitalism. Similarly, an
analysis of the development of capitalism might enable us to
detect the forces which work for its destruction, and to predict
thc most important characteristics of the new historical period
which lies ahcad of us. For there is surely no recason to belicve
that capitalism, of all social systems, will last for ever. On the
contrary, the material conditions of production, and with them,
the ways of human life, have never changed so quickly as they
have done under capitalism. By changing its own foundations
in this way, capitalism is bound to transform itself, and to
produce a new period in the history of mankind.

According to Marx’s method, the principles of which have
been discussed above, the fundamental or essential ! forces which
will destroy or transform capitalism must be searched for in the
evolution of the material means of production. Once these
fundamental forces have been discovered, it is possible to trace
their influence upon the social relationships between classes as
well as upon the juridical and political systems.

The analysis of the fundamental economic forces and the
suicidal historical tendencies of the period which he called
¢ capitalism * was undertaken by Marx in Capital, the great work
of his life. The historical period and the economic system he
dealt with was that of western Europe and especially England,
from about the middle of the eighteenth century to 1867 (the
year of the first publication of Capital). The ‘ ultimate aim of
this work ’, as Marx explained in his preface 2, was  to lay bare

135



136 MARX’S PROPHECY

the economic law of motion of modern society’, in order to
prophesy its fate. A secondary aim 2 was the refutation of the
apologists of capitalism, of the economists who presented the laws
of the capitalist mode of production as if they were incxorable
laws of nature, declaring with Burke : ¢ The laws of commerce
are the laws of nature, and therefore the laws of God.” Marx
contrasted these allegedly inexorable laws with those which he
maintained to be the only inexorable laws of socicty, namcly,
its laws of development ; and he tried to show that what the
economists declared to be eternal and immutable laws were in
fact merely temporary regularities, doomed to be destroyed
together with capitalism itself.

Marx’s historical prophecy can be described as a closely
knit argument. But Capital eclaborates only what I shall call
the * first step > of this argument, the analysis of the fundamental
economic forces of capitalism and their influence upon the rela-
tons between the classes. The ‘second step ’, which leads to
fhe.conclusion that a social revolution is inevitable, and the

third step’, which leads to the prediction of the emergence of
a classless, i.e. socialist, society, are only sketched. In this
chapter, I shall first explain more clearly what I call the three
Steps of the Marxist argument, and then discuss the third of
(til}ese steps in detail. In the two following chapters, I shall
¢ 11s<:uss thf: second and the first steps. To reverse t1_1c order of

1€ steps in this way turns out to be best for a detailed critjcal
e;?:ssmn ; the advantage lies 'in the fact that it is then
of e; }tlo assume without prejudice the truth of the premises
€h step in the argument, and to concentrate entirely

UPOn the question whether the conclusion reached in this
gill‘)tslcular step follows from its premises. Here are the three
of g: _the_ Jirst step of. his argument, Marx analys?s the method
Pitalist production. He finds that there is a tendency
towar'ds an increase in the /Jroductivity of work, connected with
fCChnlcal improvements as well as with what he calls the increas-
Mg accumulation of the means of production. Starting from here
the argument leads him to the conclusion that in the realm o;'
the social relationg between the classes this tendency must lead
to the accumulation of more and more wealth in fewer and
fCWCY hands ; that is to say, the conclusion is reached that there
will be a tendency towards an increase of wealth and misery ; of
wealth in the ruling class, the bourgeoisie, and of misery in the



CHAPTER 18 : SOCIALISM 137

ruled class, the workers. This first step will be treated in
chapter 20 (‘ Capitalism and its Fate’).

In the second step of the argument, the result of the first step
is taken for granted. From it, two conclusions are drawn ;
first, that all classes except a small ruling bourgeoisie and a
large exploited working class are bound to disappear, or to
become insignificant ; sccondly, that the increasing tension
between these two classes must lead to a social revolution.
This step will be analysed in chapter 19 (‘The Social
Revolution ).

In the third step of the argument, the conclusions of the
sccond step are taken for granted in their turn ; and the final
conclusion recached is that, after the victory of the workers over
the bourgeoisie, there will be a society consisting of one class
only, and, therefore, a classless society, a society without
exploitation ; that is to say, socialism.

II

I now proceed to the discussion of the third step, of the final
prophecy of the coming of socialism.

The main premises of this step, to be criticized in the next
chapter but here to be taken for granted, are these : the develop-
ment of capitalism has led to the elimination of all classes but
two, a small bourgeoisic and a huge proletariat; and the
increase of misery has forced the latter to revolt against its
exploiters. The conclusions are, first, that the workers must
win the struggle, secondly that, by eliminating the bourgeoisie,
they must establish a classless society, since only one class
remains.

Now I am prepared to grant that the first conclusion follows
from the premises (in conjunction with a few premises of minor
importance which we need not question). Not only is the
number of the bourgeoisie small, but their physical existence,
their ‘ metabolism’, depends upon the proletariat. The ex-
ploiter, the drone, starves without the exploited ; in any case,
if he destroys the exploited then he ends his own career as a
drone. Thus he cannot win; he can, at the best, put up
a prolonged struggle. The worker, on the other hand, does
not depend for his material subsistence on his exploiter ; once
the worker revolts, once he has decided to challenge the existing
order, the exploiter has no essential social function any longer.
The worker can destroy his class enemy without endangering
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his own existence. Accordingly, there is only one outcome
possible. The bourgeoisie will disappear.

But does the second conclusion follow? Is it true that the
workers’ victory must lead to a classless society? I do not
think so. From the fact that of two classes only one remains,
it does not follow that there will be a classless society. Classes
are not like individuals, even if we admit that they bchave nearly
like individuals so long as there are ‘wo classes who are joined
in battle. The unity or solidarity of a class, according to Marx’s
own analysis, is part of their class consciousness ¢, which in turn
is very largely a product of the class struggle. There is no carthly
reason why the individuals who form the proletariat should
retain their class unity once the pressure of the struggle against
the common class cnemy has ceased. Any latent conflict of
Interests is now likely to divide the formerly united proletariat
nto new classes, and to develop into a new class struggle. (The
principles of dialectics would suggest that a new antithesis, a new
class antagonism, must soon develop. Yet, of course, dialcctics
1s sufficiently vague and adaptable to cxplain anything at all,
and therefore a classless society also, as a dialectically nccessary
synthesis of an antithetical development 8)

. The most likely development is, of course, that those actually
11 power at the moment of victory—those of the revolutionary
leaders who have survived the struggle for power and the various
purges, together with their staff—will form a New Class : the new
ruling class of the new society, a kind of new aristocra
¢racy ¢ ; and it is most likely that they will attempt to hide this
fact. Thjs they can do, most conveniently, by retaining as much
as possible of the revolutionary ideology, taking advantage of
t}lisrfl sz:;lr:ilglcecr:)trs dinstead of wasting ,their time in cfforts to destroy
. ance with Parcto’s advice to all rulers). And
1t seems likely enough that they will be able to make fullest usc
?lgeﬂ}za;e\;?lutionary ideology if at the same time they cxploit

counter-revolutionary developments,

the revolutionary ideology will serve them for ap
Poses : it will serve them both as a vindication o
make of their power, and as a means of stabilizin
as a new ‘opium for the people’.

Sc?mething of this kind are the events which, on Marx’s own
premuises, are likely to happen. Yet it is not my task here to
make historical prophecies (or to interpret the past history of
many revolutions), I merely wish to show that Marx’s con-

cy or burcau-

In this way,
ologetic pur-
f the use they
g it ; in short,
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clusion, thc prophecy of the coming of a classless society, does
not follow from the premises. The third step of Marx’s argument
must be pronounced to be inconclusive.

More than this I do not maintain. I do not think, more
particularly, that it is possible to prophesy that socialism will
not come, or to say that the premises of the argument make the
introduction of socialism very unlikely. It is, for instance, pos-
sible that the prolonged struggle and the enthusiasm of victory
may contributc to a feeling of solidarity strong enough to con-
tinue until laws preventing exploitation and the misuse of power
are established. (The establishment of institutions for the demo-
cratic control of the rulers is the only guarantee for the elimina-
tion of exploitation.) The chances of founding such a society
will depend, in my opinion, very largely upon the devotion of
the workers to the ideas of socialism and freedom, as opposed
to the immediate interests of their class. These are matters which
cannot be casily foreseen ; all that can certainly be said is that
class struggle as such does not always produce lasting solidarity
among the oppressed. There are examples of such solidarity
and great devotion to the common cause ; but there are also
examples of groups of workers who pursue their particular group
interest even where it is in open conflict with the interest of the
other workers, and with the idea of the solidarity of the oppressed.
Exploitation need not disappear with the bourgeoisie, since it is
quite possible that groups of workers may obtain privileges which
amount to an exploitation of less fortunate groups ’.

We sec that a whole host of possible historical developments
may follow upon a victorious proletarian revolution. There are
certainly too many possibilities for the application of the method
of historical prophecy. And in particular it must be emphasized
that it would be most unscientific to close our eyes to some
possibilities because we do not like them. Wishful thinking is
apparently a thing that cannot be avoided. But it should not
be mistaken for scientific thinking. And we should also recog-
nize that the allegedly scientific prophecy provides, for a great
number of people, a form of escape. It provides an escape from
our present responsibilities into a future paradise ; and it pro-
vides the fitting complement of this paradise by overstressing
the helplessness of the individual in face of what it describes
as the overwhclming and demoniacal economic forces of the
present moment.
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m

If we now look a little more closely at thesc forces, and at
our own present economic system, then we can scc that our
theoretical criticism is borne out by experience. But wec must
be on our guard against misinterpreting experience in the light
of the Marxist prejudice that ‘socialism’ or ‘ communism’ is
the only alternative and the only possible successor to © capital-
ism’. Neither Marx nor anybody else has ever shown that
socialism, in the sense of a classless society, of ‘ an association
in which the free development of each is the warrant for the free
development of all’®, is the only possible alternative to the
ruthless exploitation of that economic system which he first
described a century ago (in 1845), and to which he gave the
name ° capitalism’?. And indeed, if anybody werc attempting
to prove that socialism is the only possible successor to Marx’s
unrestrained ‘ capitalism ’, then we could simply rcfute him by
pomnting to historical facts. For laissez-faire has disappeared
fr01:n the face of the earth, but it has not been replaced by a
socialist or communist system as Marx understood it. Only in
the Rus'sian sixth of the earth do we find an economic system
where, in accordance with Marx’s prophecy, the means of pro-
;‘l}lllctlon are owned by the state, whose political might however

OWS, In opposition to Marx’s prophecy, no inclination to wither
away. But all over the earth, organized political power has
begun to perfor

and m far-reaching economic functions. Unrestrained
capitalism has given way to a new historical period, to our own
period of political interventionism, of the economic interference of
Fhe state. Interventionism has assumed various forms. There
is the Russian variety ; there is the fascist form of totalitarian-
1sm ; and there is the democratic interventionism of England,
of the United States, and of the ¢ Smaller Democracies °, led
b_Y Sweden 1% where the technology of democratic interven-
tion has reached its highest level so far. The development
Wl‘fl'Ch led to this intervention started in Marx’s own day, with
Bl:ltlSh fagtory legislation. It made its first decisive advances
with the Introduction of the 48-hour week, and later with the
intl:odu.ctlon of unemployment insurance and other forms of
social mnsurance. How utterly absurd it is to identify the
economiC system of the modern democracies with the system
Marx called  capitalism * can be seen at a glance, by comparing
it with his 10-point programme for the communist revolution.
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If we omit the rather insignificant points of this programme (for
instance, ¢ 4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and
rebels ’), then we can say that in the democracies most of these
points have been put into practice, cither completely, or to a
considerable degree; and with them, many more important
steps, which Marx had never thought of, have been made in
the direction of social sccurity. I mention only the following
points in his programme : 2. A hecavy progressive or graduated
incomc tax. (Carried out.) 3. Abolition of all right of inherit-
ancc. (Largely realized by heavy death duties. Whether more
would be desirable is at least doubtful.) 6. Central control by
the statc of the means of communication and transport. (For
military rcasons this was carried out in Central Europe before
the war of 1914, without very beneficial results. It has also been
achieved by most of the Smaller Democracies.) 7. Increase in
the number and size of factories and instruments of production
owned by the state . . (Realized in the Smaller Democracies ;
whether this is always very beneficial is at least doubtful.)
10. Iree education for all children in public (i.e. state) schools.
Abolition of children’s factory labour in its present form . .
(The first demand is fulfilled in the Smaller Democracies, and
to some extent practically everywhere ; the second has been
exceeded.)

A number of points in Marx’s programme !! (for instance :
‘1. Abolition of all property in land’) have not been realized
in the democratic countries. This is why Marxists rightly claim
that these countries have not cstablished ‘socialism’. But if
they infer from this that these countries are still ‘ capitalist * in
Marx’s sense, then they only demonstrate the dogmatic character
of their presupposition that there is no further alternative. This
shows how it is possible to be blinded by the glare of a pre-
conceived system. Not only is Marxism a bad guide to the
future, but it also renders its followers incapable of seecing what
is happening before their own eyes, in their own historical period,
and sometimes even with their own co-operation.

v

But it could be asked whether this criticism speaks in any
way against the method of large-scale historical prophecy as such.
Could we not, in principle, so strengthen the premises of the
prophetic argument as to obtain a valid conclusion ? Of course
we could do this. It is always possible to obtain any conclusion
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we like if only we make our premises sufficiently strong. But
the situation is such that, for nearly every large-scale historical
prophecy, we would have to make such assumptions conccrning
moral and other factors of the kind called by Marx ‘ ideological ’
as are beyond our ability to reduce to economic factors. But
Marx would have been the first to admit that this would bc a
highly unscientific proceeding. His whole method of prophccy
depends on the assumption that ideological influences nced not
be treated as independent and unpredictable elements, but that
they are reducible to, and dependent on, observablc cconomic
conditions, and therefore predictable.

It is sometimes admitted even by certain unorthodox Marxists
that the coming of socialism is not merely a matter of historical
development ; Marx’s statement that ¢ we can shorten and lessen
the birth-pangs’ of the coming of socialism is sufficiently vaguc
to be interpreted as stating that a mistaken policy might delay
the advent of socialism even for centurics, as compared with the
proper policy which would shorten the time of the development
to a r.ninimum. This interpretation makes it possible even for
Marxists to admit that it will depend largely upon ourselves
whf:ther or not the outcome of a revolution will be a socialist
society ; that is to say, it will depend upon our aims, upon our
devotion and sincerity, and upon our intelligence, in other words,
upon moral or ‘ideological > factors. Marx’s prophecy, they
may add, is a great source of moral encouragement, and it is
therefore likely to further the development of socialis’m, What
i\}’f::xarct:igbiici ;;)1 show is that there are only two possibilities :

should continue forever, or that a better

w01.rld should eventually emerge ; and it is hardly worth our
Whlle,tO contemplate the first alternative seriously. Therefore
Max:xs prophecy is fully justified. For the more clearly men
realize that they can achieve the second alternative the more
surely will they make a decisive leap from capitalism to’ socialism ;
but a more definite prophecy cannot be made. ’
mogiui rlls:i a?dae;%:;l:it g(}:tlgi a:l:lmlts ttll:c lnﬂuence'of .irreducible
oral . . pon the course of history, and
with it, the Inapplicability of the Marxist method. Concerning
that part of the argument which tries to defend Marxism, we
must reRca}t‘ that nobody has ever shown that there are ’only
two possibilities, ¢ capitalism * and * socialism *.  With the view
that we should not waste our time in contemplating the eternal
continuation of a very unsatisfactory world, I quite agree. But
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the alternative need not be to contemplate the prophesied advent
of a better world, or to assist its birth by propaganda and other
irrational means, perhaps even by violence. It can be, for
instance, the development of a technology for the immediate
improvement of the world we live in, the development of a
method for piccemeal engineering, for democratic intervention 2.
Marxists would of course contend that this kind of intervention
is impossible since history cannot be made according to rational
plans for improving the world. But this theory has very strange
conscquences. For if things cannot be improved by the use of
rcason, then it would be indeed an historical or political miracle
if the irrational powers of history by themselves were to produce
a better and more rational world 2.

Thus we arc thrown back to the position that moral and
other idcological factors which do not fall within the scope of
scientific prophecy exert a far-reaching influence upon the course
of history. One of these unpredictable factors is just the influ-
ence of social technology and of political intervention in economic
matters. The social technologist and the piecemeal engineer
may plan the construction of new institutions, or the transforma-
tion of old ones; they may cven plan the ways and means of
bringing these changes about; but  history’ does not become
more predictable by their doing so. For they do not plan for
the whole of society, nor can they know whether their plans
will be carried out; in fact, they will hardly ever be carried
out without great modification, partly because our experience
grows during construction, partly because we must compro-
mise 1%, Thus Marx was quite right when he insisted that
¢ history > cannot be planned on paper. But instilutions can be
planned ; and they are being planned. Only by planning %, step
by step, for institutions to safeguard freedom, especially freedom
from exploitation, can we hope to achieve a better world.

v

In order to show the practical political significance of Marx’s
historicist theory, I intend to illustrate each of the three chapters
decaling with the three steps of his prophetic argument by a few
remarks on the effects of his historical prophecy upon recent
European history. For these effects have been far-reaching,
because of the influence exercised, in Central and Eastern Europe,
by the two great Marxist Parties, the Communists and the Social
Democrats.
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Both these parties were entirely unprepared for such a task
as the transformation of socicty. The Russian Communists, who
found themselves first within reach of power, went ahcad, entirely
unaware of the grave problems and the immensity of sacrificc as
well as of suffering which lay ahead. The Social Democrats of
Central Europe, whose chance came a little later, shrank for
many years from the responsibilities which the Communists had
so readily taken upon themselves. They doubted, probably
rightly, whether any people but that of Russia, which had been
most savagely oppressed by Tsarism, would have stood up to
tl.le- sufferings and sacrifices demanded from them by revolution,
civil war, and a long period of at first often unsuccessful cxperi-
ments. Moreover, during the critical years from 1918 to 1926,
the outcome of the Russian expcriment appeared to them most

uncertain. And, indeed, there was surely no basis for judging
ts prospects. One can say that the split between the Central
uropean Communists and Social Democrats was onc between
those Marxists who had a kind of irrational faith in the final
success of the Russian experiment, and those who were, more
zeasonably,,sceptical of it.  When I say ‘irrational * and ¢ more
fg:s;;?;?}iyin, It éuls/[gc them tﬁy thcilr own standard, by Marxism ;
been the ﬁnil Outcz;msm, the proletarian revolution sl.loulcl have

, me of industrialization, and not pice yersa 19 :

and it should have come first in the highly industrialized countrics,
and only much later in Russia 7. ’
S remark is not, however, intended as a dcfence of the
by the Mans wonony by s oniie hat, determined
must come, Bult): tlg byl" f.y f P bi clief .that socialism
with 2 hopeless 15 beliel was ol ten }clo‘m 1ncd., in thf: leaders,
tions and taSkSscci)tg:lsmhconlccrm.ng t slr o¥vn Immediate func-
had 1 , an w.at ay 1mmc lately ahead 19, They
.ad learned from Marxism to organize the workers, and to
nspire them with a truly wonderful faith in their ,task the
hberathn of mankind 2. But they were unable to prepa;e for
;;he realization of their promises. They had learned their text-
kggi{j t"}‘l’il,t}tlléey knew ?111 about * sciciptiﬁc socialism ’, and they
tific. Utorinms preparation of recipes for the f“ugurc was unscien-
Planism. Had not Marx himsclf ridiculed a follower

Of: Comte who had criticized him in the Rewue Positiviste for
his neglect of practical programmes ? “The Revue Positiviste
accuses me’, Marx had said 2! scornfully, ¢of a metaphysical
treatment of economics, and further—you would hardly gucss it

Social
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—of confining mysclf to a merely critical analysis of actual facts,
instcad of prescribing recipes (Comtist oncs, perhaps ?) for the
kitchen in which the future is cooked.” Thus the Marxist leaders
knew Dbetter than to waste their time on such matters as tech-
nology. ‘Workers of all countries, unite ! >—that exhausted
their practical programme. When the workers of their coun-
trics were united, when therec was an opportunity of assuming
the responsibility of government and laying the foundations for
a better world, when their hour had struck, they left the workers
high and dry. The leaders did not know what to do. They
waited for the promised suicide of capitalism. After the inevit-
able capitalist collapse, when things had gone thoroughly wrong,
when everything was in dissolution and the risk of discredit and
disgrace to themselves considerably diminished, then they hoped
to become the saviours of mankind. (And, indecd, we should
keep in mind the fact that the success of the Communists in
Russia was undoubtedly made possible, in part, by the terrible
things that had happencd before their rise to power.) But when
the great depression, which they first welcomed as the promised
collapse, was running its course, they began to realize that the
workers were growing tired of being fed and put off with inter-
pretations of history 22; that it was not enough to tell them
that according to thc infallible scientific socialism of Marx
fascism was definitely the last stand of capitalism before its
impending collapse. The suffering masses needed more than
that. Slowly the leaders began to realize the terrible conse-
quences of a policy of waiting and hoping for the great political
miracle. But it was too late. Their opportunity was gone.

These remarks are very sketchy. But they give some indi-
cation of the practical consequences of Marx’s prophecy of the
coming of socialism.
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The second step of Marx’s prophetic argument has as its
most relevant premise the assumption that capitalism must lead
to an increase of wealth and misery ; of wealth in the numerically
declining bourgeoisie, and of misery in the numerically increas-
ing working class. This assumption will be criticized in the
next chapter but is here taken for granted. The conclusions
drawn from it can be divided into two parts. The first part is
a prophecy concerning the development of the class structure of
capitalism. It affirms that all classes apart from the bourgeoisic
and the proletariat, and especially the so-called middle classcs,
are bound to disappear, and that, in conscquence of the increas-
Ing tension between the bourgeoisic and the prolctariat, the latter
will become increasingly class-conscious and united. The second
part is the prophecy that this tension cannot possibly be removed,
and that it will lead to a proletarian social revolution.

I believe that ncither of the two conclusions follows from
the premise. My criticism will be, in the main, similar to that
Propounded in the last chapter ; that is to say, I shall try to

show that Marx’s argument neglects a gre

at number of possible
developments,

I

Let us consider at once the Sirst conclusion, i.e. the prophecy
that all classes are bound to disappear, or to become insigni-
ﬁcant_, except the bourgeoisic and the proletariat whose class
consclousness and solidarity must increase. It must be admitted
that the premise, Marx’s theory of increasing wealth and misery,
provides indeed for the disappearance of a certain middle class,
that. of. the weaker capitalists and the petty bourgeoisic. ¢ Each
capitalist lays many of his fellows low’, as Marx puts it 1; and
these fellow capitalists may indeed be reduced to the posit,ion of
wage-earners, which for Marx is the same as proletarians. This
movement is part of the increase of wealth, the accumulation of
more and more capital, and its concentration and centralization
in fewer and fewer hands. An analogous fate is meted out to
“ the lower strata of the middle class’, as Marx says 2. ‘ The
small tradespeople, shopkeepers, and retired tradesmen generally,
the handicraftsmen and the pe::ssants, all these sink gradually

14
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into the proletariat ; partly because their small capital, insuffi-
cient as it is for the scale on which modern industry is conducted,
is overwhelmed in the competition with the bigger capitalists ;
partly because their specialized skill is rendered worthless by new
mecans of production. Thus the proletariat is recruited from all
classes of the population.’” This description is certainly fairly
accurate, cspecially so far as handicrafts are concerned ; and
it is also true that many proletarians come from peasant stock.

But admirable as Marx’s observations are, the picture is
defective.  The movement he investigated is an industrial move-
ment ; his ¢ capitalist* i1s the industrial capitalist, his  prole-
tarian’ the industrial worker. And in spite of the fact that
many industrial workers come from peasant stock, this does not
mecan that the farmers and peasants, for instance, are all gradually
reduced to the position of industrial workers. Even the agri-
cultural labourers arc not necessarily united with the industrial
workers by a common fecling of solidarity and class consciousness.
‘ The dispersion of the rural workers over large areas’, Marx
admits 3, ¢ brcaks down thcir power of resistance at the very
time when the concentration of capital in a few hands increases
the power of resistance of the urban workers.” This hardly
suggests unification in onc class-conscious whole. It shows,
rather, that therc is at lecast a possibility of division, and that
the agricultural worker might sometimes be too dependent upon
his master, the farmer or pcasant, to make common cause with
the industrial proletariat. But that farmers or peasants may
easily choose to support the bourgeoisie rather than the workers
was mentioned by Marx himself ¢ ; and a workers’ programme
such as the onc of the Manifestos, whose first demand is the
‘abolition of all property in land’, is hardly designed to
counteract this tendency.

This shows that it is at least possible that the rural middle
classecs may not disappcar, and that the rural proletariat may
not merge with the industrial proletariat. But this is not all.
Marx’s own analysis shows that it is vitally important for the
bourgeoisic to foment division among the wage-earners ; and
as Marx himself has seen, this might be achieved in at least
two ways. One way is the creation of a new middle class, of
a privileged group of wage-earners who would feel superior to
the manual worker ¢ and at the same time dependent upon the
rulers’ mercy. The other way is the utilization of that lowest
stratum of society which Marx christened the rabble-prole-
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tariat>. This is, as pointed out by Marx, the recruiting ground
for criminals who may be ready to sell themsclves to the class
enemy. Increasing misery must tend, as he admits, to swell
the numbers of this class; a development which will hardly
contribute to the solidarity of all the oppressed.

But even the solidarity of the class of industrial workers is
not a necessary consequence of increasing misery. Admittedly,
increasing misery must produce resistance, and it is cven likely
to produce rebellious outbreaks. But the assumption of our
argument is that the misery cannot be alleviated until victory
has been won in the social revolution. This implics that the
resisting workers will be beaten again and again in their fruit-
less attempts to better their lot. But such a development need
not make the workers class-conscious in the Marxist sense 7, i.c.
proud of their class and assured of their mission ; it may make
them, rather, class-conscious in the scnse of being conscious of
th.e fact that they belong to a beaten army. And it probably
will do so, if the workers do not find strength in the realization
that.their numbers as well as their potential cconomic powers
continue to grow. This might be the case if, as Marx prophesicd,
all classes, apart from their own and that of the capitalists, were
to.show a tendency to disappear. But since, as we have seen,
this Prophecy need not come true, it is possible that the solidarity
of even the industrial workers may be undermined by defeatism.

Thus, as opposed to Marx’s prophecy which insists that there
must develop a neat division between two classes, we find that
32"};118 Ow.’n assumptions', ic follow:ving class structure may possibly
e OP: (1) bourgeoisie, (2) big landed Proprietors, (3) other
_andowners, (4) rural workers, (5) new middle class, (6) indus-
irial workers, (7) rabble proletariat. (Any other combination
?Ltl“rttl}:cse classes may, of course, develop too.) And we find,

€rmore, that such a development may possibly undermine
the unity of (6).
€ can say, therefore, that the first conclusion of the second
n Marx’s argument does not follow. But as in my criticism
e third step, here also I must say that I do not intend to
ace Marx’s prophecy by another one. I do not assert that
the prophecy cannot come true, or that the alternative develop-
ments I have described will come to pass. I only assert that
they may come to pass. (And, indeed, this possibility can hardly
be denied by members of the radical Marxist wings who use the
accusation of treachery, bribery, and insufficient class solidarity

step 1
of th
repl
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as favourite devices for explaining away developments which do
not conform to the prophetic schedule.) That such things may
happen should be clear to anybody who has observed the develop-
ment which has led to fascism, in which all the possibilities I
have mentioned played a part. But the mere possibility is suffi-
cient to destroy the first conclusion reached in the sccond step
of Marx’s argument.

This of course affects the second conclusion, the prophecy of
the coming social revolution. But before I can enter into a
criticism of the way in which this prophecy is arrived at, it is
nccessary to discuss at some length the réle played by it within
the wholec argument, as well as Marx’s usc of the term social
revolution ’.

ol

What Marx mecant when he spoke of the social revolution seems
at first sight clear enough. His ‘social revolution of the prole-
tariat > is a historical concept. It denotes the more or less rapid
transition from the historical period of capitalism to that of
socialism. In other words, it is the name of a transitional period
of class struggle between the two main classcs, down to the
ultimate victory of the workers. When asked whether the term
¢ social revolution ’ implied a violent civil war between the two
classcs, Marx answered 8 that this was not nccessarily implied,
adding, however, that the prospects of avoiding civil war were,
unfortunately, not very bright. And he might have added
further that, from the point of view of historical prophecy, the
question appears to be perhaps not quite irrelevant, but at any
ratc of sccondary importance. Social life is violent, Marxism
insists, and the class war claims its victims every day ®. What
really matters is the result, socialism. To achieve this result is
the essential characteristic of the ‘social revolution ’.

Now if we could take it as established, or as intuitively cer-
tain, that capitalism will be followed by socialism, then this
explanation of the term °social revolution > might be quite satis-
factory. But since we must make use of the doctrine of social
revolution as a part of that scientific argument by which we try
to cstablish the coming of socialism, the explanation is very
unsatisfactory indeed. If in such an argument we try to charac-
terize the social revolution as the transition to socialism, then
the argument becomes as circular as that of the doctor who was
asked to justify his prediction of the death of a patient, and had
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to confess that he knew ncither the symptoms nor anything clsc
of the malady—only that it would turn into a ‘ fatal malady ’.
(If the patient did not die, then it was not yet the * fatal malady ’ ;
and if a revolution does not lead to socialism, then it is not yet
t1c ‘social revolution’.) We can also give to this criticism the
simple form that in nonc of the three steps of the prophetic
argument must we assumc anything whatever that is deduced
only in a later step.

These considerations show that, for a proper rcconstruction
of Marx’s argument, we must find such a characterization of the
social revolution as does not refer to socialism, and as permits
the social revolution to play its part in this argument as well
as possible. A characterization which fulfils these conditions
appears to be this. The social revolution is an attempt of a
largely united proletariat to conquer complete political power,
undertaken with the firm resolution not to shrink from violence,
should violence be nccessary for achieving this aim, and to resist
any effort of its opponents to regain political influence. This
characterization is free from the difficultics just mentioned ; it
ﬁts.the third step of the argument in so far as this third stc,p is
valid, giving it that degree of Plausibility which the step un-
d(.)uthdlY possesses ; and it is, as will be shown, in agrccment
With Marxism, and especially with its historicist tendency to
avoid a definite 20 statement about whether or not violence will
actually be used in this phase of history,
Pose chammon s e el prophecy the pro
is im rizatio ;MULE about the use of violence, it

!mportant to realize that it is not so from
POInt of view. Considered from such a point of view, the char-
aCterization of the social revolution here proposed ur’ldoubtedly
3;2}:35 of it a violent uprising ; for the question whether or not
and nce is actually used is less Slgmﬁcflnt than the intention ;
viol we have assumed a firm resolution not to shrink from

Olence should it be necessary for achieving the aims of the
Movement. To say that the resolution not to shrink from
VIOI,enCe is decisive for the character of the social revolution as
2 Violent uprising is in agreement not only with the moral or
egal. point of view, but also with the ordinary view of the matter.
or ’_f a man is determined to use violence in order to achjeve
his aims, thep we may say that to all intents and purposes he
2dopts a violent attitude, whether or not violence is actually
used in a particular case. Admittedly, in trying to predict a

a moral or legal
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futurc action of this man, we should have to be just as indecfinite
as Marxism, stating that we do not know whether or not he
will actually resort to force. (Thus our characterization agrees
in this point with the Marxist view.) But this lack of definite-
ness clearly disappears if we do not attempt historical prophecy,
but try to characterize his attitude in the ordinary way.

Now I wish to make it quite clear that it is this prophecy
of a possibly violent revolution which I consider, from the point
of view of practical politics, by far the most harmful element in
Marxism ; and I think it will be better if I briefly explain the
rcason for my opinion before I proceed with my analysis.

I am not in all cases and under all circumstances against a
violent revolution. I belicve with some medieval and Renais-
sance Christian thinkers who taught the admissibility of tyran-
nicide that therc may indeed, under a tyranny, be no other
possibility, and that a violent revolution may be justified. But
I also belicve that any such revolution should have as its only aim
the establishment of a democracy ; and by a democracy I do not
mecan something as vaguc as ‘ the rule of the people ’ or  the rule
of the majority °, but a sct of institutions (among them especially
general elections, i.e. the right of the pcople to dismiss their
government) which permit public control of the rulers and their
dismissal by the ruled, and which make it possible for the ruled to
obtain reforms without using violence, cven against the will of
the rulers. In other words, the use of violence is justified only
under a tyranny which makes reforms without violence impossible,
and it should have only one aim, that is, to bring about a state of
affairs which makes reforms without violence possible.

I do not belicve that we should ever attempt to achieve
more than that by violent means. For I believe that such an
attempt would involve the risk of destroying all prospects of
reasonable reform. The prolonged use of violence may lead in
the end to the loss of freedom, since it is liable to bring about
not a dispassionate rule of reason, but the rule of the strong
man. A violent revolution which tries to attempt more than
the destruction of tyranny is at least as likely to bring about
another tyranny as it is likely to achieve its real aims.

There is only one further use of violence in political quarrels
which I should consider justified. I mean the resistance, once
democracy has been attained, to any attack (whether from
within or without the state) against the democratic constitution
and the usc of democratic methods. Any such attack, especially
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if it comes from the government in power, or if it is tolerated
by it, should be resisted by all loyal citizens, even to the use of
violence. In fact, the working of democracy rests largely upon
the understanding that a government which attempts to misuse
its powers and to establish itself as a tyranny (or which tolcrates
the establishment of a tyranny by anybody elsc) outlaws itsclf,
and that the citizens have not only a right but also a duty to
consider the action of such a government as a crime, and its
members as a dangerous gang of criminals. But I hold that
such violent resistance to attempts to overthrow democracy
should be unambiguously defensive. No shadow of doubt must
be left that the only aim of the resistance is to save democracy.
A threat of making use of the situation for the establishment of
a counter-tyranny is just as criminal as the original attempt to
Introduce a tyranny ; the use of such a threat, even if made
with .the candid intention of saving democracy by deterring its
énemies, would therefore be a very bad method of defending
fiemocracy; indeecd, such a threat would confuse the ranks of
1ts defenders in an hour of peril, and would therefore be likely
to help the enemy.
dem'?;ilsse f:ema:li(s cllnfq1 C?ltc t?l?t 21b Successful dcmoc.ratic policy
P om the defenders the observance of certain rules. A
) rules will be listed later in this chapter ;
Wish to make it clear why I consider the M ,
violence one of the most important poin
any analysis of Marx.

herc I only
arxist attitude towards
ts to be decalt with in

1

According to their interpretation of the social revolution. we
may distinguish between two main groups of Marxists, a radical
Wing and a moderate wing (corresponding roughly, but not
Precisely 11, to the Communist and the Social Demoeratic partics).

Marxists often decline to discuss the question whether or ot
a violent revolution would be *justified ; they say that they
a4r¢ not moralists, but scientists, and that they do not deal with
Speculations about what ought to be, but with the facts of what
1s or will be, In other words, they are historical prophets who
confine themselves to the question of what will happen. But
Ie-t us assume that we have succeeded in persuading them to
discuss the justification of the social revolution. In this case,
I 'believc that we should find all Marxists agreeing, in principle,
with the old view that violent revolutions are justified only if
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they are dirccted against a tyranny. From here on, the opinions
of the two wings differ.

The radical wing insists that, according to Marx, all class
rule is nccessarily a dictatorship, i.e. a tyranny !%. A rcal
democracy can thercfore be attained only by the establishment
of a classless socicty, by overthrowing, if nccessary violently, the
capitalist dictatorship. The moderate wing docs not agree with
this view, but insists that democracy can to some extent be
rcalized cven under capitalism, and that it is therefore possible
to conduct the social revolution by peaceful and gradual reforms.
But cven this modecrate wing insists that such a pcaceful develop-
ment is uncertain ; it points out that it is the bourgeoisie which
is likely to resort to force, if faced with the prospect of being
defeated by the workers on the democratic battleficld ; and it
contends that in this case the workers would be justified in
rctaliating, and in cstablishing their rule by violent means 13,
Both wings claim to represent the truc Marxism of Marx, and
in a way, both arc right. For, as mentioned above, Marx’s
views in this matter were somewhat ambiguous, because of his
historicist approach ; over and above this, he seems to have
changed his views during the course of his life, starting as a
radical and later adopting a more moderate position 4,

I shall examine the radical position first, since it appears to
me the only one which fits in with Capital and the whole trend
of Marx’s prophetic argument. For it is the main doctrine of
Capital that the antagonism between capitalist and worker must
necessarily increase, and that there is no compromise possible,
so that capitalism can only be destroyed, not improved. It will
be best to quote the fundamental passage of Capital in which
Marx finally sums up the ¢historical tendency of capitalist
accumulation >. He writes 15 : ¢ Along with the steady decrease
in the number of capitalist magnates who usurp and monopolize
all the advantages of this development, there grows the extent
of misery, oppression, servitude, degradation, and exploitation ;
but at the same time, there rises the rebellious indignation of
the working class which is steadily growing in number, and
which is being disciplined, unified, and organized by the very
mechanism of the capitalist method of production. Ultimately,
the monopoly of capital becomes a fetter upon the mode of pro-
duction which has flourished with it, and under it. Both the
centralization in a few hands of the means of production, and
the social organization of labour, reach a point where their
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capitalist cloak becomes a strait-jacket. It bursts asunder. The
hour of capitalist private property has struck. The expropriators
are expropriated.’

In view of this fundamental passage, there can be little doubt
that the core of Marx’s teaching in Capital was the impossibility
of reforming capitalism, and the prophecy of its violent over-
throw ; a doctrine corresponding to that of the radical wing.
And this doctrine fits into our prophetic argument as well as
can be. For if we grant not only the premisc of the second
step but the first conclusion as well, then the prophecy of the
social revolution would indeed follow, in accordance with the
passage we have quoted from Capital. (And the victory of the
workers would follow too, as pointed out in the last chapter.)
Indegd, it scems hard to envisage a fully united and class-
conscious working class which would not in the end, if their
TMISEry cannot be mitigated by any other mcans, make a dcter-
mined attempt to overthrow the social order. But this docs not,
of course, save the second conclusion. For we have already
shown that the first conclusion is invalid ; and from the pre-
misc alone, from the theory of increasing wealth and misery,
the inevitability of the social revolution cannot be derived. As
pointed out in our analysis of the first conclusion, all we can say
Is that rebellious outbreaks may be unavoidable ; but since we
can be sure neither of class unity nor of a developed class con-
SClousness among the workers, we cannot identify such outbreaks
with the social revolution. (They need not be victorious cither,
so that the assumption that they represent the social revolution
would not fit in with the third step.)

As opposed to the radical position which at least fits quite
well into the prophetic argument, the moderate position destroys
1t completely. But as was said before, it too has the support
of Marx’s authority. Marx lived long enough to see reforms
carried out which, according to his theory, should have been
impossible. But it never occurred to him that these improve-
ments in the workers’ lot were at the same time refutations of
his theory, His ambiguous historicist view of the social revolu-
tion permitted him to interpret these reforms as its prelude *°
Or even as its beginning., As Engels tells us 17, Marx ree.lched
the conclusion that in England, at any rate, ‘ the inevitable
social revolution might be effected entirely by peaceful and legal
means. He certainly never forgot to add that he hardly ex-
pected the English ruling class to submit, without a *“ pro-slavery
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rebellion ”, to this peaceful and legal revolution’. This report
agrees with a letter 18 in which Marx wrote, only thrce years
before his death : ¢ My party . . considers an English revolu-
tion not necessary but—according to historic precedents—possible.’
It should be noted that in the first at least of these statements,
the theory of the ‘ moderatc wing’ is clearly expressed ; the
theory, namely, that should the ruling class not submit, violence
would be unavoidable.

These modecrate theories seem to me to destroy the whole
prophctic argument . They imply the possibility of a com-
promise, of a gradual reform of capitalism, and therefore, of a
decreasing class-antagonism. But the sole basis of the prophetic
argument is the assumption of an increasing class-antagonism.
There is no logical necessity why a gradual reform, achicved by
compromise, should lead to the complete destruction of the
capitalist system ; why the workers, who have learned by experi-
ence that they can improve their lot by gradual reform, should
not prefer to stick to this method, even if it does not yield ¢ com-
plete victory ’, i.e. the submission of the ruling class ; why they
should not compromise with the bourgeoisic and leave it in
possession of the means of production rather than risk all their
gains by making demands liable to lead to violent clashes. Only
if we assume that ¢ the proletarians have nothing to lose but
their fetters’ 29, only if we assume that the law of increasing
misery is valid, or that it at least makes improvements impos-
sible, only then can we prophesy that the workers will be forced
to make an attempt to overthrow the whole system. An evolu-
tionary interprectation of the °social revolution’ thus destroys
the whole Marxist argument, from the first step to the last;
all that is left of Marxism would be the historicist approach.
If an historical propheccy is still attempted, then it must be based
upon an cntirely new argument.

If we try to construct such a modified argument in accord-
ance with Marx’s later views and with those of the moderate
wing, preserving as much of the original theory as possible, then
we arrive at an argument based entirely upon the claim that
the working class represents now, or will one day represent, the
majority of the people. The argument would run like this.
Capitalism will be transformed by a ‘social revolution’, by
which we now mean nothing but the advance of the class
struggle between capitalists and workers. This revolution may

either proceed by gradual and democratic methods, or it may
O.8.I.LE.—VOL. II F
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be violent, or it may be gradual .and violent in altcrna.tc.: stages.
All this will depend upon the resistance of the bourgcoisic. But
in any case, and Rartlcularly if the devclopment 1s a peaccful
one, it must end with the wor.kers assuming ° the posmon.of the
ruling class’ 22, as the Manifesto says; they must ‘W1Y1 the
battle of democracy’; for ‘the proletarian movement is the
self-conscious independent movement of the immense majority,
in the interest of the immense majority °,

It is important to r.cal.lze that cven in this moderate and
modified form, the prediction is untenable. The rcason is this.
The theory of incrcasing miscry must be given up if the possi-
bility of gradual reform 1s admitted ; but with it, even the
semblance of a justification for the assertion that the industrial
workers must one day form the  immense majority ’ disappears.
1 do not wish to imply that this assertion would really follow
from the Marxist theory of increasing misery, since this thcory
has never taken sufficient heed of the farmers and peasants.
But if the law of increasing misery, supposed to reduce the
middle class to the level of the proletariat, is invalid, then we
must be prepared to find that a very considerable middle class
continues to exist (or that a new middle class has arisen) and
that it may co-operate with the other non-prolctarian classes
against a bid for power by the workers ; and nobody can say
for certain what the outcome of such a contest would be.
Indeced, statistics no longer show any tendency for the number
of industrial workers to increase in relation to the other classes
of the population. There is, rather, the opposite tendency, in
spite of the fact that the accumulation of instruments of pro-
duction continues. This fact alone refutes the validity of the
modified prophetic argument. All that remains of it is the
important observation (which is, however, not up to the pre-
tentious standards of a historicist prophecy) that social reforms
are carried out largely 22 under the pressure of the oppressed,
or (if this term is preferred) under the pressure of class struggle ;
that is to say, that the emancipation of the oppressed must be
largely the achievement of the oppressed themselves 22.

v

‘The prophetic argument is untenable, and irreparable, in all
its interpretations, whether radical or moderate. But for a full
understanding of this situation, it is not enough to refute the
modified prophecy ; it is also necessary to examine the ambiguous
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attitude towards the problem of violence which we can observe in
both the radical and the moderate Marxist parties. This atti-
tude has, I assert, a considerable influence upon the question
whether or not the ¢ battle of de{hocracy’ will be won; for
wherever the moderate Marxist Wing has won a general elec-
tion, or come close to it, onc of the reasons seems to have been
that they attracted large sections of the middle class. This was
due to their humanitarianism, to thelr stand for freedom and
against oppression. But the systematic ambiguity of their attitude
towards violence not only tends to neutralize this attraction,
but it also dircctly furthers the interest of the anti-democrats,
the anti-humanitarians, the fascists. .

There are two closely connected amb{guitics in the Marxist
doctrine, and both are important from this point of view. The
onc is an ambiguous attitude toward§ violence, founded upon
the historicist approach. The other 1s the ambiguous way in
which Marxists speak about ¢ the conquest of political power by
the prolctariat’, as the Manifesto puts 1t 4. What does this
mean? It may mean, and it is sometimes so interpreted, that
the workers’ party has the harmless and obvious aim of every
democratic party, that of obtaining a majprity, and of forming
a government, But it may mean, and it is often hinted by
Marxists that it docs mean, that the party, once in power,
intends to entrench itself in this position ; that is to say, that
it will use its majority vote in such a way as to make it very
difficult for others ever to regain power by ordinary democratic
means. The difference between these two interpretations is
most important. If a party which is at a certain time in the
minority plans to suppress the other party, whether by violence
or by means of a majority vote, then it recognizes by implica-
tion the right of the present majority party to do the same. It
loses any moral right to complain about oppression ; and, indeed,
it plays into the hands of those groups within the present ruling
party who wish to suppress the opposition by force.

I may call these two ambiguities briefly the ambiguity of violence
and the ambiguity of power-conquest. Both are rooted not only in
the vagueness of the historicist approach, but also in the Marxist
theory of the state. If the state is, essentially, a class tyranny,
then, on the one hand, violence is permissible, and on the other,
all that can be done is to replace the dictatorship of the bour-
geoisie by that of the proletariat. To worry much about formal
democracy merely shows lack of historical sense; after all
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¢ democracy is . . only one of the stages in the coursc of the
historical development’, as Lenin says 23,

The two ambiguities play their réle in the tactical doctrincs
of both the radical and the moderate wings. This is under-
standable, since the systematic use of the ambiguity cnables
them to extend the realm from which prospective followers may
be recruited. This is a tactical advantage which may, however,
easily lead to a disadvantage at the most critical moment ; it
may lead to a split whenever the most radical members think
that the hour has struck for taking violent action. Thc way
in which the radical wing may make a systematic usc of the
ambiguity of violence may be illustrated by the following ex-
tracts taken from Parkes’ recent critical dissection of Marxism 26.
¢ Since the Communist Party of the United States now declares
not only that it does not now advocate revolution, but also that
it never did advocate revolution, it may be advisable to quote
a ff:w sentences from the program of the Communist Inter-
national (drafted in 1928).” Parkes then quotes among others
the following passages from this programme : ° The C‘lbonquest
of power by the proletariat does not mean peacecfully  captur-
ing ” ic rcady-made bourgeois state by means of parliamentary
majority. . . The conquest of power . . is the violent over-
throw of bourgeois power, the destruction of the capitalist statc
ilppz}ratus. - - The Party . . is confronted with the task of
;iilnig t};e mas}jes to a direct attack upon the bourgeoi§ state.
Thi § donc Dy . . propaganda . . and . . mass action. . .
Lhis mass action 1.ncludes - - finally, the general strike con-
Jointly with armed insurrection. . . The latter form which
1sfthc supr’cme form, must be conducted according to.tl.1c rules
?hew;rroér.amn?cmi:s sees, from these quotations, that this part of

quite unambiguous ; but this does not pre-

vent the party from making a systematic use of the ambiguity
of violence, withdrawing, if the tactical situation 27 clcm'm?ls it
towards a non-violent interpretation of the term ¢ social ‘rcvolu:
tion’; and this in spite of the concluding para ra(h of the
Manifesto *® (which is retained by the prOgram;nge gf 1928) :
¢ The Communists disdain to conceal their v; O s,
They openly declare that their aims can b s and aims
the forcible overthrow of all the existing soziaiittalncc.l.only >
g conditions. . .

But the way in which the moderate wing has systematically
used the ambiguity of violence as well as that of power-conquest

.

is even more important. It has been developed especially by
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Engels, on the basis of Marx’s more moderate views quoted
above, and it has become a tactical doctrine which has greatly
influenced later developments. The doctrine I have in mind
might be presented as follows 22 : We Marxists much prefer a
peaccful and democratic development towards socialism, if we
can have it. But as political realists we foresee the probability
that the bourgeoisic will not quietly stand by when we are
within rcach of attaining the majority. They will rather attempt
to destroy democracy. In this case, we must not flinch, but
fight back, and conquer political power. And since this develop-
ment is a probable one, we must prepare the workers for it ;
otherwise we should betray our cause. Here is one of Engels’
passages 3 on the matter : ¢ For the moment . . legality . . is
working so well in our favour that we should be mad to abandon
it as long as it lasts. It remains to be seen whether it will not
be the bourgeoisie . . which will abandon it first in order to
crush us with violence. Take the first shot, gentlemen of the bour-
geoisie ! Never doubt it, they will be the first to fire. One fine
day the . . bourgeoisic will grow tired of . . watching the
rapidly increasing strength of socialism, and will have recourse
to illegality and violence.” What will happen then is left
systematically ambiguous. And this ambiguity is used as a
threat ; for in later passages, Engels addresses the ° gentlemen
of the bourgeoisic ’ in the following way : ‘If . . you break the
constitution . . then the Social Democratic Party is free to act,
or to refrain from acting, against you—whatever it likes best.
What it is going to do, however, it will hardly give away to
you to-day !’

It is interesting to sece how widely this doctrine differs’{from
the original conception of Marxism which predicted that the
revolution would come as the result of the increasing pressure
of capitalism upon the workers, and not as the result of the
increasing pressure of a successful working-class movement upon
capitalists. This most remarkable change of front 3! shows the
influence of the actual social development which turned out to
be one of decreasing misery. But Engels’ new doctrine, which
leaves the revolutionary, or more precisely, the counter-revolu-
tionary, initiative to the ruling class, is tactically absurd, and
doomed to failure. The original Marxist theory taught that the
workers’ revolution will break out at the depth of a depression,
i.c. at a moment when the political system is weakened by the
breakdown of the economic system, a situation which would
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contribute greatly to the victory of the workers. But if the
¢ gentlemen of the bourgeoisie ’ are invited to takc the first shot,
is it conceivable that they will be stupid enough not to choose
their moment wisely ?  Will they not make proper preparations
for the war they are going to wage? And since, according to
the theory, they hold the power, will such a preparation not
mean the mobilization of forces against which the workers can
have no slightest chance of victory ? Such criticism cannot be
met by amending the theory so that the workers should not wait
until the other side strikes but try to anticipate them, since, on
its own assumption, it must always be casy for those in power
to be ahead in their preparations—to prepare rifles, if the

workers prepare sticks, guns if they prepare rifles, dive bombers
if they prepare guns, etc.

v

BL}t this criticism, practical as it is, and corroborated by
experience, is only superficial. The main defects of the doctrine
lic deeper. The criticism I now wish to offer attempts to show
that both the presupposition of the doctrine and its tactical
consequences are such that they are likely to produce exactly that
antl-'clemocratic reaction of the bourgeoisic which the theory
Predlcts, yet claims (with ambiguity) to abhor :
ing of the anti-democratic element in the bour
consequence, civil war.
defeat, and to fascism.

T!le criticism I have in mind is, briefly, that Engels’ tactical
doctrine, and, more generally, the ambiguities of violence and of
power-conquest, make the working of democracy impossible,
once tl_lcfy. are adopted by an important political party. I base
this criticism on the contention that democracy can work only

if the main parties adhere to a view of its functions whic
be summarized in som

chapter 7) :

the strengthen-
geoisie, and, 1n
And we know that this may lead to

h may
e rules such as these (cp. also section 1 of

(1) Democracy cannot be fully characterized as the rule of

the majority, although the institution of general elections is most

umportant. For a majority might rule in a tyrannical way.

(The major.ity of those who are less than 6 ft, high may decide
that the minority of those over 6 ft. shall pay all taxes.) In
a democracy, the powers of the rulers must be limited ; and
the criterion of a democracy is this : In a democracy, the rulers
—that is to say, the government—can be dismissed by the ruled
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without bloodshed. Thus if the men in power do not safeguard
thosc institutions which secure to the minority the possibility of
working for a peaceful change, then their rule is a tyranny.

(2) We nced only distinguish between two forms of govern-
ment, viz. such as possess institutions of this kind, and all others ;
i.e. democracies and tyrannics.

(3) A consistent democratic constitution should exclude only
one type of change in the legal system, namely a change which
would endanger its democratic character.

(4) In a democracy, the full protection of minorities should
not extend to those who violate the law, and especially not
to those who incite others to the violent overthrow of the
democracy 32,

(5) A policy of framing institutions to safcguard democracy
must always proceed on the assumption that there may be anti-
democratic tendencies latent among the ruled as well as among
the rulers.

(6) If democracy is destroyed, all rights are destroyed. Even
if certain cconomic advantages enjoyed by the ruled should
persist, they would persist only on sufferance 3.

(7) Democracy provides an invaluable battle-ground for any
reasonable reform, since it permits reform without violence. But
if the prescrvation of democracy is not made the first considera-
tion in any particular battle fought out on this battle-ground,
then the latent anti-democratic tendencies which are always
present (and which appeal to those who suffer under the strain
of civilization, as we called it in chapter 10) may bring about a
breakdown of democracy. If an understanding of these prin-
ciples is not yet developed, its development must be fought for.
The opposite policy may prove fatal ; it may bring about the
loss of the most important battle, the battle for democracy
itself.

As opposed to such a policy, that of Marxist parties can be
characterized as one of making the workers suspicious of democracy.
‘In reality the state is nothing more’, says Engels 24, ¢ than a
machine for the oppression of one class by another, and this
holds for a democratic republic no less than for a monarchy.’
But such views must produce :

(a) A policy of blaming democracy for all the evils which it
does not prevent, instead of recognizing that the democrats are
to be blamed, and the opposition usually no less than the
majority. (Every opposition has the majority it deserves.)
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(b) A policy of educating the ruled to consider the statc not
as theirs, but as belonging to the rulers.

(¢) A policy of telling them that there is only onc way to
improve things, that of the complete conquest of power. But this
neglects the one really important thing about democracy, that
it checks and balances power.

Such a policy amounts to doing the work of the cnemies of
the open society ; it provides them with an unwitting fifth
column. And against the Manifesto which says 3* ambiguously :
¢ The first step in the revolution of the working class is to raise the
proletariat to the position of the ruling class—to win the battle
of democracy ’, I assert that if this is accepted as the first step,
then the battle of democracy will be lost.

These are the gencral consequences of Engels’ tactical doc-
trines, and of the ambiguities grounded in the theory of the
social revolution. Ultimately, they are merely the last consc-
quences of Plato’s way of posing the problem of politics by
asking ‘ who should rule the statc ?* (cp. chapter 7). It is high
time for us to learn that the question ‘ who is to wicld the power
in the state?’ matters only little as compared with the ques-
tion ‘how is the power wiclded?’ and ‘how much power is
wielded 7’ We must learn that in the long run, all political
problems are institutional problems, problems of thc’t legal frame-
work rather than of persons, and that progress towards more

equality can be safeguarded only by the institutional control of
power.

VI

As in the previous chapter, I shall now jllustrate the second
step by showing something of the way in which the prophecy
has /influenced recent historical developments. All political
parties have some sort of ¢ vested interest * in their opponent’s
unpopular moves. They live by them and arc therefore liable
to dwell upon, to emphasize, and even to look forward to them.
They may even encourage the political mistakes of their oppo-
nents as long as they can do so without becoming involved in
the responsibility for them. This, together with Engels’ theory,
has led some Marxist parties to look forward to the political
moves made by their opponents against democracy. Instead of
fighting such moves tooth and nail, they were pleased to tell
their followers : ¢ Sce what these people do.  That is what they
call democracy. That is what they call freedom and equality !
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Remember it when the day of reckoning comes.” (An ambiguous
phrase which may refer to election day or to the day of revolu-
tion.) This policy of letting one’s opponents expose themselves
must, if extended to moves against democracy, lead to disaster.
It is a policy of talking big and doing nothing in the face of
rcal and increasing danger to democratic institutions. It is a
policy of talking war and acting pcace; and it taught the
fascists the invaluable method of talking peace and acting war.

There is no doubt about the way in which the ambiguity
Jjust mentioned played into the hands of those fascist groups who
wanted to destroy democracy. For we must reckon with the
possibility that there will be such groups, and that their influ-
ence within the so-called bourgeoisic will depend largely on the
policy adopted by the workers’ parties.

For instance, let us consider more closely the use made in
the political struggle of the threat of revolution or even of
political strikes (as opposed to wage disputes, ctc.). As explained
above, the decisive question here would be whether such means
arc used as offcnsive weapons or solely for the defence of
democracy. Within a democracy, they would be justified as a
purely defensive weapon, and when resolutely applied in connec-
tion with a defensive and unambiguous demand they have been
successfully used in this way. (Remember the quick breakdown
of Kapp’s putsch.) But if used as an offensive weapon they
must lead to a strengthening of the anti-democratic tendencies
in the opponent’s camp, since they clearly make democracy
unworkable. TFurthermore, such use must make the weapon
ineffective for defence. If you use the whip even when the dog
is good, then it won’t work if you need it to deter him from
being bad. The defence of democracy must consist in making
anti-democratic experiments too costly for those who try them ;
much more costly than a democratic compromise. . . The use
by the workers of any kind of non-democratic pressure is likely
to lead to a similar, or even to an anti-democratic, counter-
pressure—to provoke a move against democracy. Such an anti-
democratic move on the part of the rulers is, of course, a much
more serious and dangerous thing than a similar move on the
part of the ruled. It would be the task of the workers to fight
this dangerous move resolutely, to stop it in its inconspicuous
beginnings. But how can they now fight in the name of democ-
racy ? Their own anti-democratic action must provide their
enemies, and those of democracy, with an opportunity.
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The facts of the development described can, if onc wishes,
be interpreted differently ; they may lead to the conclusion that
democracy is ‘no good’. This is indeed a conclusion which
many Marxists have drawn. After having been decfcated in
what they believed to be the democratic struggle (which they
had lost in the moment they formulated their tactical doctrinc),
they said : ¢ We have been too lenient, too humanc—next time
we will make a really bloody revolution ! > It is as if a man who
loses a boxing match should conclude : boxing is no good—I
should have used a club. . . The fact is that the Marxists taught
the theory of class war to the workers, but the practice of it to
the reactionary diehards of the bourgecoisic. Marx talked war.
His opponents listened attentively ; then they began to talk peace
and accuse the workers of belligerency ; this charge the Marxists
could not deny, since class war was their slogan. And the fascists
acted.

So far, the analysis mainly covers certain morc ° radical’
Social Democratic parties who based their policy entircly upon
Engels’ ambiguous tactical doctrine. The disastrous effects of
Engels’ tactics were increased in their case by the lack of a
practical programme discussed in the last chapter. But the
Communists too adopted the tactics here criticized in certain
countries and at certain periods, cspecially where the other
workers’ parties, for instance the Social Democrats or the Labour
Party, observed the democratic rules.

But the position was different with the Communists in so
far as they had a programme. It was: ‘ Copy Russia !> This
made them more definite in their revolutionary doctrines as
well as in their assertion that democracy merely mecans the
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie 3°. According to this asscrtion,
not much could be lost and something would be gained if that
hlgldcn dictatorship became an open one, apparent to all ; for
this could only bring the revolution nearer 37, They even hoped
that a totalitarian dictatorship in Central Europe would speed
up matters. After all, since the revolution was bound to come,
fasmsm_could only be one of the means of bringing it about ;
and this was more particularly so since the revolution was
clearly long overdue. Russia had already had it in spite of its
backward economic conditions. Only the vain hopes created
by democracy 3 were holding it back in the more advanced
countries. Thus the destruction of democracy through the
fascists could only promote the revolution by achieving the
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ultimate disillusionment of the workers in regard to democratic
mcthods. With this, the radical wing of Marxism 3° felt that
it had discovered the ¢ cssence’ and the © true historical réle’
of fascism. Fascism was, essentially, the last stand of the bour-
geoiste. Accordingly, the Communists did not fight when the
fascists scized power. (Nobody expected the Social Democrats
to fight.) Tor the Communists were sure that the proletarian
revolution was overdue and that the fascist interlude, nccessary
for its speeding up 9, could not last longer than a few months.
Thus no action was rcquired from the Communists. They were
harmless. There was never a ‘ communist danger ’ to the fascist
conquest of power.  As Einstein once emphasized, of all organized
groups of the community, it was only the Church, or rather
a scction of the Church, which seriously offered resistance.



CuapTer 20 : CAPITALISM AND ITS FATE

According to Marxist doctrine, capitalism is labouring under
inner contradictions that threaten to bring about its downi:all.
A minute analysis of these contradictions and of the historical
movement which they force upon society constitutes the first
step of Marx’s prophetic argument. This stcp is not only t.hc
most important of his whole theory, it is also the one on which
he spent most of his labour, since practically the whole of the
three volumes of Capital (over 2,200 pages in the original cdition ?)
is devoted to its elaboration. It is also the lecast abstract stcp
of the argument since it is bascd upon a descriptive analysis,
supported by statistics, of the cconomic system of his time—
that of unrestrained capitalism 2. As Lenin puts it: Marx
deduces the inevitability of the transformation of capitalist socicty
into socialism wholly and exclusively from the economic law of the
movement of conlemporary society.’

Before proceeding to explain in some dectail the first step of
Marx’s prophetic argument, I shall try to describe its main
ideas in the form of a very brief outline.

Marx believes that capitalist competition forces the capitalist’s
hand. It forces the capitalist to accumulate capital. By doing
s0, he works against his own long-tcrm cconomic interests (since
the accumulation of capital is liable to bring about a fall of his
profits). But although working against his own personal in-
terest, he works in the interest of the historical devclopment ;
he works, unwittingly, for economic progress, and for socialism.
This is due to the fact that accumulation of capital means ()
increased productivity ; increase of wealth ; and concentration
of wealth in a few hands ; (b) increase of pauperism and misery ;
the workers are kept on subsistence or starvation wages, mainly
by the fact that the surplus of workers, called the ¢ industrial
reserve army’, keeps the wages on the lowest possible level.
The trade cycle prevents, for any length of time, the absorption
of the surplus of workers by the growing industry. This cannot
be altered by the capitalists, even if they wish to do so; for
the falling rate of their profits makes their own economic position
much too precarious for any effcctive action. In this way,
capitalist accumulation turns ogg to be a suicidal and self-con-
1
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tradictory process, even though it fosters the technical, economic,
and historical progress towards socialism.

B¢

The premiscs of the first step are the laws of capitalist com-
petition, and of the accumulation of the means of production.
The conclusion is the law of increasing wealth and misery. I
begin my discussion with an explanation of these premises and
conclusions.

Undecr capitalism, competition between the capitalists plays
an important réle. ‘ The battle of competition °, as analysed by
Marx in Capital 3, is carried out by selling the commodities pro-
duced, if possible at a lower price than the competitor could
afford to accept. ‘But the cheapness of -a commodity >, Marx
cxplains, ¢ depends in its turn, other things being equal, upon
the productivity of labour ; and this, again, depends on the
scale of production.” For production on a very large scale is in
general capable of employing more specialized machinery, and
a grcater quantity of it ; this increases the productivity of the
workers, and permits the capitalist to produce, and to sell, at a
lower price. ¢ Large capitalists, therefore, get the better of small
oncs. . . Competition always ends with the downfall of many
lesser capitalists and with the transition of their capital into the
hands of the conqucror.” (This movement is, as Marx points
out, much accelerated by the credit system.)

According to Marx’s analysis, the process described, accumu-
lation due to competition, has two different aspects. One of them
is that the capitalist is forced to accumulate or concentrate
more and more capital, in order to survive ; this means in prac-
tice investing more and more capital in more and more as well
as newer and newer machinery, thus continually increasing the
productivity of his workers. The other aspect of the accumulation
of capital is the concentration of more and more wealth in the
hands of the various capitalists, and of the capitalist class ; and
along with it goes the reduction in the number of capitalists, a
movement called by Marx the centralization * of capital (in contra-
distinction to mere accumulation or concentration).

Now three of these terms, competition, accumulation, and
increasing productivity, indicate the fundamental tendencies of
all capitalist production, according to Marx ; they are the
tendencies to which I alluded when I described the premise
of the first step as ¢ the laws of capitalist competition and of
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accumulation’. The fourth and the fifth terms, however, con-
centration and centralization, indicate a tendency which forms
one part of the conclusion of the first step ; for they describe a
tendency towards a continuous increase of wealth, and its cen-
tralization in fewer and fewer hands. The other part of the
conclusion, however, the law of increasing misery, is only reached
by a much more complicated argument. But before beginning
an explanation of this argument, I must first explain this second
conclusion itself.

The term © increasing misery > may mean, as used by Marx,
two different things. It may be used in order to describe the
extent of misery, indicating that it is spread over an increasing
pumber of people ; or it may be used in order to indicatc an
increase in the intensity of the suffering of the pcople. Marx
undoElbt.edly believed that misery was growing both in extent
and in intensity. This, however, is more than he neceded in
order to carry his point. For the purpose of the prophctic
argument,. a wider interpretation of the term ¢ incrcasing misery ’
would do just as “{cll (if not better ) ; an interpretation, namely,
?ccorc}mg to which the extent of misery increases, while its
intensity may or may not increase, but at any rate dO(;S not show
any marked decrease.

bBut there is a ful:ther and much more important comment
;‘:1 i:cr:::i’fz. Incx:ea'smg misery, to Marx, involves fund;mcntally

sing exploitation of the employed workers ; not only in numbers
but also in intensity. It must be admitted thzllt in adgition it in-
volves an increase in the suffering as well as in the numbers of the
;{nerl;lployed,‘?alled ® by Marx the (relative) ©surplus popula-
ngm;li);tfl ilrrlldtllisiznal reserve army ". But the function of the
> process, 1s to exert pressure upon the em-
ployed workers, thus assisting the capitalists in their efforts to
make profit out of the employed workers, to exploit them. ¢ The
}ndustrial reserve army >, Marx writes 7, ¢ helop pitali
P gs to capitalism
Just as if its members had been reared by the capitalists at their
own cost. For its own varying needs, capital creates a
ready supply of exploitable human material rim meriods
3 - k al. .. During periods
of dCPTCSS{On and of semi-prosperity, the industrial reserve arm
keeps up 1ts pressure upon the ranks of the cmployed workers}f
and d.urmg periods of excessive production and boom, it servc;
to bnd-le their aspirations.’ Increasing misery, accc’)rding to
Marx, is essentially the increasing exploitation of labour power ;
and since labour power of the unemployed is not exploited:
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they can serve in this process only as unpaid assistants of the
capitalists in the cxploitation of the employed workers. The
point is important since later Marxists have often referred to
uncmployment as onc of the empirical facts that verify the
prophecy that misery tends to increase; but unemployment
can be claimed to corroborate Marx’s theory only if it occurs
togcther with increased exploitation of the employed workers,
i.e. with long hours of work and with low real wages.

This may suffice to explain the term ¢ increasing misery >.  But
it is still necessary to explain the law of incrcasing misery which
Marx claimed to have discovered. By this I mean the doctrine
of Marx on which the whole prophetic argument hinges ; namely,
the doctrine that capitalism cannot possibly afford to decrease the
miscry of the workers, since the mechanism of capitalist accumu-
lation kecps the capitalist under a strong cconomic pressure which
he is forced to pass on to the workers if he is not to succumb.
This is why the capitalists cannot compromise, why they cannot
mect any important demand of the workers, cven if they wished
to do so ; this is why ¢ capitalism cannot be reformed but can
only be destroyed ’ 8. It is clear that this law is the decisive
conclusion of the first stcp. The other conclusion, the law of
increasing wealth, would be a harmless matter, if only it were
possible that the increasc of wealth should be shared by the
workers. Marx’s contention that this is impossible will therefore
be the main subjcct of our critical analysis. But before proceed-
ing to a presentation and criticism of Marx’s arguments in favour
of this contention, I may briefly comment on the first part of the
conclusion, the theory of increasing wealth.

The tendency towards the accumulation and concentration
of wealth, which Marx observed, can hardly be questioned.
His theory of increasing productivity is also, in the main, un-
exceptionable.  Although there may be limits to the beneficial
effects cxerted by the growth of an enterprise upon its produc-
tivity, there are hardly any limits to the beneficial effects of the
improvement and accumulation of machinery. But in regard
to the tendency towards the centralization of capital in fewer
and fewer hands, matters are not quite so simple. Undoubtedly,
there is a tendency in that direction, and we may grant that under
an unrestrained capitalist system there are few counteracting
forces. Not much can be said against this part of Marx’s analysis
as a description of an unrestrained capitalism. But considered as
a prophecy, it is less tenable. For we know that now there are
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many means by which legislation can intervene. Taxation and
death duties can be used most effectively to counteract central-
ization, and they have been so used. And anti-trust legislation
can also be used, although perhaps with less effect. To cvaluate
the force of Marx’s prophctic argument wec must consider the
possibility of great improvements in this direction ; and as in
previous chapters, I must declare that the argument on which
Marx bases this prophecy of centralization or of a decrease in the
number of capitalists is inconclusive.

Having explained the main premises and conclusions of the
first step, and having disposed of the first conclusion, we can
now concentrate our attention entirely upon Marx’s derivation
of the other conclusion, the prophetic law of incrcasing miscry.
Three different trends of thought may be distinguished in his
attempts to establish this prophecy. They will be dealt with in
the next four sections of this chapter under the headings : 11:
the theory of value; m: the effect of the surplus population

upon wages ; 1v : the trade cycle ; v : the effects of the falling
rate of profit.

II

Marx’s theory of value, usually considered by Marxists as well
as by anti-Marxists as a corner-stone of the Marxist creed, is in
my opinion one of its rather unimportant parts ; inclccc,l the
sole reason why I am going to treat of it, instcad ’of proccéding
at once to the next section, is that it is generally held to be im-
portant, and that I cannot defend my reasons for differing from
_thls opinion without discussing the theory. Byt I wish to make
it clear at once that in holding that the theory of value is a re-
dundapt part of Marxism, I am defending Marx rather than
attacking him. For there is little doubt that the many critics
who.have shown that the theory of value is very weak in itself
are in the main perfectly right. But even if they were wrong
1t would only strengthen the position of Marxism if it could bé
established that its decisive historico-political doctrines can be
developed entirely independently of such a controversial theory.

The idea of the so-called labour theory of value?, adapted by
Marx for his purposes from suggestions he found in his prede-
cessors (he refers especially to Adam Smith and David Ricardo),
is simple enough. Ifyou need a carpenter, you must pay him by
the hour. If you ask him why a certain job is more expensive
than another one, he will point out that there is more work in
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it. In addition to the labour, you must pay of course for the
timber. But if you go into this a little more closely, then you
find that you are, indirectly, paying for the labour involved in
foresting, felling, transporting, sawing, ctc. This consideration
suggests the general thcory that you have to pay for the job,
or for any commodity you may buy, roughly in proportion to
the amount of work in it, i.e. to the number of labour hours
nccessary for its production.

I say ¢ roughly ’ because the actual prices fluctuate. But there
is, or so at lcast it appears, always something more stable behind
these prices, a kind of average price about which the actual
prices oscillate 19, christened the ¢ exchange-value’ or, briefly,
the ¢ value ’ of the thing. Using this general idea, Marx defined
the value of a commodity as the average number of labour hours
necessary for its production (or for its reproduction).

The next idea, that of the theory of surplus value, is nearly as
simple. It too was adapted by Marx from his predecessors.
(Engels asserts 1'—perhaps mistakenly, but I shall follow his pre-
sentation of the matter—that Marx’s main source was Ricardo.)
The theory of surplus value is an attempt, within the limits of
the labour theory of value, to answer the question: ¢ How
does the capitalist make his profit?’ If we assume that the
commodities produced in his factory are sold on the market at
their truc value, i.c. according to the number of labour hours
necessary for their production, then the only way in which the
capitalist can make a profit is by paying his workers less than the
full value of their product. Thus the wages received by the
worker represent a value which is not equal to the number of
hours he has worked. And we can accordingly divide his work-
ing day into two parts, the hours he has spent in producing value
equivalent to his wages and the hours he has spent in producing
value for the capitalist 12.  And correspondingly, we can divide
the whole value produced by the worker into two parts, the value
equal to his wages, and the rest, which is called surplus value.
This surplus value is appropriated by the capitalist and is the sole
basis for his profit.

So far, the story is simple enough. But now there arises a
theoretical difficulty. The whole value theory has been intro-
duced in order to explain the actual prices at which all com-
modities are exchanged ; and it is still assumed that the capitalist
is able to obtain on thc market the full value of his product, i.e.
a price that corresponds to the total number of hours spent on
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it. But it looks as if the worker does not get the full price of the
commodity which he sells to the capitalist on the labogr mz}rkct.
It looks as if he is cheated, or robbed ; at any rate, as if he is not
paid according to the general law assumed by the \fzialue theory,
namely, that all actual prices paid are, at lcast in a l‘Et approxi-
mation, determined by the value of the commodity. (Engels says
that the problem was realized by the economists who belonged to
what Marx called ¢ the school of Ricardo ’ ; and he asserts % that
their inability to solve it led to the breakdown of th.ls school.)
There appeared what seemed a rather obvious solution of the
difficulty. The capitalist possesses a rfqonopoly of the means of
production, and this superior economic power can be used for
bullying the worker into an agreemecnt w_hlch v191atcs the law
of value. But this solution (which I consider quite a plausible
description of the situation) utterly destroys the labour theory of
value. For it now turns out that certain prices, namely, wages,
do not correspond to their values, not even in a first approxim-
ation. And this opens up the possibility that this may be true
of other prices for similar reasons.

Such was the situation when Marx entered the scene in order
to save the labour theory of value from destruction. With the
help of another simple but brilliant idea he succeeded in showing
that the theory of surplus value was not only compatible with the
laboyr theory of value but that it could also be rigidly deduced

“om the latter. In order to achieve this deduction, we have only
0 ask ourselyes : what is, precisely, the commodity which the
Worker sells to the capitalist ?  Marx’s reply is : not his labour
%urs, but his whole labour power. What the capitalist buys
Or hireg on the labour market is the lahour power of the worker.
Ct us assume, tentatively, that this commodity is sold at its
true vaye, What is its value? According to the definjtion of
Value, the value of labour power is the average number of labour
ours Necessary for its production or reproduction. But this is,
Clea}'ly, nothing but the number of hours necessary for pro-
Ueing the worker’s (and his family’s) means of subsistence.
arx thus arrived at the following result.  The true value
of the Worker’s whole labour power is equal to the labour hours
needed fo producing the means of his subsistence. Labour
Power is sold for this price to the capitalist. If the worker is
able to work longer than that, then his surplus labour belongs
to the buyer or hirer of his power. The greater the productivity
of labour, that is to say, the more a worker can produce per
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hour, the fewer hours will be nceded for the production of his
subsistence, and the more hours remain for his exploitation.
This shows that the basis of capitalist exploitation is a kigh pro-
ductivity of labour. If the worker could produce in a day no more
than his own daily nceds, then exploitation would be impossible
without violating the law of value ; it would be possible only
by mecans of cheating, robbery, or murder. But once the pro-
ductivity of labour has, by the introduction of machinery, risen
so high that one man can produce much more than he needs,
capitalist cxploitation becomes possible. It is possible cven in
a capitalist socicty which is ‘ideal * in the sense that cvery com-
modity, including labour power, is bought and sold at its true
value. In such a socicty, the injustice of exploitation docs not
lic in the fact that the worker is not paid a ‘just price’ for
his labour power, but rather in the fact that he is so poor that
he is forced to sell his labour power, while the capitalist is rich
enough to buy labour power in great quantities, and to make
profit out of it.

By this derivation ** of the theory of surplus value, Marx
saved the labour theory of value from destruction for the time
being ; and in spite of the fact that I regard the whole ¢ value
problem ’ (in the sense of an  objective ’ true value round which
the prices oscillate) as irrclevant, I am very ready to admit that
this was a thcoretical success of the first order. But Marx had
done more than save a theory originally advanced by ¢ bourgeois
economists >.  With one stroke, he gave a theory of exploitation
and a theory explaining why the workers’ wages tend to oscillate
about the subsistence (or starvation) level. But the greatest
success was that he could now give an explanation, one in keep-
ing with his economic theory of the legal system, of the fact that
the capitalist mode of production tended to adopt the legal
cloak of liberalism. For the new theory led him to the conclu-
sion that once the introduction of new machinery had multiplied
the productivity of labour, there arose the possibility of a new
form of exploitation which used a free market instead of brutal
force, and which was based on the ‘ formal > observance of justice,
equality before the law, and freedom. The capitalist system, he
asserted, was not only a system of ‘ free competition °, but it was
also ¢ maintained by the exploitation of the labour of others, but
of labour which, in a formal sense, is free’ 5.

It is impossible for me to enter here into a detailed account
of the really astonishing number of further applications made
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by Marx of his value theory. But it is also unnccessary, since
my criticism of the theory will show the way in which the value
theory can be ecliminated from all these investigations. I am
now going to develop this criticism ; its three main points are
(a) that Marx’s value theory docs not suffice to explain exploit-
ation, (b) that the additional assumptions which are necessary
for such an explanation turn out to be sufficient, so that the
theory of value turns out to be redundant, (c) that Marx’s
theory of value is an essentialist or metaphysical one.

(a) The fundamental law of the theory of valuc is the law
that the prices of practically all commodities, including wages,
are determined by their values, or more precisely, that they are
at least in a first approximation proportional to the labour hours
necessary for their production. Now this ¢ law of valuc’, as I
may call it, at once raises a problem. Why does it hold?
Obviously, ncither the buyer nor the seller of the commodity
can see, at a glance, how many hours are necessary for its pro-
duction ; and even if they could, it would not explain the law
of value. For it is clear that the buyer simply buys as cheaply
as be can, and that the seller charges as much as he can get.
This, it appears, must be one of the fundamental assumptions of
any theory of market prices. In order to explain the law of
value, it would be our task to show why the buyer is unlikely
to succeed in buying below, and the seller in sclling above, the

value’ of a commodity. This problem was scen more or less
clea}rly by those who believed in the labour theory of value, and
their reply was this. TFor the purpose of simplification, and in
order to Pbtain a first approximation, let us assume perfectly free
competition, and for the same reason let us consider only such
commodities as can be manufactured in practically unlimited
quantities (if only the labour were available). Now let us as-
sume that the price of such a commodity is above its value;
t?us would mean that excessive profits can be made in this par-
ticular branch of production. It would encourage various
manufacturers to produce this commodity, and competition
.would lo.wer the price. The opposite process would lead to an
Increase in the. price of a commodity which is sold below its value.
Thus there will be ogcillations of price, and these will tend to
centre ab9ut the values of commoditics. In other words, it is
a mecllan1§ln of supply and demand which, under free competition,
tends to give force 16 {5 the law of value.

Such considerations as these can be found frequently in Marx,
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for instance, in the third volume of Capital 17, where he tries to
explain why there is a tendency for all profits in the various
branches of manufacture to approximate, and adjust themselves,
to a certain average profit. And they are also used in the first
volume, especially in order to show why wages are kept low,
near subsistence level, or, what amounts to the same, just above
starvation level. It is clear that with wages below this level,
the workers would actually starve, and the supply of labour
power on the labour market would disappear. But as long as
men live, they will reproduce ; and Marx attempts to show in
detail (as we shall see in secction 1v), why the mechanism of
capitalist accumulation must create a surplus population, an
industrial rescrve army. Thus as long as wages are just above
starvation level therc will always be not only a suflicient but even
an excessive supply of labour power on the labour market ;
and it is this excessive supply which, according to Marx, prevents
the rise of wages ® : © The industrial reserve army keeps up its
pressure upon the ranks of the employed workers ; . . thus sur-
Plus population is the background in front of which there opcrates
the law of supply and demand of labour. Surplus population
restricts the range within which this law is permitted to operate
to such limits as best suit the capitalist greed for exploitation
and domination.’

() Now this passage shows that Marx himself realized the
necessity of backing up the law of value by a more concrete
theory ; a theory which shows, in any particular case, how the
laws of supply and demand bring about the effect which has to be
explained ; for instance, starvation wages. But if these laws are
sufficient to explain these eftects, then we do not need the labour
thecory of valuc at all, whether or not it may be tenable as a first
approximation (which I do not think it is). Furthermore, as
Marx realized, the laws of supply and demand are necessary for
explaining all those cases in which there is no free competition,
and in which his law of value is therefore clearly out of operation ;
for instance, where a monopoly can be used to keep prices con-
stantly above their °values’. Marx considered such cases as
exceptions, which is hardly the right view ; but however this
may be, the case of monopolies shows not only that the laws of
supply and demand are necessary to supplement his law of value,
but also that they are more gencrally applicable.

On the other hand, it is clear that the laws of supply and
demand are not only necessary but also sufficient to explain
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all thc phenomecna of °cxploitation’ which Marx obscrved—
the phenomena, more preciscly, of the miscry of the workers side
by side with the wealth of the entreprencurs—if we assume, as
Marx did, a free labour market as well as a chronically excessive
supply of labour. (Marx’s theory of this excessive supply will
be discussed more fully in section 1v below.) As Marx shows,
it is clear enough that the workers will be forced, under such
circumstances, to work long hours at low wages, in other words,
to permit the capitalist to ¢ appropriate the best part of the fruits
of their labour’.  And in this trivial argument, which is part of
Marx’s own, there is no need even to mention © value .

Thus the value theory turns out to be a completcly redundant
part of Marx’s theory of exploitation ; and this holds independ-
ently of the question whether or not the value theory is true.
But the part of Marx’s theory of exploitation which remains
after the value theory is eliminated is undoubtedly correct,
provided we accept the doctrine of surplus population. It is
unquestionably true that (in the absence of a redistribution of
wealth through the state) the existence of a surplus population
must lead to starvation wages, and to provocative differences in
the standard of living.

(What is not so clear, and not explained by Marx either, is
why'the supply of labour should continue to exceed the demand.
For if it is so profitable to © exploit * labour, how is it, then, that
the capitalists are not forced, by competition, to try to raise their
priﬁts by employing mor}cl labl:)ur ? Inother words, why do they
not compete against each other on the labour ¢ b
raising the wages to the point where they bl::girrln ztlgkgtéc;}rlr?;cng
longer suﬂicicptly profitable, so that it is ngo longer possible to
speak of exploitation ? Marx would have answercd—see section
v, below.—‘ B.ecausc competition forces them to invest more and
2}0:};?:12;&1' in mac.hmery, so that they cannot incrcase that part

: pital which they use for wages’. But this answer is
unsatisfactory since even if they spend their capital on machinery,
ey b b b bl e, oy

uy such labour, thus increasing the demand

fOf lab?ur: It appears, for such reasons, that the phenomena of

cgplmtahon > which Marx observed were due, not, as he

believed, to the mechanism of a perfectly competitive market, but

to other factors—especially to a mixture of low productivity and

imperfectly competitive markets.) But a detailed and satisfactory
explanation ** of the phenomena appears still to be missing.
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(¢) Before leaving this discussion of the value theory and the
part played by it in Marx’s analysis, I wish to comment briefly
upon another of its aspects. The whole idea—which was not
Marx’s invention—that there is something behind the prices, an
objective or real or true value of which prices arc only a ¢ form
of appearance ’ 20, shows clearly enough the influence of Platonic
Idealism with its distinction between a hidden essential or true
rcality, and an accidental or dclusive appearance. Marx, it
must be said, made a great effort *! to destroy this mystical
character of objective ‘value’, but he did not succeed. He
tried to be realistic, to accept only something observable and im-
portant—labour hours—as the rcality which appears in the form
of price ; and it cannot be questioned that the number of labour
hours necessary for producing a commodity, i.e. its Marxian
‘value’, is an important thing. And in a way, it surely is a
purely verbal problem whether or not we should call these labour
hours the ¢ value’ of the commodity. But such a terminology
may become most misleading and strangely unrealistic, especially
if we assume with Marx that the productivity of labour increases.
For it has been pointed out by Marx himself 2 that, with in-
creasing productivity, the value of all commodities decreases,
and that an increasc is therefore possible in real wages as well
as real profits, i.e. in the commodities consumed by workers
and by capitalists respectively, together with a decrease in the
‘value’ of wages and of profits, i.e. in the hours spent on them.
Thus wherever we find real progress, such as shorter working
hours and a greatly improved standard of living of the workers
(quite apart from a higher income in money 23, even if calculated
in gold), then the workers could at the same time bitterly com-
plain that thc Marxian ©value’, the real essence or substance
of their income, is dwindling away, since the labour hours neces-
sary for its production have been reduced. (An analogous
complaint might be made by the capitalists.) All this is
admitted by Marx himself; and it shows how misleading the
value terminology must be, and how little it represents the
real social experience of the workers. In the labour theory of
value, the Platonic ¢ essence ’ has become entirely divorced from
experience 24 . . .

I

After climinating Marx’s labour theory of value and his theory
of surplus value, we can, of course, still retain his analysis (see
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the end of (a) in section 11) of the pressure exerted by the surplus
population upon the wages of the employed workers. It can-
not be denied that, if there is a free labour market and a surplus
population, i.e. widespread and chronic uncmployment (and
there can be no doubt that unemployment played its réle in
Marx’s time and ever since), then wages cannot rise above
starvation wages; and under the same assumption, together
with the doctrine of accumulation devcloped above, Marx,
although not justified in proclaiming a law of increasing misery,
was right in asserting that, in a world of high profits and increas-
ing wealth, starvation wages and a life of misery might be the
permanent lot of the workers.

I think that, even if Marx’s analysis was defective, his effort
to explain the phenomenon of ¢ exploitation ’ deserves the greatest
respect. (As mentioned at the end of (§) in the foregoing
section, no really satisfactory theory seems to exist even now.)
It must be said, of course, that Marx was wrong when he pro-
phesied that the conditions which he observed were to be per-
manent if not changed by a revolution, and even more when
he prophesied that they would get worse. The facts have refuted
these prophecies. Moreover, even if we could admit the validity
of his analysis for an unrestrained, a non-interventionist system,
even then would his prophetic argument be inconclusive. TFor
the tfindency towal.'ds increasing misery operates, according to
Marx’s own analysis, only under a system in which the labour
market is free—in a perfectly unrcst.raincd capitalism. But once
we admit the possibility of trade unions, of collective bargaining,
of strikes, then the assumptions of the analysis are no longer
applicable, and the whole prophetic argument breaks down.
i‘:;:);dglg tlo Marx’s own an‘al}z'siS,b we should have to expect that
a2 evelopment wquld either be suppressed, or that it would

quivalent to a social revolution. For collective bargaining

can oppose capital by establishing a kind of monopoly of labour ;

};:iﬁepll;i\;cnt thefcapitglist from using tl?c indu.strial-rescrve.army

pose of keeping wages down ; and in this way it can

force the capitalists to content themselves with lower profits.

Wc? sce here why the cry ¢ Workers, unite | > was, from a Marxian

point of view, indeed the only possible reply to an unrestrained
capitalism,

But We see, too, why this cry must open up the whole problem
of state interference, and why it is likely to lead to the end of
the unrestrained system, and to a new system, interventionism ®,
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which may develop in very different directions.  For it is almost
inevitable that the capitalists will contest the workers’ right to
unite, maintaining that unions must endanger the freedom of
competition on the labour market. Non-interventionism thus
faces thc problem (it is part of the paradox of freedom 26) :
Which frcedom should the state protect? The freedom of the
labour market, or the freedom of the poor to unite ? Whichever
dccision is taken, it leads to state intervention, to the use of
organized political power, of the state as well as of unions, in the
ficld of cconomic conditions. It leads, under all circumstances,
to an extension of the economic responsibility of the state, whether
or not this responsibility is consciously accepted. And this
means that the assumptions on which Marx’s analysis is based
must disappcar.

The derivation of the historical law of increasing misery is
thus invalid. All that remains is a moving description of the
misery of the workers which prevailed a hundred years ago, and
a valiant attempt to explain it with the help of what we may
call, with Lenin 27, Marx’s ‘ economic law of the movement of
contemporary socicety ’ (that is, of the unrestrained capitalism of
a hundred years ago). Butinso far as it is meant as an historical
prophecy, and in so far as it is used to deduce the ‘ inevitability ’
of certain historical deveclopments, the derivation is invalid.

v

The significance of Marx’s analysis rests very largely upon the
fact that a surplus population actually existed at his time, and
down to our own day (a fact which has hardly received a really
satisfactory explanation yet, as I said before). So far, however,
we have not yet discussed Marx’s argument in support of his
contention that it is the mechanism of capitalist production itself
that always produces the surplus population which it nceds for
keeping down the wages of the employed workers. But this
theory is not only ingenious and interesting in itself ; it contains
at the same time Marx’s theory of the trade cycle and of general
depressions, a theory which clearly bears upon the prophecy of
the crash of the capitalist system because of the intolerable misery
which it must produce. In order to make as strong a case for
Marx’s theory as I can, I have altered it slightly 28 (namely, by
introducing a distinction between two kinds of machinery, the
onc for the mere cxtension, and the other for the intensification,
of production). But this alteration need not arouse the suspicion
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of Marxist readers ; for I am not going to criticize the theory at
all.

The amended theory of surplus population and of the trade
cycle may be outlined as follows. The accumulation of capital
means that the capitalist spends part of his profits on new
machinery ; this may also be expressed by saying that only a
part of his real profits consists in goods for consumption, while
part of it consists in machines. These machines, in turn, may
be intended cither for the expansion of industry, for new factorics,
etc., or they may be intended for intensifying production by in-
creasing the productivity of labour in the existing industrics.
The former kind of machinery makes possiblc an incrcase of
employment, the latter kind has the effect of making workers
superfluous, of setting the workers at liberty’ as this process
was called in Marx’s day. (Nowadays it is sometimes called

* technological unemployment’.) Now the mechanism of capit-
alist production, as envisaged by the amended Marxist thcory of
the trade cycle, works roughly like this. If we assume, to start
vyith, that for some reason or other there is a gencral expan-
sion of industry, then a part of the industrial reserve army will
be absorbed, the pressure upon the labour market will be relicved
and‘ wages will show a tendency to rise. A period of prospcrit);
begins. But the moment wages rise, certain mechanical im-
provements which intensify production and which were pre-
viously unprofitable because of the low wages may become
proﬁtable (even though the cost of such machinery will begin
tﬁ rls‘c). Thus more machinery will be produced of the kiond
are only in the proces of beine produscs, Srespries machines
or increases BlI:t once the ic»% II)n'(l) u'CCd, Drotpeny continucs,

: . ‘ achines are themselves begin-

ing 10 Mars, accentoatod by a Tl n the nave mpieys oot
discussed - é] uated by alva ' in t ¢ rate of profit, to be
. nder (v), belo“.r.) Workers w1.ll be “set at liberty ’,
-€. condemned to starvation. But the disappearance of many
consumers must lead to a collapse of the home market. In
consequence, great numbers of machines in the expanded fac-
tories become idle (the less efficient machinery first), and this
leads t0 a further increase of unemployment and a further
c.olla'pse of the market. The fact that much machinery now
lies idle means that much capital has become worthless, that
many capitalists cannot fulfil their obligations ; thus a financial
crisis develops, leading to complete stagnation in the production
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of capital goods, etc. But while the depression (or, as Marx
calls it, the ‘ crisis’) takes its course, the conditions are ripen-
ing for a recovery. These conditions mainly consist in the growth
of the industrial reserve army and the consequent readiness of
the workers to accept starvation wages. At very low wages,
production becomes profitable even at the low prices of a
depressed market ; and once production starts, the capitalist
begins again to accumulate, to buy machinery. Since wages
are very low, he will find that it is not yet profitable to use new
machinery (perhaps invented in the meanwhile) of the type
which sets the workers at liberty. At first he will rather buy
machinery with the plan of extending production. This leads
slowly to an extension of employment and to a recovery of the
home market. Prosperity is coming once again. Thus we are
back at our starting point. The cycle is closed, and the process
can start once more.

This is the amended Marxist theory of unemployment and of
the trade cycle. As I have promised, I am not going to criticize
it. The thcory of trade cycles is a very difficult affair, and
we certainly do not yet know enough about it (at least I don’t).
It is very likely that the thcory outlined is incomplete, and,
especially, that such aspects as the existence of a monetary system
based partly upon credit creation, and the cffects of hoarding, are
not sufficiently taken into account. But however this may be, the
trade cycle is a fact which cannot casily be argued away, and it
is one of the greatest of Marx’s merits to have cmphasized its
significance as a social problem. But although all this must be
admitted, we may criticize the prophecy which Marx attempts
to base upon his theory of the trade cycle. First of all, he asserts
that depressions will become increasingly worse, not only in their
scope but also in the intensity of the workers’ suffering. But
he gives no argument to support this (apart, perhaps, from the
theory of the fall in the rate of profit, which will be discussed
presently). And if we look at actual developments, then we
must say that terrible as are the effects and especially the psycho-
logical cffects of unemployment even in those countries where the
workers are now insured against it, there is no doubt that the
workers’ sufferings were incomparably worse in Marx’s day.
But this is not my main point.

In Marx’s day, nobody ever thought of that technique of
state intervention which is now called ‘ counter cycle policy ’ ;
and, indeed, such a thought must be utterly foreign to an
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unrestrained capitalist system. (But even belfore Marx’s tine, we
find the beginning of doubts about, and cven of investigations into,
the wisdom of the credit policy of the Bank of England during
a depression ?*.) Unemployment insurance, however, mcans
intervention, and therefore an increase in the responsibility of
the state, and it is likely to lead to experiments in counter cycle
policy. I do not maintain that thesc experiments must neces-
sarily be successful (although I do believe that the problem
may in the end prove not so very difficult, and that Sweden 30,
in particular, has already shown what can be done in this ficld).
But I wish to assert most emphatically that the belief that it
is impossible to abolish unemployment by piccemcal measures
is on the same plane of dogmatism as the numerous physical
proofs (proffered by men who lived even later than Marx)
that the problems of aviation would always remain insoluble.
When the Marxists say, as they sometimes do, that Marx has
proved the uselessness of a counter cycle policy and of similar
piccemeal measures, then they simply do not speak the truth ;
Marx investigated an unrestrained capitalism, and he never
dreamt of interventionism. He therefore never investigated the
possibility of a systematic interference with the trade cycle, much
less did he offer a proof of its impossibility. It is strange to
find that the same people who complain of the irrcsponsi‘bility
of the capitalists in the face of human suffering are irrespon-
sible enough to oppose, with dogmatic asscrtions of this kind,
experiments from which we may learn how to relieve human
suffering (how to become masters of our social environment,
as Marx would have said), and how to control some of the un-
wanted social repercussions of our actions. But the apologists
of Marxism are quite unaware of the fact that in the namoc of
their own vested interests they are fighting against progress ;
iﬁey do not see that it is the dangerl loi fmgr m?vemcnt like Marxism
at 1t soon comes to represent all kinds of vesteqd j :
that there are intellectual investments, as well ag mr;ttilzzt]s’o;gg
Another point must be stated here.  Marx, as we have scen,
believed that unemployment was fundamentally a gadget of the
capitalist mechanism with the function of keeping wages low,
and of making the exploitation of the employed workers easier ;
increasing misery always involved for him increasing misery of
the employed workers too ; and this is just the whole point of
the plot. But even if we assume that this view was justified in
his day, as a prophecy it has been definitely refuted by later
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experience.  The standard of living of employed workers has risen
everywhere since Marx’s day ; and (as Parkes 3! has emphasized
in his criticism of Marx) the real wages of employed workers tend
even to increase during a depression (they did so, for example,
during the last great depression), owing to a morc rapid fall in
prices than in wages. This is a glaring rcfutation of Marx,
especially since it proves that the main burden of unemployment
insurance was borne not by the workers, but by the entrepreneurs,
who thercfore lost directly through unemployment, instcad of
profiting indirectly, as in Marx’s scheme.

v

Nonc of the Marxist thcories so far discussed do even seriously
attempt to prove the point which is the most decisive one within
the first step ; namely, that accumulation keeps the capitalist
under a strong cconomic pressure which he is forced, on pain
of his own destruction, to pass on to the workers ; so that capital-
ism can only be destroyed, but not reformed. An attempt to
prove this point is contained in that theory of Marx’s which aims
at cstablishing the law that the rate of profit tends to fall.

What Marx calls the rate of profit corresponds to the rate of
interest ; it is the percentage of the yearly average of capitalist
profit over the whole invested capital. This rate, Marx says,
tends to fall owing to the rapid growth of capital investments ;
for these must accumulate more quickly than profits can rise.

The argument by which Marx attcmpts to prove this is again
rather ingenious. Capitalist competition, as we have seen,
forces the capitalists to make investments that increase the pro-
ductivity of labour. Marx cven admitted that by this incrcase
in productivity they render a grecat service to mankind 32: ‘It
is one of the civilizing aspects of capitalism that it exacts surplus
valuec in a manner and under circumstances which are more
favourable than previous forms (such as slavery, serfdom, etc.)
to the development of the productive powers, as well as to the
social conditions for a reconstruction of society on a higher plane.
For this, it even creates the clements ; . . for the quantity of
useful commodities produced in any given span of time depends
upon the productivity of labour.” But this service to mankind
is not only rendered without any intention by the capitalists ;
the action to which they are forced by competition also runs
counter to their own intercsts, for the following reason.

The capital of any industrialist can be divided into two
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parts. One is invested in land, machinery, raw materials, etc.
The other is used for wages. Marx calls the first part  constant
capital > and the second ° variable capital’; but since I con-
sider this terminology rather misleading, I shall call lh-c two
parts ¢ immobilized capital ’ and ¢ wage capi'ta.ll .. The capltahs:t,
according to Marx, can profit only by exploiting th? workcr§ ; in
other words, by using his wage capital. Immobihz.cFl capital is
a kind of a dead weight which he is forced by compctition to carry
on with, and even to increase continually. ) This increase is not,
however, accompanied by a corresponding increase in his profits ;
only an extension of the wage capital could have this \'vholcsome
effect. But the general tendency towards an increase in produc-
tivity means that the material part of capital increases relatively
to its wage part. Therefore, the total capital increases also,
and without a compensating increase in profits ; that is to say,
the rate of profit must fall.

Now this argument has been often questioned ; indeed, it
was attacked, by implication, long before Marx 33, In spite
of these attacks, I believe that there may be something in Marx’s
argument ; especially if we take it together with his theory of
the trade cycle. (I shall return to this point briefly in the next
chapter.) But what I wish to question here is the bearing of
this argument upon the theory of increasing misery.

Marx sees this connection as follows. If the rate of profit
tends to fall, then the capitalist is faced with destruction. All
%18 can do is to attempt to © take it out of the workers ’, i.c. to
Increase exploitation. This he can do by extending working
hours ; speeding up work ; lowering wages ; raising the workers’
cost of living (inflation) ; exploiting more women and children.
The inner contradictions of capitalism, based on the fact that
competition and profit-making are in conflict, develop here into
a climax, First, they force the capitalist to accumulate and to
Increase productivity, and so reduce the rate of profit. Next,
they force him to increase exploitation to an intolerable degree,
finc} with it the tension between the classes. Thus compromise
1 1mpossible. The contradictions cannot be removed. They
must finally seal the fate of capitalism.

This is the main argument. But can it be conclusive? We
must remember that increased productivity is the very basis of
capitalist exploitation ; only if the worker can produce much
more than he needs for himself and his family can the capitalist
appropriate surplus labour. Increased productivity, in Marx’s
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terminology, mcans incrcased surplus labour; it means both
an incrcased number of hours available to the capitalist, and on
top of this, an incrcased number of commodities produced per
hour. It mecans, in other words, a greatly increcased profit.
This is admitted by Marx . He does not hold that profits
arc dwindling ; he only holds that the total capital increases
much more quickly than the profits, so that the rate of profit
falls.

But if this is so, there is no reason why the capitalist should
labour under an cconomic pressure which he is forced to pass
on to the workers, whether he likes it or not. It is true, probably,
that he does not like to scc a fall in his rate of profit. But as
long as his income does not fall, but, on the contrary, riscs, there
is no rcal danger. The situation for a successful average capitalist
will be this : he sees his income rise quickly, and his capital still
more quickly ; that is to say, his savings rise morc quickly than
the part of his income which he consumes. I do not think that
this is a situation which must force him to desperate measurcs, or
which makes a compromise with the workers impossible. On
the contrary, it scems to me quitc tolerable.

It is true, of course, that the situation contains an element of
danger. Thosc capitalists who speculate on the assumption of
a constant or of a rising rate of profit may get into trouble ;
and things such as thesec may indced contribute to the trade
cycle, accentuating the depression. But this has little to do with
the sweeping consequences which Marx prophesied.

This concludes my analysis of the third and last argument,
propounded by Marx in order to prove the law of increasing
miscry.

VI

In order to show how completely wrong Marx was in his
prophecies, and at the same time how justified he was in his
glowing protest against the hell of an unrestrained capitalism as
well as in his demand, ¢ Workers, unite ! °, T shall quote a few
passages from the chapter of Capital in which he discusses the
‘ General Law of Capitalist Accumulation * 2%, In factories . .
young male workers are used up in masses before they reach the
age of manhood ; after that, only a very small proportion remains
uscful for industry, so that they are constantly dismissed in large
numbers.  They then form part of the floating surplus population
which grows with the growth of industry . . Labour power is
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so quickly used up by capital that the middle-aged worker is
usually a worn-out man . . Dr. Lee, medical officer of health,
declared not long ago ‘‘that thc average age at dcath of the
Manchester upper middle class was 38, while the average age
at death of the labouring class was 17 ; while at Liverpool
those figures were represented as 35 against 15 . . . . The
exploitation of working-class children puts a premium upon
their production. . . The higher the productivity of labour . .
the more precarious become the worker’s conditions of existence.
Within the capitalist system, all the mecthods for raising
the social productivity of labour . . are transformed into mcans
of domination and of exploitation ; they mutilatc the worker
into 2 fragment of a human being, they degrade him to a
mere cog in the machine, they make work a torture, . . and
drag his wifc and children beneath the wheels of the capitalist
Juggernaut . . It follows that to the degree in which capital accumu-
lates, the worker’s condition must deteriorate, whatever his payment may
be . . the greater the social wealth, the amount of capital at
work, the extent and energy of its growth, . . the larger is the
surplus population. . . The size of the industrial reserve army
grows as the power of wealth grows. But . . the larger the
industrial reserve army, the larger are the masses of the workers
whose misery is relieved only by an increase in the agony of toil ;
and . . the larger is the number of those who are officially
recognized as paupers. This is the absolute qng general law of
capitalist accumulation. . . The accumulation of wealth at the one
Pole of society involves at the same time an accumulation of
nusery, of the agony of toil, of slavery, ignorance, brutalization,
and of moral degradation, at the opposite pole .
o lgigx’s Eerrib.le picture of 'thc cconomy of his time is ot}ly
- But his law that misery must increase togcther with
accumulation does not hold. Means of production have accumu-
lated and the productivity of labour has increased since his day
ltsou:lr(l: lfi}lcctleilt which even he would hardly haye thought possible.
a abour, working hours, the agony of toil, and the pre-
s of the o eXeTee, ave ot indred 5 ey
; . o not say that this process must continue.
There is no law of progress, and everything wi]] depend on our-
selves.  But the actual situation is briefly and fairly summed up
by Parkes 3¢ ip one sentence : ¢ Low wages, long hours, and child
labour have been characteristic of capitalism not. as ’Marx pre-
dicted, in its old age, but in its infancy.’ ’
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Unrestrained capitalism is gone. Since the day of Marx,
democratic interventionism has made immense advances, and the
improved productivity of labour—a conscquence of the accumu-
lation of capital—has made it possible virtually to stamp out
miscry. This shows that much has been achieved, in spitc of
undoubtedly grave mistakes, and it should encourage us to believe
that more can be done.  For much remains to be done and to be
undone. Democratic interventionism can only make it possible.
It rests with us to do it.

I have no illusions concerning the force of my arguments.
Experience shows that Marx’s prophecies were false. But
experience can always be explained away. And, indeed, Marx
himsclf, and Engcls, began with thc elaboration of an auxiliary
hypothesis designed to explain why the law of increasing misery
docs not work as they expected it to do. According to this
hypothesis, the tendency towards a falling rate of profit, and
with it, incrcasing miscry, is counteractcd by the effects of
colonial exploitation, or, as it is usually called, by ‘modern
imperialism >, Colonial exploitation, according to this theory,
is a method of passing on economic pressure to the colonial
proletariat, a group which, economically as well as politically,
is weaker still than the industrial prolctariat at home. ¢ Capital
invested in colonies’, Marx writes 37, ¢ may yicld a higher rate
of profit for the simple reason that the rate of profit is higher
there where capitalist development is still in a backward stage,
and for the added reason that slavcs, coolies, ctc., permit a better
exploitation of labour. I can see no reason why these higher
rates of profit . . , when sent home, should not enter there as
clements into the average rate of profit, and, in proportion,
contribute to keeping it up.” (It is worth mentioning that the
main idca behind this theory of ¢ modern’ imperialism can be
traced back for more than 160 ycars, to Adam Smith, who said
of colonial trade that it ¢ has necessarily contributed to keep
up the rate of profit>.) Engels went one step further than Marx
in his development of the theory. Forced to admit that in
Britain the prevailing tendency was not towards an increase
in misery but rather towards a considerable improvement, he
hints that this may be due to the fact that Britain ‘is exploiting
the whole world * ; and he scornfully assails  the British working
class > which, instcad of suffering as he expected them to do,  is
actually becoming more and more bourgeois’. And he con-

tinues 3 : It seems that this most bourgeois of all nations wants
0.8.I.E.—VOL. I G
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to bring matters to such a pass as to ha}rc a l.)ourgeois aristoc.rz.lcy"
and a bourgeois proletariat side by side with the bourgeoisie.
Now this change of front on Engels’ part is at least as remarkable
as that other one of his which I mentioned in the last chapter 3 ;
and like that, it was made under the influence of a social develop-
ment which turned out to be one of dccrcasi.ng miscery. Marx
blamed capitalism for prolctariarfizing the middle class and. the
lower bourgeoisie ’, and for rcduc.ln‘g th§ workers to Pauperism.
Engels now blames the system—it is still blamt.:d—for making
bourgeois out of workers. But the nicest touch in Eng:e.IS’ com-
plaint is the indignation that makes him szll the Brlt_lsh who
behave so inconsiderately as to falsify Marxnst prop!lccms ¢ this
most bourgeois of all nations’. According to Marxist doctrine,
we should expect from the ¢ most .bourgcms' of all nations> ,
development of misery and class tension to an intolerable degrec ;
instead, we hear that the opposite takes place. But the good
Marxist’s hair rises when he hears of the incredible wickedness of
a capitalist system that transforms good proletarians into bad
bourgeois ; quite forgetting that Marx showed thflt the wicked-
ness of the system consisted solely in t!lc fact' that it was working
the other way round. Thus we read in Lenin’s analysis 40 of the
evil causes and dreadful effects of modern British imperialism :
‘ Causes : (1) exploitation of the whole world by this country ;
(2) its monopolistic position in the world market ; (3) itscolonial
monopoly. Effects : (1) bourgeozszj?::'alzon of & part of the British
proletariat ; (2) a part of the proletariat permits itself to be led by
people who are bought by the bourgeoisie, or who are at least
paid by it’ Having given such a pretty Marxist name, ‘the
bourgeoisification of the proletariat s to a hateful tendency—
hateful mainly because it did not fit in with the way the world
should go according to Marx—Lenin apparently believes that it
has become a Marxist tendency. Marx himself held that the
more quickly the whole world coul.d 8o 'through the necessary
historical period of capitalist industrlall.zatIOI_l, t.he better, and he
was therefore inclined to support * lmper.lahst developments.
But Lenin came to a very different conclusion. Since Britain’s
possession of colonies was the reason why the workers at home
followed °© leaders bought by the bourgeoisie * instead of the Com-
munists, he saw in the colonial empire a potential trigger or fuse.
A revolution there would make the law of increasing mise
operative at home, and a revolution at home would follow. Thus
the colonies were the place from which the fire would spread. . .
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I do not belicve that the auxiliary hypothcsis whose history
I have sketched can save the law of increasing misery ; for this
hypothesis is itsclf refuted by experience. There arc countries,
for instance the Scandinavian democracics, Czechoslovakia,
Canada, Australia, New Zcaland, to say nothing of the United
Statces, in which a democratic interventionism secured to the
workers a high standard of living, in spite of the fact that colonial
exploitation had no influence there, or was at any rate far too
unimportant to support the hypothesis. Furthermore, if we
compare certain countries that ¢ exploit’ colonies, like Holland and
Belgium, with Denmark, Sweden, Norway, and Czechoslovakia
which do not ‘exploit’ colonies, we do not find that the industrial
workers profited from the possession of colonies, for the situation
of the working classcs in all those countries was strikingly similar.
Furthermore, although the misery imposed upon the natives
through colonization is one of the darkest chapters in the history
of civilization, it cannot bc asserted that their misery has tended
to increase since the days of Marx. The exact opposite is the
case ; things have greatly improved. And yet, increasing misery
would have to be very noticeable there if the auxiliary hypothesis
and the original thecory were both correct.

vII

As I did with the second and third steps in the previous
chapters, I shall now illustrate the first step of Marx’s prophetic
argument by showing something of its practical influence upon
the tactics of Marxist partics.

The Social Democrats, under the pressure of obvious facts,
tacitly dropped the theory that the intensity of misery increases ;
but their wholc tactics remained based upon the assumption
that the law of the increasing extent of misery was valid, that is
to say, that the numerical strength of the industrial proletariat
must continue to increasc. This is why they based their policy
exclusively upon rcpresenting the interests of the industrial
workers, at the same time firmly believing that they were repre-
senting, or would very soon represent, ‘the great majority of
the population’ 42 They never doubted the assertion of the
Manifesto that  All previous historical movements were move-
ments of minorities. . . The proletarian movement is the self-
conscious, independent movement of the immense majority, in
the interest of the immense majority.” They waited confidently,
therefore, for the day when the class consciousness and class
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assuredness of the industrial workers would win them the majority
in the elections. ¢ There can be no doubt as to who W.]ll‘bc
victorious in the end—the few exploiters, or the Immense majority,
the workers.” They did not see that th‘e. industrial \:VOI.’kCI;S
nowhere formed a majority, much less an ~1mmense majority °,
and that statistics no longer showcd any tendency towards an
increase in their numbers. They did not undcr‘stapd that the
existence of a democratic workers’ party was fUllYJl}StlﬁCd only as
long as such a party was prepared to compromise or cv?:n to
co-operate with other parties, for instance with some party repre-
senting the peasants, or the middle classcs. And they did not sce
that, if they wanted to rulc the state solely as the representatives
of the majority of the population, they “’9“1(1 have to change
their whole policy and cease to represent malr}ly or cxclu§1vcly the
industrial workers. Of course, it is no substlt‘utc for .thlS change
of policy to assert naively that the proletarian policy as such
may simply bring (as Marx said 43)  the rural produ.ccrs. under
the intellectual leadership of the central towns of their districts,
there securing to them, in the industrial worker, the natural
trustee of their interests. .

The position of the Communist parties was different. They
strictly adhered to the theory of increasing misery, believing in
an increase not only of its extent but also of its intensity, once
the causes of the temporary bourgeoisification of the workers
were removed. This belief contributed considerably to what
Marx would have called °the inner contradictions’ of their
policy.

The tactical situation seecms simple enough. Thanks to
Marx’s prophecy, the Communists knew for certain that miscry
must soon increase. They also knew that the party could not
win the confidence of the workers without fighting for them,
and with them, for an improvement of their lot. These two
fundamental assumptions clearly determined the principles of
their general tactics. Make the workers demand their share,
back them up in every particular episode in their unceasing fight
for bread and shelter. F ight with them tenaciously for the ful-
filment of their practical demands, whether economic or political.
Thus you will win their confidence. At the same time, the
workers will learn that it is impossible for them to better their
lot by these petty fights, and that nothing short of a wholesale
revolution can bring about an improvement. For all these
petty fights are bound to be unsuccessful ; we know from Marx
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that the capitalists simply cannot continue to compromise and
that, ultimatcly, misery must increase. Accordingly, the only
rcsult—but a valuablc one—of the workers’ daily ﬁght against
their oppressors is an increase in their class consciousness ; it
is that feeling of unity which can be won only in battle, together
with a dcspcratc knowledge that only revolution can help them
in their misery. When this stage is reached, then the hour has
struck for the final show-down.

This is the thcory and the Communists acted accordingly.
At first they support the workers in their fight to improve their
lot. But, contrary to all expectations and propheccies, the fight
is successful. The demands are granted.  Obviously, the reason
is that they had been too modest. Therefore onc must demand
more. But the demands are granted againd. And as misery
decreases, the workers become less embittered, more ready to
bargain for wages than to plot for revolution.

Now the Communists find that their policy must be reversed.
Somctlnng must be done to bring the law of increasing misery
into opcration. For instance, colonial unrest must be stirred
up (even where there is no chance of a successful revolution),
and with the general purpose of counteracting the bourgeoisifica-
tion of the workers, a policy fomenting catastrophes of all sorts
must be adopted. But this new policy destroys the confidence
of the workers. The Communists lose their members, with the
exception of those who are inexperienced in real political fights.
They lose exactly those whom they describe as the ‘ vanguard
of the working class’; their tacitly implied principle : ‘ The
worse things are, the better they are, since misery must pre-
cipitatc revolution ’, makes the workers suspicious—the better
the application of this principle, the worse arc the suspicions
entertained by the workers. For they are realists ; to obtain
their confidence, onc must work to improvc their lot.

Thus the policy must be reversed again: one is forced to
fight for the immediate betterment of the workers’ lot and to
hope at the same timc for the opposite.

With this, the ¢ inner contradictions’ of the theory produce
the last stage of confusion. It is the stage when it is hard to
know who is the traitor, since treachery may be faithfulness
and faithfulness treachery. It is the stage when those who
followed the party not simply because it appeared to them
(rightly, I am afraid) as the only vigorous movement with humani-
tarian ends, but especially because it was a movement based on
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a scientific theory, must cither lcave it, or sacrifice their intellectual
integrity ; for they must now learn to belicve blindly in some
authority. Ultimately, they must become mystics—hostile to
reasonable argument.

It seems that it is not only capitalism which is labouring
under inner contradictions that threaten to bring about its
downfall. . .
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The arguments underlying Marx’s historical prophecy are
invalid. His ingenious attempt to draw prophetic conclusions
from observations of contemporary economic tendencies failed.
The reason for this failure does not lic in any insufficiency of
the empirical basis of the argument. Marx’s sociological and
economic analyses of contemporary society may have been
somewhat one-sided, but in spite of their bias, they were excellent
in so far as they were descriptive.  The reason for his failure as a
prophet lics cntircly in the poverty of historicism as such, in the
simple fact that cven if we observe to-day what appears to be a
historical tendency or trend, we cannot know whether it will
have the same appearance to-morrow.

We must admit that Marx saw many things in the right light.
If we consider only his prophecy that the system of unrestrained
capitalism, as he knew it, was not going to last much longer, and
that its apologists who thought it would last forever were wrong,
then we must say that he was right. He was right, too, in holding
that it was largely the ‘class struggle’, i.c. the association of
the workers, that was going to bring about its transformation
into a new economic system. But we must not go so far as to
say that Marx predicted that new system, interventionism 7,
under another name, socialism. The truth is that he had no
inkling of what was lying ahcad. What he called ‘socialism’
was very dissimilar from any form of interventionism, even
from the Russian form ; for he strongly believed that the impend-
ing development would diminish the influence, political as well
as economic, of the state, while interventionism has increased
it everywhere.

Since I am criticizing Marx and, to some extent, praising
democratic piecemeal interventionism (especially of the institu-
tional kind explained in section vit to chapter 17), I wish to make
it clear that I feel much sympathy with Marx’s hope for a decrease
in state influence. It is undoubtedly the greatest danger of
interventionism—especially of any direct intervention—that it
leads to an increase in state power and in bureaucracy. Most
interventionists do not mind this, or they close their eyes to it,
which increases the danger. But I believe that once the danger
is faced squarely, it should be possible to master it. For this is
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again merely a problem of social technology and of social piece-
meal engincering. But it is important to tackle it carly, for it
constitutes a danger to democracy. We must plan for freedom,
and not only for security, if for no other reason than that only
freedom can make security secure.

But let us return to Marx’s prophecy. Onec of the historical
tendencies which he claimed to have discovered scems to be of
a more persistent character than the others ; I mean the tendency
towards the accumulation of the means of production, and
especially towards increasing the productivity of labour. It
seems indecd that this tendency will continue for some time,
provided, of course, that we continue to keep civilization going.
But Marx did not merely recognize this tendency and its  civiliz-
ing aspects ’, he also saw its inherent dangers. Morc especially,
he was one of the first (although he had some predecessors, for
instance, Fourier %) to emphasize the connection between ¢ the
development of the productive forces’ in which he saw 3 ¢ the
historical mission and justification of capital’, and that most
destructive phenomenon of the credit system—a system which seems
to have encouraged the rapid rise of industrialism—the trade cycle.

Marx’s own theory of the trade cycle (discussed in section 1v
of the last chapter) may perhaps be paraphrased as follows :
even if it is true that the inherent laws of the frece market produce
2 tendency towards full,ecmployment, it is also true that every
single approach towards full employment, i.c. towards a shortage
pf labour, stimulates inventors and investors to create and to
Introduce new labour-saving machinery, thereby giving rise
(first to a short boom and then) to a new wave of uncmployment
and depression. Whether there is any truth in this theory, and
how much, I do not know. As I said in the last chapter, the

€ory of the trade cycle is a rather difficult subject, and one
upon which I do not intend to embark. But since Marx’s con-
tention that the increase of productivity is one of the factors
contributing to the trade cycle seems to me important, I may be
permitted to develop some rather obvious considerations in its
support,

The following list of possible developments is, of course,
quite incomplete ; but it is constructed in such a way that when-
ever the productivity of labour increases, then at least one of the
following developments, and possibly many at a time, must
commence and must proceed in a degree sufficient to balance the
increase in productivity.
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(A) Investments increase, that is to say, such capital goods
arc produced as strengthen the power for producing 'Othcr
goods. (Since this lcads to a further increase of productivity,
it cannot alone balance its effects for any length of time.)

(B) Consumption increases—the standard of living rises :

(a) that of the whole population ; .
(b) that of certain parts of it (for instance, of a certain
class).

(C) Labour time decreases.

(a) the daily labour hours are reduced :

(b) the number of pcople who are not industrial
workers increases, and espccially

(b)) the number of scientists, physicians, artists,
business men, etc., increases.

(b.) the number of unemployed workers increases.

(D) The quantity of goods produced but not consumed

increases.
(a) consumption goods are destroyed ;
(b) capital goods are not used (factories are idle) ;
(¢) goods, other than consumption goods and goods of
the type (A), are produced, for instance, arms;
(d) labour is used to destroy capital goods (and thereby
to reduce productivity).

I have listed these dcilclopmcnts——the list could, of course,
be elaborated—in such a way that down to the dotted line, i.e.
down to (G, b,), the developments as such are generally recognized
as desirable, whilst from (C, b.) onward come those which are
gencrally taken to be undesirable ; they indicate depression,
the manufacture of armaments, and war.

Now it is clear that since (A) alone cannot restore the balance
for good, although it may be a very important factor, one or
several of the other developments mustsetin. It seems, further,
reasonable to assume that if no institutions exist which guarantee
that the dcsirable developments proceed in a degree sufficient
to balance the increased productivity, some of the undesirable
developments will begin. But all of these, with the possible
exception of armament production, are of such a character
that they are likely to lead to a sharp reduction of (A), which
must severely aggravate the situation.

I do not think that such considerations as the above are able
to ¢ explain > armament or war in any sense of the word, although
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they may explain the success of totalitarian states in fighting
unemployment. Nor do I think that they arc able to ¢ explain’
the trade cycle, although they may perhaps contribute something
to such an explanation, in which problems of credit and moncy
are likely to play a very important part ; for the reduction of
(A), for instance, may be equivalent to the hoarding of such
savings as would otherwise probably be invested—a much-
discussed and important factor 4. And it is not quite impossible
that the Marxist law of the falling ratc of profit (if this law is
at all tenable 5) may also give a hint for the cxplanation of
hoarding ; for assuming that a period of quick accumulation
may lead to such a fall, this might discourage investments and
encourage hoarding, and reduce (A).

But all this would not be a thcory of the trade cycle. Such a
theory would have a different task. Its main task would be to
explain why the institution of the free market, as such a very
efficient instrument for equalizing supply and demand, does not
suffice to prevent depressions ¢, i.c. overproduction or under-
consumption. In other words, we should have to show that the
buying and selling on the market produces, as one of the unwanted
social repercussions ? of our actions, the trade cycle. The
Marxist theory of the trade cycle has precisely this aim in view ;
and the considerations sketched here regarding the effects of a
general tendency towards increasing Productivity can at the
best only supplement this theory.

am not going to pronounce judgement on the merits of all
the.se speculations upon the trade cycle. But it seems to me
quite clear that they are most valuable even if in the light of
,}n}?ge;lerihiorieslthcy MShOUI?r :t};dnct’;:'. be cntirely superseded.
greatly 1o hé‘mt t:;t Taflx nfuch at 115 Problerp extensively is
come true f:; :1:111-2 tlitr.ne beil:lg ; the tenc;::rsltc 0tfohls g roph.ecy has
of Product’ivity continues : thé trade cycle a}iso omee 21 i
. . : ) continues, and its
continuation jg likely to lead to interventionijst counter-measures
gz\crleﬁ)l;i:f to a further restriction of ,the free market system ; a
which conforms to Marx’s Prophecy that the trade
cycle would be one of the factors that must bring about the down-
fall of the unrestrained system of capitalism, And to this, we
must adc.l t}lat other piece of successful Prophecy, namely, that
the association of the workers would be another important factor
in this process.

In view of this list of important and largely successful pro-
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phecies, is it justifiable to speak of the poverty of historicism ?
If Marx’s historical prophecics have been even partially successful,
then we should certainly not dismiss his method lightly. But a
closer view of Marx’s successes shows that it was nowhere his
lustoricist method which led him to success, but always the methods of
institutional analysis. Thus it is not an historicist but a typical
institutional analysis which leads to the conclusion that the
capitalist is forced by competition to increase productivity. It
is an institutional analysis on which Marx bases his theory of
the trade cycle and of surplus population. And even the thcory
of class struggle is institutional ; it is part of the mechanism by
which the distribution of wealth as well as of power is controlled,
a mecchanism which makes possible collective bargaining in the
widest sense. Nowhere in these analyses do the typical historicist
‘laws of historical development’, or stages, or periods, or
tendencics, play any part whatever. On the other hand, none
of Marx’s more ambitious historicist conclusions, none of his
‘incxorable laws of development’ and his ‘stages of history
which cannot be leaped over °, has ever turned out to be a success-
ful prediction. Marx was successful only in so far as he was
analysing institutions and their functions. And the opposite
is true also : none of his more ambitious and swecping historical
prophecies falls within the scope of institutional analysis.
Wherever the attempt is made to back them up by such an
analysis, the derivation is invalid. Indeed, comparcd with
Marx’s own high standards, the more sweeping prophecies are
on a rather low intellectual level. They contain not only a lot
of wishful thinking, they are also lacking in political imagination.
Roughly spcaking, Marx shared the belicf of the progressive
industrialist, of the ¢ bourgeois’ of his time : the belief in a law
of progress. But this naive historicist optimism, of Hegel and
Comte, of Marx and Mill, is no less superstitious than a pessimistic
historicism like that of Plato and Spengler. And it is a very
bad outfit for a prophet, since it must bridle historical imagination.
Indeed, it is necessary to recognize as one of the principles of
any unprejudiced view of politics that everything is possible in
human affairs; and more particularly that no conceivable
development can be excluded on the grounds that it may violate
the so-called tendency of human progress, or any other of the
alleged laws of ‘human nature’. ‘The fact of progress’,
writes® H. A. L. Fisher, ‘is written plain and large on
the page of history ; but progress is not a law of nature.
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The ground gained by onc generation may be lost by the
next.

In accordance with the principle that everything is possible
it may be worth while to point out that Marx’s prophecics might
well have come true. A faith like the progressivist optimism
of the nineteenth century can be a powerful political force ;
it can help to bring about what it has predicted. Thus cven a
correct prediction must not be accepted too readily as a corro-
boration of a theory, and of its scientific character. It may
rather be a consequence of its religious character and a proof
of the force of the religious faith which it has been able to inspire
in men. And in Marxism more particularly the religious clement
is unmistakable. In the hour of their dcepest misery and
degradation, Marx’s prophecy gave the workers an inspiring
belief in their mission, and in the great future which their move-
ment was to prepare for the whole of mankind. Looking back
at the course of events from 1864 to 1930, I think that but for
the somewhat accidental fact that Marx discouraged research
in social technology, European affairs might possibly have
developed, under the influence of this prophetic religion, towards
a socialism of a non-collectivist type. A thorough prt,:paration
for social engineering, for planning for freedom, on the part of
the Russian Marxists as well as those in Central Europe, might
possibly have led to an unmistakable success, convinciné to al
friends of the open society. But this would not have been a
corroboration of a scientific prophecy. It would have been the
rcsx.xlt 9f a religious movement—the result of the faith in humani-
tarianism, combined with a critical use of our reason for the
purpose of changing the world.

Mands creed wes dominant n the. mings o i clement &

) ! : inds of his followers. It
swept everything else aside, banishing the power of cool and
critical judgement and destroying the belief that by the use of
reason we may change the world. All that remaineyd of Marx’s
teaching was the oracular philosophy of Hegel, which in its

Marxist trappings threatens to paralyse the st
society. Y struggle for the open



CHAPTER 22: THE MORAL THEORY OF
HISTORICISM

The task which Marx set himself in Capital was to discover
inexorable laws of social development. It was not the dis-
covery of economic laws which would be uscful to the social
technologist. It was neither the analysis of the economic con-
ditions which would permit the realization of such socialist aims
as just prices, equal distribution of wealth, security, reasonable
planning of production and, above all, frecdom, nor was it an
attempt to analyse and to clarify these aims.

But although Marx was strongly opposed to Utopian tech-
nology as well as to any attempt at a moral justification of
socialist aims, his writings contained, by implication, an ethical
theory. This he expressed mainly by moral cvaluations of social
institutions. After all, Marx’s condemnation of capitalism is
fundamentally a moral condemnation. The system is condemned,
for the cruel injustice inherent in it which is combined with full
¢ formal’ justice and rightcousness. The system is condemned,
because by forcing the cxploiter to enslave the exploited it robs
both of their freedom. Marx did not combat wealth, nor did he
praisc poverty. He hated capitalism, not for its accumulation
of wealth, but for its oligarchical character ; he hated it because
in this system wealth means political power in the sense of power
over other men. Labour power is made a commodity ; that
means that men must sell themselves on the market. Marx
hated the system becausc it resembled slavery.

By laying such stress on the moral aspect of social institutions,
Marx emphasized our responsibility for the more remote social
repercussions of our actions; for instance, of such actions as
may help to prolong the life of socially unjust insti.tutions.

But although Capital is, in fact, largely a treatise on social
ethics, these ethical ideas are never represented as such. They
are expressed only by implication, but not the less forcibly on
that account, since the implications are very obvious. Marx,
I believe, avoided an explicit moral theory, because he hated
preaching. Deeply distrustful of the moralist, who usually
preaches water and drinks wine, Marx was reluctant to formulate
his ethical convictions explicitly. The principles of humanity
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and decency were for him matters that.ncedccl no discussion,
matters to be taken for granted. (In this field, too, he was an
optimist.) He attacked the moralists because he saw them as
the sycophantic apologists of a social qrdcr which he felt to b.c
immoral ; he attacked the culogists of lolbcra.llsm because of their
self-satisfaction, because of their idcnt.lﬁcatlon of frecedom with
the formal liberty then existing within a social system 'which
destroyed frcedom. Thus, by implication, he admitted his love
for freedom ; and in spite of his bias, as a philosopher, for holism,
he was certainly not a collectivist, for he hoped that the state
would ¢ wither away’. Marx’s faith, I belicve, was funda-
mentally a faith in the open society.

Marx’s attitude towards Christianity is closely connccted
with these convictions, and with the fact that a hypocritical
defence of capitalist exploitation was in his day characteristic
of official Christianity. (His attitude was not unlike that of his
contemporary Kierkegaard, the grf:aF reformer of Christian
cthics, who exposed ! the official Christian morality of his day as
anti-Christian and anti-humanitarian hypocrisy.) A typical
representative of this kind of Christianity was the High Church
priest J. Townsend, author of A Dissertation on the Poor Lauws,
by a Wellwisher of Mankind, an extremely crude apologist for
exploitation whom Marx exposed. ‘ Hunger’, Townsend begins
his eulogy 2, ¢ is not only a peaceable, silent, unremitted pressure
but, as the most natural motive of industry and labour, it calls
forth the most powerful exertions.” In Townsend’s ¢ Christian ’
world order, everything depends (as Marx observes) upon making
hunger permanent among the working class ; and Townsend
believes that this is indeed the divine purpose of the principle
of the growth of population ; for he goes on: It scems to be
a law of nature that the poor should be to a certain degree
Improvident, so that there may always be some to fulfil the most
servile, the most sordid, the most ignoble offices in the community.
The stock of human happiness 1s thereby much increased, whilst

¢ more delicate . . are left at liberty without interruption to
pursue those callings which are suited to their various dispositions.’
AI}d the ¢ delicate priestly sycoph-’mt ’, as Marx called him for
this remark, adds that the Poor Law, by helping the hungry,
“ tends to destroy the harmony and beauty, the symmetry and
order, of that system which God and nature have cstablished
in the world.

If this kind of ¢ Christianity > has disappeared to-day from
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the face of the better part of our globe, it is in no small degree
duc to the moral reformation brought about by Marx. I do not
suggest that the reform of the Church’s attitude towards the poor
in England did not commence long before Marx had any influence
in England ; but he influenced this development especially on
the Continent, and the rise of socialism had the effect of strength-
ening it in England also. His influence on Christianity may be
perhaps compared with Luther’s influence on the Roman Church.
Both were a challenge, both led to a counter-rcformation in the
camps of their enemics, to a revision and re-valuation of their
ethical standards. Christianity owes not a little to Marx’s influ-
ence if it is to-day on a diflerent path from the one it was pursuing
only thirty years ago. It is even partly due to Marx’s influence
that the Church has listened to the voice of Kierkegaard, who, in
his Book of the Judge, described his own activity as follows 2 : ‘ He
whose task it is to produce a corrective idea, has only to study,
preciscly and deeply, the rotten parts of the existing order—and
then, in the most partial way possible, to stress the opposite of it.’
(“ Since that is so ’, he adds, ¢ an apparently clever man will easily
raise the objection of partiality against the corrective idea—and
he will make the public believe that this was the whole truth about
it.’) In this sensc one might say that the carly Marxism, with its
cthical rigour, its emphasis on deeds instead of mere words, was
perhaps the most important corrective idea of our time %.  This
explains its tremendous moral influence.

The demand that men should prove themselves in deeds is
especially marked in some of Marx’s earlier writings. This
attitude, which might be described as his activism, is most clearly
formulated in the last of his Theses on Feuerbach ®: ¢ The philo-
sophers have only interpreted the world in various ways ; the
point however is to change it.” But there are many other passages
which show the same ©activist’ tendency ; especially those in
which Marx speaks of socialism as the ‘ kingdom of freedom °,
a kingdom in which man would become the ¢ master of his own
social environment’. Marx conceived of socialism as a period
in which we are largely free from the irrational forces that now
determine our life, and in which human reason can actively
control human affairs. Judging by all this, and by Marx’s
general moral and emotional attitude, I cannot doubt that, if
faced with the alternative ¢ are we to be the makers of our fate, or
shall we be content to be its prophets ?° he would have decided to
be a maker and not merely a prophet.
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But as we alrecady know, these strong © activist ’ tendencics of
Marx’s are counteracted by his historicism. Under its influence,
he became mainly a prophet. He decided that, at lcast under
capitalism, we must submit to ¢ inexorable laws’ and to the fact
that all we can do is ‘ to shorten and lessen the birth-pangs’
of the ¢ natural phases of its evolution’ . There is a wide gulf
between Marx’s activism and his historicism, and this gulf is
further widened by his doctrine that we must submit to the
purely irrational forces of history. For since he denounced as
Utopian any attempt to make use of our reason in order to plan
for the future, reason can have no part in bringing about a more reasonable
world. 1 believe that such a view cannot be defended, and
must lead to mysticism. But I must admit that there scems to
be a theoretical possibility of bridging this gulf, although I do
not consider the bridge to be sound. This bridge, of which
there are only rough plans to be found in the writings of Marx
and Engels, I call their historicist moral theory 7.

Unwilling to admit that their own cthical ideas were in any
sense ultimate and self-justifying, Marx and Engels preferred
to look upon their humanitarian aims in the light of a theory
which explains them as the product, or the reflection, of social
circumstances. Their theory can be described as follows. Ifa
social reformer, or a revolutionary, belicves that he is inspired
by a hatred of * injustice ’, and by a love for ‘justice ’, then he
is largely a victim of illusion (like anybody else, for instance the
apologists of the old order). Or, to put it more precisely, his
moral ideas of ‘ justice > and ‘ injustice ’ are by-products of the
social and historical development. But they are by-products
of an important kind, since they are part of the mechanism by
which the development propels itself. To illustrate this point,
there are always at least two ideas of ‘ justice’ (or of ¢ freedom ’
or of ¢ equality ), and these two ideas differ very widely indeed.
The one is the idea of “ justice > as the ruling class understands it,
the Oﬂ}er, the same idea as the oppressed class understands it.
These 1dca.s are, of course, products of the clasg situation, but at
the same time they play an important part in the class struggle—
they have to provide both sides with that good conscience which
they need in order to carry on their fight.

This theory of morality may be characterized as historicist
because it holds that all moral categorics arc dependent on the
historical situation ; it is usually described as historical relativism
in the field of ethics. From this point of view, it is an incomplete
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question to ask : Is it right to act in this way? ‘I'hc complete
question would run like this : Is it right, in the sense of fifteenth-
century feudal morality, to act in this way? Or perhaps : Is
is right, in the sense of nincteenth-century proletarian morality,
to act in this way? This historical relativism was formulated
by Engels as follows®: ¢What morality is preached to us
to-day ? There is first Christian-fcudal morality, inherited
from past centurics ; and this again has two main subdivisions,
Roman Catholic and Protestant moralities, cach of which in
turn has no lack of further subdivisions, from the Jesuit-Catholic
and Orthodox-Protestant to loose  advanced  moralities.
Alongside of thesc, we find the modern bourgeois morality,
and with it, too, the proletarian morality of the future . .

But this so-called ¢ historical relativism > by no means exhausts
the historicist character of the Marxist theory of morals. Let
us imagine we could ask those who hold such a theory, for instance
Marx himself: Why do you act in the way vou do? Why
would you consider it distasteful and repulsive, for instance, to
accept a bribe from the bourgeoisic for stopping your revolu-
tionary activities? I do not think that Marx would have liked
to answer such a question ; he would probably have tried to
evade it, asserting perhaps that he just acted as hc pleased,
or as he felt compelled to. But all this does not touch our
problem. It is certain that in the practical decisions of his
life Marx followed a very rigorous moral code ; it is also certain
that he demanded from his collaborators a high moral standard.
Whatever the terminology applied to these things may be, the
problem which faces us is how to find a reply which he might
have possibly made to the question : Why do you act in such a
way? Why do you try, for instance, to help the oppressed ?
(Marx did not himself belong to this class, either by birth or by
upbringing or by his way of living.)

If pressed in this way, Marx would, I think, have formulated
his moral belicf in the following terms, which form the core of
what I call his historicist moral theory. As a social scientist
(he might have said) I know that our moral ideas are weapons
in the class struggle. As a scientist, I can consider them without
adopting them. But as a scientist I find also that I cannot avoid
taking sides in this struggle ; that any attitude, even aloofness,
means taking sides in some way or other. My problem thus
assumes the form : Which side shall T take? When I have
chosen a certain side, then I have, of course, also decided upon
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my morality. I shall have to adopt the moral system necessarily
bound up with the interests of the class which I have dccided to
support. But before making this fundamental decision, I have
not adopted any moral system at all, provided I can frec mysel
from the moral tradition of my class ; but this, of course, is a
necessary prerequisite for making any conscious and rational
decision regarding the competing moral systems. Now since a
decision is ‘ moral > only in relation to some previously accepted
moral code, my fundamental decision can be no ¢ moral ’ decision
at all. But it can be a scientific decision. For as a social scientist,
I am able to see what is going to happen. I am able to scc that
the bourgeoisie, and with it its system of morals, is bound to
disappear, and that the proletariat, and with it a new systcm
of morals, is bound to win. I see that this development is
{nevitable. It would be madness to attempt to resist it, just as
it would be madness to attempt to resist the law of gravity.
This is why my fundamental decision is in favour of the prole-
ta.riat and of its morality. And this decision is based only on
scientific foresight, on scientific historical prophccy.  Although
1tself not a moral decision, since it is not based on any system of
morality, it leads to the adoption of a certain system of morality.
To sum up, my fundamental decision is not (as you suspected)
the sentimental decision to help the oppressed, but the scientific
and rational decision not to offer vain resistance to the develop-
mental laws of society. Only after I have made this decision
am I Preparcd to accept, and to make full use of, those moral
sentiments which are necessary weapons in the fight for what is
?ho:nc(ir:lo come .in any case. In this way, I adop§ the facts f)f
¢ ing period as the standards of my morality, And in
this way, I solve the apparent paradox that a more reasonable
world will come without being planned by reason ; for according
to my moral standards now adopted, the future world must be
etter, and therefore more reasonable. And I also bridge the
gap between my activism and my historicism. Tor it is clear
th?‘t even though I have discovered the natural law that deter-
mines the movement of society, I cannot shuflfle the natural
PhaSCS.of its evolution out of the world by a stroke of the pen.
But tl}ls much I can do. I can actively assist in shortening and
lessenu.]g its birth-pangs.
This, I think, would have been Marx’s reply, and it is this
reply which to me represents the most important form of what
I have called ¢ historicist moral theory’. It is this theory to
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which Engels alludes when he writes ? : ¢ Certainly, that morality
which contains the greatest number of elements that are going
to last is the one which, within the present time, represents the
overthrow of the present time ; it is the one which represents
the future ; it is the proletarian morality. . . According to this
conception, the ultimate causes of all social changes and political
revolutions arc not increasing insight into justice ; they are to
be sought not in the philosophy but in the economics of the epoch
concerned. The growing realization that cxisting social institu-
tions are irrational and unjust is only a symptom . .> It is the
theory of which a modern Marxist says : ‘ In founding socialist
aspirations on a rational cconomic law of social development,
instead of justifying them on moral grounds, Marx and Engels pro-
claimed socialism a historical necessity.’ 1© It is a theory which
is very widely held ; but it has rarely been formulated clearly
and explicitly. Its criticism is therefore more important than
might be realized at first sight.

First, it is clear enough that the theory depends largely on
the possibility of correct historical prophecy. If this is questioned
—and it certainly must be questioned—then the theory loses
most of its force. But for the purpose of analysing it, I shall
assume at first that historical forcknowledge is an estab-
lished fact; and I shall merely stipulate that this historical
forcknowledge is limited ; I shall stipulate that we have
forcknowledge for, say, the next 500 years, a stipulation
which should not restrict even the boldest claims of Marxist
historicism.

Now let us first examine the claim of historicist moral theory
that the fundamental decision in favour of, or against, one of
the moral systems in question is itself not a moral decision ;
that it is not based on any moral consideration or sentiment,
but on a scientific historical prediction. This claim is, I think,
untenable. In order to make this quite clear, it will suffice
to make explicit the imperative, or principle of conduct, implied
in this fundamental decision. It is the following principle :
Adopt the moral system of the future ! or: Adopt the moral
system held by those whose actions are most useful for bringing
about the future ! Now it seems clear to me that even on the
assumption that we know exactly what the next 500 years will
be like, it is not at all necessary for us to adopt such a principle.
It is, to give an example, at least conceivable that some humani-
tarian pupil of Voltaire who foresaw in 1764 the development of
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France down to, say, 1864 might have disliked the prospect ;
it is at least conceivable that he would have deccided that this
development was rather distasteful and that he was not going
to adopt the moral standards of Napoleon III as his own. I shall
be faithful to my humanitarian standards, he might have said,
I shall teach them to my pupils ; perhaps they will survive this
period, perhaps some day they will be victorious. It is likewise
at least conceivable (I do not assert more, at present) that a
man who to-day foresces with certainty that we are heading for
a period of slavery, that we are going to return to the cage of
the arrested society, or even that we are about to return to the
beasts, may nevertheless decide not to adopt the moral standards
of this impending period but to contribute as well as he can to
the survival of his humanitarian ideals, hoping perhaps for a
resurrection of his morality in some dim future.
. .All that is, at least, conceivable. It may perhaps not be the
wisest * decision to make. But the fact that such a decision is
excluded neither by foreknowledge nor by any sociological or
psychological law shows that the first claim of historicist moral
theory is untenable. Whether we should accept the morality
of the future just because it is the morality of the future, this in
1tself is just a moral problem. The fundamental dccision, cannot
be derived from any knowledge of the future.

In. previous chapters I have mentioned moral positivism
(especially that of Hegel), the theory that there is no moral
Standard but the one which exists ; that what is, is reasonable
and good ; and therefore, that might is right. The practical
aspect of this theory is this. A moral criticism of the existing
::;t:alof affairs is impos:sible, since this state it.se.lf determines the

standard of things. Now the historicist moral theory

We are considering is nothing but another form of moral posi-
Llwsm, For it holds that coming might is right. The future is
a:r: substituted for the present—that is all.  And the practical
staﬁ ct of the theory is this. A moral criticism of the coming
stanedgi :ﬂ?lri .is impo;zblg.g‘ncc this state determines the moral
¢ the futuo ,t'lngs. e ditlerence between ¢ the present > and
re’ is here, of course, only a matter of degree. One

can say that the future starts to-morrow, or in 500 years, or in
I00. ]’f their theoretical structure there is no difference between moral
conservatism, moral modernism, and moral JSuturism. Nor is there
much to choose between them in regard to moral sentiments.
If the moral futyrist criticizes the cowardice of the moral
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conservative who takes sides with the powers that be, then the
moral conservative can return the charge ; he can say that the
moral futurist is a coward since he takes sides with the powers
that will be, with the rulers of to-morrow.

I feel surc that, had he considered these implications, Marx
would have repudiated historicist moral thcory. Numerous
remarks and numerous actions prove that it was not a scientific
Judgement but a moral impulse, the wish to help the oppressed,
the wish to frec the shamelessly exploited and miserable workers,
which led him to socialism. I do not doubt that it is this moral
appeal that is the secret of the influence of his teaching. And the
force of this appeal was tremendously strengthened by the fact
that he did not preach morality in the abstract. He did not
pretend to have any right to do so. Who, he seems to have
asked himself, lives up to his own standard, provided it is not 3
very low onc? It was this fecling which led him to rely, in
ethical matters, on under-statements, and which led him to the
attempt to find in prophetic social science an authority in
matters of morals more reliable than he felt himself to be.

Surely, in Marx’s practical ethics such categories as freedom
and ecquality played the major réle. He was, after all, one of
those who took the ideals of 1789 seriously. And he had seep
how shamelessly a concept like ‘freedom’ could be twisted.,
This is why he did not preach freecdom in words—why he preached
it in action. He wanted to improve society and improvement
meant to him more freedom, more equality, more justice, more
sccurity, higher standards of living, and especially that shortening
of the working day which at once gives the workers some freedop,
It was his hatred of hypocrisy, his reluctanc.c to speak aboyy
these ‘ high ideals’, together with his amazing optimism, his
trust that all this would be realized in the ncar future, whicp,
led him to veil his moral beliefs behind historicist formulatiopng

Marx, I assert, would not seriously have defended mora]
positivism in the form of moral futurism if he had seen that
implics the recognition of future might as right. But there are
others who do not possess his passionate love of humanity, who
are moral futurists just because of these implications, i.e, oppor-
tunists wishing to be on the winning side. ‘Moral futurism is
widespread to-day. Its deeper, non-opportunist basis is probab]
the belief that goodness must ¢ ultimately > triumph over Wicked}:
ness. But moral fpturists forget that we are not going to live
to witness the ‘ ultimate > outcome of present events, ¢ HiStory
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will be our judge !’ What does this mean? That success will
judge. The worship of success and of future might is the highest
standard of many who would never admit that present might is
right. (They quite forget that the present is the future of the
past.) The basis of all this is a half-hearted compromise between
a moral optimism and a moral scepticism. It seems to be hard
to believe in one’s conscience. And it seems to be hard to resist
the impulse to be on the winning side.

All these critical remarks are consistent with the assumption
that we can predict the future for the next, say, 500 years. But
if we drop this entirely fictitious assumption, then historicist mora]
theory loses all its plausibility. And we must drop it. For
there is no prophetic sociology to help us in selecting a morg]
system. We cannot shift our responsibility for such a selectjop
on to anybody, not even on to ‘the future’.

Marx’s historicist moral theory is, of course, only the result
of his view concerning the method of social science, of hjg
sociological determinism, a view which has become rather fashionable
in our day. All our opinions, it is said, including our mora]
standards, depend upon society and its historical state. They
are the products of society or of a certain class situation. Educa.
tion is defined as a special process by which the community
attempts to ¢ pass on’ to its members © its culture including the
standards by which it would have them to live’ 11 ap( the
‘ relativity of educational theory and practice to a prey
order’ is emphasized. Science, too, is said to depend o
social stratum of the scientific worker, etc.

A theory of this kind which emphasizes the sociological
dependence of our opinions is sometimes called sociologisy, - if
the historical dependence is emphasized, it is called historism,
(Historism must not, of course, be mixed up with historicism.)
Both S(?ciologism and historism, in so far as they maintain the
determination of scientific knowledge by society or history, will
be discussed in the next two chapters. In so far as sociologism

©ars upon moral theory, a few remarks may be added here,
Bu.t peforc going into any detail, I wish to make quite clear my
OPpINION concerning these Hegelianizing theories. I believe that
they chatter trivialities clad in the jargon of oracular philosoPhy.
. L_Ct Us examine this moral °sociologism’. That man, and
his alms, are in q certain sense a product of society is true enough.
But it is a‘lso true that society is a product of man and of his aims
and that it may become increasingly so. The main question is :

ailing
n the



CHAPTER 22 ! MORAL HISTORICISM 209

Which of these two aspects of the relations between men and
socicty is more important? Which is to be stressed ?

We shall understand sociologism better if we compare it
with the analogous ‘ naturalistic > view that man and his aims
are a product of heredity and environment. Again we must
admit that this is truc enough. But it is also quite certain that
man’s cnvironment is to an increasing extent a product of him
and his aims (to a limited extent, the same might be said
cven of his heredity). Again we must ask : which of the two
aspects is morc important, more fertile? The answer may
be easicr if we give the question the following more practical
form. We, the generation now living, and our minds, our
opinions, arc largely the product of our parents, and of the way
they have brought us up. But the next generation will be, to
a similar extent, a product of ourselves, of our actions and of
the way in which we bring them up. Which of the two aspects
is the more important onc for us to-day?

If we consider this question seriously, then we find that the
decisive point is that our minds, our opinions, are only largely
dependent on our upbringing,—not totally. If they were totally
dependent on our upbringing, if we were incapable of self-
criticism, of learning from our own way of seeing things, from
our experience, then, of course, the way we have been brought
up by the last gencration would determine the way in which we
bring up the next. But it is quite certain that this is not so.
Accordingly, we can concentratc our critical faculties on the
difficult problem of bringing up the next generation in a way
which we consider better than the way in which we have been
brought up ourselves.

The situation stressed so much by sociologism can be dealt
with in an exactly analogous way. That our minds, our views,
are in a way a product of ‘ society ’ is trivially true. The most
important part of our environment is its social part; thought,
in particular, is very largely dependent on social intercourse ;
language, the medium of thought, is a social phenomenon.
But it simply cannot be denied that we can examine thoughts,
that we can criticize them, improve them, and further that we
can change and improve our physical environment according to
our changed, improved thoughts. And the same is true of our
social environment.

All these considerations are entirely independent of the
metaphysical ¢ problem of free will’. Even the indeterminist
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admits a certain amount of dependence on heredity and on
environmental, especially social, influence. On the other hand,
the determinist must agree that our views and actions are not
fully and solely determined by heredity, education, and social
influences. He has to admit that therc are other factors, for
instance, the more ¢ accidental > experiences accumulated during
one’s life, and that these also exert their influence.  Determinism
or indeterminism, as long as they remain within their metaphysical
boundaries, do not affect our problem. ' But the point is that
they may trespass beyond these boundaries ; thz‘lt mctaphysical
determinism, for instance, may encourage sociological deter-
minism or ‘sociologism ’. But in this form, the theory cap pe
confronted with experience. And expericnce shows that i is
certainly false.

Beethoven, to take an instance from the field of xsthetics,
which has a certain similarity to that of ethics, is surely to o
extent a product of musical education and traditlon,‘and many whg
take an interest in him will be impressed by t‘hJs aspect of hig
work. The more important aspect, however, is 'tl‘mt he is algq
a producer of music, and thercby of musical tradition ang cdu-
cation. I do not wish to quarrel with the metaphysical deter-
minist who would insist that cvery bar Beethoven wrotc was
determined by some combination of hereditary and enion.
mental influences. Such an assertion is empirically ¢ i
insignificant, since no one could actually ‘ explaia® a single 1y, r
of his writing in this way. The important thing is that everycne
admits that what he wrote can be explained neither by the
musical works of his predecessors, nor by the social environment
in which he lived, nor by his deafness, nor by the food which
his housekeepcr cooked for him ; not, in other words, by any
definite set of environmental influcnces or circumstances open to
empirical investigation, or by anything we could possibly know
of his heredity.

I do not deny that there are certain interesting sociological
aspects of Beethoven’s work. It is well known, for Instance, that
the transition from a small to a large symphony orchestra is
connected, in some way, with a socio-political development.
Orchestras cease to be the private hobbies of princes, and are at
least partly supported by a middle class whose interest in music
greatly increases. I am willing to appreciate any sociological
¢ explanation ’ of thjs sort, and I admit that such aspects may be
worthy of scientific study. (After all, I myself have attempted
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similar things in this book, for instance, in my treatment of
Plato.)

What then, morc precisely, is the object of my attack? It is
the exaggeration and generalization of any aspect of this kind.
If we ‘explain’ Beethoven’s symphony orchestra in the way
hinted above, we have explained very little. If we describe
Beethoven as representing the bourgeoisie in the process of
emancipating itsclf, we say very little, even if it is true. Such a
function could most certainly be combined with the production
of bad music (as we sce from Wagner). We cannot attempt to
cxplain Beethoven’s genius in this way, or in any way at all.

I think that Marx’s own views could likewise be used for an
empirical refutation of sociological determinism. For if we
consider in the light of this doctrine the two thcories, activism
and historicism, and their struggle for supremacy in Marx’s
system, then we will have to say that historicism would be a view
more fitting for a conscrvative apologist than for a revolutionary
or even a reformer. And, indeed, historicism was used by Hegel
with that tendency. The fact that Marx not only took it over
from Hegel, but in the end permitted it to oust his own activism,
may thus show that the side a man takes in the social struggle
necd not always determinc his intellectual decisions. These
may be determined, as in Marx’s case, not so much by the true
interest of the class he supported as by accidental factors, such
as the influence of a predecessor, or perhaps by shortsightedness.
Thus in this case, sociologism may further our understanding of
Hegel, but the example of Marx himself exposes it as an unjusti-
fied generalization. A similar case is Marx’s underrating of the
significance of his own moral ideas ; for it cannot be doubted
that the secret of his religious influence was in its moral appeal,
that his criticism of capitalism was effective mainly as a moral
criticism. Marx showed that a social system can as such be
unjust ; that if the system is bad, then all the righteousness of the
individuals who profit from it is a mere sham righteousness, is
mere hypocrisy. For our responsibility extends to the system,
to the institutions which we allow to persist.

It is this moral radicalism of Marx which explains his influ-
ence ; and that is a hopeful fact in itself. This moral radicalism
is still alive. It is our task to keep it alive, to prevent it from
going the way which his political radicalism will have to go.
¢ Scientific ° Marxism is dead. Its feeling of social responsibility
and its love for freedom must survive.



Rationality, in the sensc of an appcal to a universal
and impersonal standard of truth, is of supreme
importance . . , not only in ages in which it casily
prevails, but also, and even more, in thosc less
fortunate times in which it is despised and rejected
as the vain dream of men who lack the virility to
kill where they cannot agreec.

BERTRAND RuUSsSELL.

CrarTErR 23: THE SOCIOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE

It can hardly be doubted that Hegel’s and Marx’s historicjst
philosophies are characteristic products of their time—a time of
social change. Like the philosophies of Heraclitus and Plato,
and like those of Comte and Mill, Lamarck and Darwin, they
are philosophies of change, and they witness to the tremendouys
and undoubtedly somewhat terrifying impression made by 2
changing social environment on the minds of those who live in

is environment. Plato reacted to this situation by attempting
to arrest all change. The more modern social philosophers
appear to react very differently, since they accept, and evep
welcome, change ; yet this love of change secms to me a little
ambivalent. For even though they have given up any hope of
arrest'ing change, as historicists they try to predict it, and thus
to bring it under rational control ; and this certainly looks like
an attempt to tame it. Thus it seems that, to the historicist
change has not entirely lost its terrors. ’
.In our own time of still more rapid change, we even find the
desire not only to predict change, but to control it by centralized
large-scale planning. These holistic views (which T have criti-
cized in The Poverty of Historicism) represent a compromise, as it
were, between Platonic and Marxian theorics. Plato’s will to
arrest change, combined with Marx’s doctrine of its inevitability
}qeld, 3 a kind of Hegelian * synthesis’, the demand that since
it cannot be entirely arrested, change should at least be ‘ planned *
and contrcflled by the state whose power is to be vastly extendedf

.An 2ttitude like this may seem, at first sight, to be a kind of
rationalism ; j g closely related to Marx’s dream of the ‘ realm
of freedom” in which man is for the first time master of his own

212
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fate. But as a matter of fact, it occurs in closest alliance with
a doctrine which is definitely opposed to rationalism (and especi-
ally to thc doctrine of the rational unity of mankind ; sce chap-
ter 24), one which is well in keeping with the irrationalist and
mystical tendencies of our time. I have in mind the Marxist
doctrine that our opinions, including our moral and scientific
opinions, arc determined by class interest, and more generally
by the social and historical situation of our time. Under the
name of ‘ sociology of knowledge ’ or ‘ sociologism ’, this doctrine
has becen developed recently (especially by M. Scheler and
K. Mannheim ) as a theory of the social determination of
scientific knowledge.

The sociology of knowledge argues that scientific thought, and
especially thought on social and political matters, does not
proceed in a vacuum, but in a socially conditioned atmosphere.
It is influenced largely by unconscious or subconscious elements.
These elements remain hidden from the thinker’s obscrving eye
because they form, as it were, the very place which he inhabits,
his social habitat. The social habitat of the thinker determines
a whole system of opinions and theories which appear to him as
unquestionably true or self-evident. They appear to him as if
they were logically and trivially true, such as, for example, the
sentence ¢ all tables are tables ’.  This is why he is not even aware
of having made any assumptions at all. But that he has made
assumptions can be scen if we compare him with a thinker who
lives in a very different social habitat ; for he too will proceed
from a system of apparently unquestionable assumptions, but
from a very different one ; and it may be so different that no
intellectual bridge may exist and no compromise be possible
between these two systems. Each of these different socially
determined systems of assumptions is called by the sociologists of
knowledge a ‘otal ideology.

The sociology of knowledge can be considered as a Hegelian
version of Kant’s theory of knowledge. For it continues on the
lines of Kant’s criticism of what we may term the ° passivist’
theory of knowledge. I mean by this the theory of the empiricists
down to and including Hume, a theory which may be described,
roughly, as holding that knowledge streams into us through our
senscs, and that error is due to our interference with the sense-
given material, or to the associations which have developed within
it ; the best way of avoiding error is to remain entirely passive
and receptive. Against this receptacle theory of knowledge (I
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usually call it the ¢ bucket theory of the mind ’), Kant 2 argued
that knowledge is not a collection of gifts reccived by our scnses
and stored in the mind as if it werc a muscum, but that it is
very largely the result of our own mental activity ; that we must
most actively engage oursclves in searching, comparing, unifying,
generalizing, if we wish to attain knowledge. We may call this
theory the ¢ activist ’ theory of knowledge. In connection with
it, Kant gave up the untenable ideal of a science which is free
from any kind of presuppositions. (That this ideal is even sclf-
contradictory will be shown in the next cbapter.) He made it
quite clear that we cannot start frf)m nothing, and that we have
to approach our task equipped with a system of presuppositions
which we hold without having tested them by the empirical
methods of science ; such a system may be called a ‘ categorial
apparatus’ 3. Kant believed that it was possible to discover the
one true and unchanging categorial apparatus, which represents
as it were the necessarily unchanging framework of our intellectya]
outfit, i.e. human ‘reason’. This part of Kant’s theory wag
given up by Hegel, who, as opposed to Kant, did not belicve
in the unity of mankind. He taught that man’s intcllectua]
outfit was constantly changing, and that it was part of his social
heritage ; accordingly the development of man’s reason must
coincide with the historical development of his society, i.e. of
the nation to which he belongs. This theory of Hegel’s, ang
especially his doctrine that all knowledge and all truth is * relatjye *
in the sense of being determined by history, is sometimes called
¢ historism ’ (in contradistinction to * historicism ’, as mentioned
in the last chapter). The sociology of knowledge or ¢ sociologism ’
is obviously very closely related to or nearly identical with it,
the only difference being that, under the influence of Marx,
it emphasizes that the historical development does not produce
one uniform ‘ national spirit ’, as Hegel held, but rather several
and sometimes opposed ©total ideologies’ within one nation,
according to the class, the social stratum, or the social habitat, of
those who hold them.

But the likeness to Hegel goes further. I have said above
that according to the sociology of knowlcdge, no intellectual
bridge or compromise between different total ideologies is possible.
But this radical scepticism is not really meant quite as seriously
as it sounds. There is a way out of it, and the way is analogous
to the Hegelian method of superseding the conflicts which pre-
ceded him in the history of philosophy. Hegel, a spirit freely
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poised above the whirlpool of the dissenting philosophies, reduced
them all to mere components of the highest of syntheses, of his
own system. Similarly, the sociologists of knowledge hold that
the * freely poised intelligence ’ of an intelligentsia which is only
loosely anchored in social traditions may be able to avoid the
pitfalls of the total ideologies ; that it may even be able to see
through, and to unveil, the various total ideologies and the
hidden motives and other determinants which inspire them
Thus the sociology of knowledge believes that the highest degree
of objectivity can be rcached by the frecely poised intelligence
analysing the various hidden ideologies and their anchorage in the
unconscious. The way to true knowledge appears to be the
unveiling of unconscious assumptions, a kind of psycho-therapy,
as it were, or if I may say so, a socio-therapy. Only he who has
been socio-analysed or who has socio-analysed himself, and who
is freed from this social complex, i.e. from his social ideology,
can attain to the highest synthesis of objective knowledge.

In a previous chapter, when dealing with ¢ Vulgar Marxism ’
I mentioned a tendency which can be observed in a group of
modern philosophies, the tendency to unveil the hidden motives
behind our actions. The sociology of knowledge belongs to this
group, together with psycho-analysis and certain philosophies
which unveil the ¢ meaninglessness * of the tenets of their oppo-
nents 4. The popularity of these views lies, I believe, in the ease
with which they can be applied, and in the satisfaction which
they confer on those who sce through things, and through the
follics of the unenlightencd. This pleasure would be harmless,
were it not that all these ideas are liable to destroy the intel-
lectual basis of any discussion, by establishing what I have called 5
a ‘reinforced dogmatism’. (Indeed, this is something rather
similar to a ¢ total ideology ’.) Hegelianism does it by declaring
the admissibility and even fertility of contradictions. But if
contradictions nced not be avoided, then any criticism and any
discussion becomes impossible since criticism always consists in
pointing out contradictions either within the theory to be criti-
cized, or between it and some facts of experience. The situation
with psycho-analysis is similar : the psycho-analyst can always
explain away any objections by showing that they are due to
the repressions of the critic. And the philosophers of meaning,
again, need only point out that what their opponents hold is
meaningless, which will always be true, since ¢ meaninglessness ’
can be so defined that any discussion about it is by definition
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without meaning ¢. Marxists, in a like manner, arc accustomed
to cxplain the disagrecement of an opponent by his class bias, and
the sociologists of knowledge by his total ideology. Such
methods are both easy to handle and good fun for thosc who
handle them. But they clearly destroy the basis of rational dis-
cussion, and they must lead, ultimately, to anti-rationalism and
mysticism.

In spite of these dangers, I do not sce why I should cntirely
forgo the fun of handling these methods. For just like the
psycho-analysts, the people to whom psycho-analysis applies best,?
the socio-analysts invite the application of their own methods
to themsclves with an almost irrcsistible hospitality. For is not
their description of an intelligentsia which is only loosely anchored
in tradition a very neat description of their own social group ?
And is it not also clear that, assuming the theory of total ideologics
to be correct, it would be part of every total idcology to belieye
that one’s own group was free from bias, and was indced that
body of the elect which alone was capable of objectivity ?  Ts it
not, therefore, to be expected, always assuming the truth of this
theory, that those who hold it will unconsciously deccive them-
selves by producing an amendment to the theory in order to
establish the objectivity of their own views? Can we, then
take seriously their claim that by their sociological sclf~analysi;
they have reached a higher degree of objectivity ; and their
claim that socio-analysis can cast out a total ideology ? But e
could even ask whether the whole theory is not simply the
expression of the class interest of this particular group ; of an
intelligentsia only loosely anchored in tradition, though just
firmly enough to speak Hegelian as their mother tongue.

_How little the sociologists of knowledge have succeeded in
soclo-therapy, that is to say, in eradicating their own total
ideology, will be particularly obvious if we consider their relation
;:ﬁml'l'egzllz1 For they have no idez.l that they are just repcating

5 the contrary, they believe not only that they have
ogtgrowr.l him, but also that they have successfully seen through
him, Soclo-analysed him ; and that they can now look at him,
not from any particular social habitat, but objectively, from a
SUperior elevation, This palpable failure in self-analysis tells us
enough.

.But, all Jjoking apart, there are more scrious objections. The
sociology of knowledge is not only self-destructive, not only a
rather gratifying object of socio-analysis, it also shows an astound-
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ing failure to understand precisely its main subject, the social aspects
of knowledge, or rather, of scientific method. It looks upon science
or knowledge as a process in the mind or ‘ consciousness ’ of the
individual scientist, or perhaps as the product of such a process.
If considered in this way, what we call scientific objectivity must
indced become completely ununderstandable, or even impossible ;
and not only in the social or political sciences, where class inter-
ests and similar hidden motives may play a part, but just as
much in the natural sciences. Everyone who has an inkling of
the history of the natural sciences is aware of the passionate
tenacity which characterizes many of its quarrels. No amount
of political partiality can influence political theories more strongly
than the partiality shown by some natural scientists in favour of
their intellectual offspring.  If scientific objectivity were founded,
as the sociologistic theory of knowledge naively assumes, upon
the individual scientist’s impartiality or objectivity, then we
should have to say good-bye to it. Indeed, we must be in a way
morc radically sceptical than the sociology of knowledge ; for
there is no doubt that we are all suffering under our own system
of prejudices (or ¢ total ideologies °, if this term is preferred) ; that
we all take many things as self-evident, that we accept them
uncritically and even with the naive and cocksure belief that
criticism is quite unnecessary ; and scientists are no exception
to this rule, even though they may have superficially purged
themselves from some of their prejudices in their particular field.
But they have not purged themselves by socio-analysis or any
similar method ; they have not attempted to climb to a higher
plane from which they can understand, socio-analyse, and
cxpurgate their ideological follies. For by making their minds
more ‘ objective ’ they could not possibly attain to what we call
¢ scientific objectivity >. No, what we usually mean by this
term rests on different grounds8. It is a matter of scientific
mcthod. And, ironically enough, objectivity is closely bound up
with the social aspect of scientific method, with the fact that science
and scientific objectivity do not (and cannot) result from the
attempts of an individual scientist to be ¢ objective’, but from
the co-operation of many scientists. Scientific objectivity can
be described as the inter-subjectivity of scientific method. But
this social aspect of science is almost entirely neglected by those
who call themselves sociologists of knowledge.

Two aspects of the method of the natural sciences are of
importance in this connection. Together they constitute what
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I may term the ¢ public character of scientific method >. First,
there is something approaching free criticism. A scientist may
offer his theory with the full conviction that it is unassailable.
But this will not impress his fellow-scientists and competitors ;
rather it challenges them : they know that the scientific attitude
means criticizing everything, and they are little deterred even
by authorities. Secondly, scicntists try to avoid talking at
cross-purposes. (I may remind the reader that I am spcaking
of the natural sciences, but a part of modern economics may be
included.) They try very seriously to speak one and the same
language, even if they use different mother tongucs. In the
natural sciences this is achieved by rcciognizing CXpcerience ag
the impartial arbiter of their controversics. thr} spcaking of
¢ experience ’ I have in mind experiencc of a ‘ public’ charactcr,
like observations, and experiments, as OP_P?SCd to experience jp
the sense of more ¢ private > @sthetic or religious experience ; and
an experience is ¢ public * if everybody who takes the trouble ¢y,
repeat it. In order to avoid speaking at cross-purposes, scientists
try to express their theories in such a form that they can be tested,
i.e. refuted (or else corroborated) by such experience.

This is what constitutes scientific objectivity. Everyone who
has learned the technique of understanding and testing scientific
theories can repeat the experiment and judge for himsclf. In
spite of this, there will always be some who come to Judgements
which are partial, or even cranky. This cannot be helped, ang
it does not seriously disturb the working of the varioys social
institutions which have been designed to further scientific object-
ivity and criticism ; for instance the laboratorics, the scientific
periodicals, the congresses. This aspect of scientific method
shows what can be achieved by institutions designed to make
public control possible, and by the open expression of public
opinion, even if this is limited to a circle of specialists. Only
political power, when it is used to suppress frec criticism, or when
it fails to protect it, can impair the functioning of these insti-
tutions, on which all progress, scientific, technological, and
political, ultimately depends.

In order to elucidate further still this.sadly neglected aspect
of scientific method, we may consider the idea that it is advisable
to characterize science by its methods rather than by its results.

Let us first assume that a clairvoyant produces a book by
dreaming it, or perhaps by automatic writing. Let us assume,
further, that years later as a result of recent and revolutionary
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scientific discoverics, a great scientist (who has never seen that
book) produces onc precisely the same.  Or to put it differently,
we assume that the clairvoyant ‘saw’ a scientific book which
could not then have been produced by a scientist owing to the
fact that many relevant discoveries were still unknown at that
date. We now ask : is it advisable to say that the clairvoyant
produced a scientific book ?  We may assume that, if submitted
at the time to the judgement of competent scientists, it would
have been described as partly ununderstandable, and partly
fantastic ; thus we shall have to say that the clairvoyant’s book
was not when written a scientific work, since it was not the result
of scientific method. I shall call such a result, which, though in
agreement with some scientific results, is not the product of
scientific method, a piece of ‘revealed science’.

In order to apply these considerations to the problem of the
publicity of scientific method, let us assume that Robinson Cruspe
succeeded in building on his island physical and chemical laboy-
atories, astronomical observatories, etc., and in writing a great
number of papers, based throughout on observation and experi-
ment. Let us even assume that he had unlimited time at kg
disposal, and that he succeeded in constructing and in dcscribing
scientific systems which actually coincide with. the results accepted
at present by our own scientists. Considcrmg‘the‘ character of
this Crusonian science, some people will be inclined, at firg;
sight, to assert that it is real science and not ° revealed scicnce >
And, no doubt, it is very much more like science than the scientific
book which was revealed to the clairvoyant, for Robinson Crusoe
applied a good deal of scientific method. And yet, I assert that
this Crusonian science is still of the ¢ revealed ’ kind ; that there
is an element of scientific method missing, and consequently, th,¢
the fact that Crusoe arrived at our results is nearly as accidentq)
and miraculous as it was in the case of the clairvoyant. For
there is nobody but himself to check his results ; nobody ¢
himself to correct those prejudices which are the unavoidahje
consequence of his peculiar mental history ; no.body to help him
to get rid of that strange blindness concerning the inp,
possibilities of our own results which is a consequence of the
that most of them are reached through comparatively jrpe)
approaches. And concerning his scientific papers, it i5 o
attempts to explain his work to somebody who has not dop, ;,
he can acquire the discipline of clear and reasoned commy,

tion which too is part of scientific method. In one poi
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comparatively unimportant one—is the revealed ’ chaxécter ?f
the Crusonian science particularly obvious; I mean Crusoe’s
discovery of his ¢ personal equation’ (for we must assume that
he made this discovery), of the characterl.stlc personal reaction-
time affecting his astronomical observations. Of course it is
conceivable that he discovered, say, changes in his reaction-
time, and that he was led, in this way, to make allowam.:es fqr it.
But if we compare this way of ﬁndmg out al3out r.ca,ctlo.n-txme,
with the way in which it was discovered in public* science—
through the contradiction between the rcsu.lts of various ,obse.rvcrs
—then the ‘revealed’ character of Robinson Crusoe’s science
becomes manifest. . . .

To sum up these considerations, it may be said thaF W!left we
call scientific objectivity > is not a product of the indivigyy)
scientist’s impartiality, but a product of t.he.s?aal Or public
character of scientific method ; and the individual SClentist’s
impartiality is, so far as it exists., not the source but'rat.hgr the
result of this socially or institutionally organized Ob_]CCthIty of
science. .

Both ® Kantians and Hegelians make the same Mistake of
assuming that our presuppositions (since they are, to start with,
undoubtedly indispensable instruments w%uch we need in gy,
active ‘ making > of experiences) can neither be changed by
decision nor refuted by expericnce ; that they are above apq
beyond the scientific methods of testing theories, constituting
they do the basic presuppositions of all thqught. But this ig an
¢xaggeration, based on a misunder§tandmg of the relations
between theory and experience in science. It Was one of the
greatest achievements of our time whcn. Einstein sbowed that,
in the light of experience, we may quc;stlor} and Tevise our pre-
Suppositions regarding even space and time, lfleas which had peep
held to be necessary presuppositions of all science, and to belop
to its ‘ categorial apparatus . Thus the sceptical att
science launched by the sociology of kn.oyvledge break
the light of scientific method. The empirical method
to be quite capable of taking care of itself..

But it does 5o not by eradicating our prejudices all at once ;
it can eliminate them only one by one. The classical case i
Point is again Einstein’s discovery of our prejudices regarding
time.  Einstein did not set out to discover prejudices ; he did
ot even set out to criticize our conceptions of space and time,
His problem was 5 concrete problem of physics, the re-drafting

ack upon
s down in
has proved
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of a theory that had broken down because of various experiments
which in the light of the theory seemed to contradict one another.
Einstcin together with most physicists realized that this meant
that the theory was false. And he found that if we alter it in
a point which had so far been held by everybody to be self-evident
and which had therefore escaped notice, then the difficulty
could be removed. In other words, he just applied the methods
of scientific criticism and of the invention and elimination of
theories, of trial and error. But this method does not lead to
the abandonment of all our prejudices ; rather, we can discover
the fact that we had a prejudice only after having got rid of it.

But it certainly has to be admitted that, at any given moment,
our scientific theories will depend not only on the experiments,
etc., made up to that moment, but also upon prejudices which
are taken for granted, so that we have not become aware of them
(although the application of certain logical methods may help us
to detect them). At any rate, we can say in regard to this
incrustation that science is capable of learning, of breaking down
some of its crusts. The process may never be perfected, but
there is no fixed barrier before which it must stop short. Any
assumption can, in principle, be criticized. And that anybody
may criticize constitutes scientific objectivity.

Scientific results are © relative’ (if this term is to be used at
all) only in so far as they are the results of a certain stage of
scientific development and liable to be superseded in the course
of scientific progress. But this does not mean that fruth is
‘relative >. If an assertion is true, it is true for ever . It only
means that most scientific results have the character of hypotheses,
l.e. sentences for which the evidence is inconclusive, and which
are therefore liable to revision at any time. These considerations
(with which I have dealt more fully elsewhere '), though not
necessary for a criticism of the sociologists, may perhaps help to
further the understanding of their theories. They also throw
some light, to come back to my main criticism, on the important
role which co-operation, intersubjectivity, and the publicity of
method play in scientific criticism and scientific progress.

It is true that the social sciences have not yet fully attained
this publicity of method. This is due partly to the intelligence-
destroying influence of Aristotle and Hegel, partly perhaps also
to their failure to make use of the social instruments of scientific
objectivity. Thus they are really ‘ total ideologies ’, or putting
it differently, some social scientists are unable, and even unwilling,



ATH
222 THE AFTERM

to speak a common language. . But t.he reason is not c].ass interest,
and the cure is not a Hegelian dlalcctlc.al sy.nthesw., nor self-
analysis. The only course open to the social sciences is to forget
all about the verbal fireworks and to tackl.e the practical pr.oblems
of our time with the help of the t.hcorctlcal methods which are
fundamentally the same in all sciences. I mean the methods
of trial and error, of inventing hypotheses .Wthh can be practically
tested, and of submitting them to practlgal tests. .A socz:al tech-
nology is needed whose results can be tested Ify pzefemeal s'ocza'l engineering.

The cure here suggested for the social sciences is diametrically
opposed to the one sugges.tcd by t}lc sociolo.gy of knowledge.
Sociologism believes that it is not their unpf‘actlcal character, but
rather the fact that practical and theoretical problems are too
much intertwined in the field of social and political knowledge,
that creates the methodological difficulties of these sciences,
Thus we can read in a leading work on the sociology of know.-
ledge 12 : ¢ The peculiarity of political knowledge, as opposed to
¢« exact” knowledge, lies in the fact that knowledge and will,
or the rational element and the range of the irrational, are
inseparably and essentially intertwin§d.’ To this we can reply
that ¢ knowledge’ and ‘will’ are, in a certain sense, always
inseparable ; and that this fact need not lead to any dangerous
entanglement. No scientist can .kno.w without making an effort,
without taking an interest ; and in his effort there is usually eyen
a certain amount of self-interest involved. The engineer studies
things mainly from a practical point Qf view. So does the farmer.
Practice is not the enemy of theoretical knowledge but the most
valuable incentive to it. Though a certain amount of aloofness
may be becoming to the scientist, there are many examples to
show that it is not always important for a scientist to be thus dis-
interested. But it is important for him to remain in touch with
reality, with practice, for those w.ho overlook it have to pay by
lapsing into scholasticism. ~Practical application of our findings
is thus the means by which we may eliminate irrationalism from
social science, and not any attempt to separate knowledge from
“will ?,

As opposed to this, the sociology of knowledge hopes to
reform the social sciences by making the social scientists aware
of the social forces and ideologies which unconsciously beset them.
But the main trouble about prejudices is that there is no such
direct way of getting rid of them.. For how shall we ever know
that we have made any progress 1n our attempt to rid ourselves
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from prejudice? Is it not a common cxperience that those
who arc most convinced of having got rid of their prejudices
are most prejudiced ?  The idea that a sociological or a psycho-
logical or an anthropological or any other study of prejudices
may help us to rid ourselves of them is quite mistaken ; for many
who pursue these studies are full of prejudice ; and not only
does self-analysis not help us to overcome the unconscious deter-
mination of our views, it often leads to even more subtle self-
deception. Thus we can read in the same work on the sociology
of knowledge 13 the following references to its own activities :
¢ There is an increasing tendency towards making conscious the
factors by which we have so far been unconsciously ruled. . .
Those who fear that our increasing knowledge of determining
factors may paralyse our decisions and threaten ‘ freedom ”
should put their minds at rest. For only he is truly determined
who does not know the most essential determining factors but
acts immediately under the pressure of determinants unknown
to him.” Now this is clearly just a repetition of a pet idea of
Hegel’s which Engcls naively repeated when he said 4 : ‘Freedom
is the appreciation of necessity.” And it is a reactionary pre-
judice. For are those who act under the pressure of well-known
determinants, for example, of a political tyranny, made free by
their knowledge ? Only Hegel could tell us such tales. But
that the sociology of knowledge preserves this particular prejudice
shows clearly enough that there is no possible short-cut to rid us
of our ideologies. (Once a Hegelian, always a Hegelian.) Self-
analysis is no substitute for thosc practical actions which are
necessary for establishing the democratic institutions which alone
can guarantee the freedom of critical thought, and the progress
of science.



CuAPTER 24 : ORACULAR PHILOSOPHY AND THE
REVOLT AGAINST REASON

Marx was a rationalist. With Socrates, and with Kant, he
believed in human reason as the basis of the unity of mankind.
But his doctrine that our opinions are determined by class interest
hastened the decline of this belief. Like Hegel’s doctrine that
our ideas are determined by national interests and traditions,
Marx’s doctrine tended to undermine the rationalist belicf in
reason. Thus threatened both from the right and from the left,
a rationalist attitude to social and cconomic questions coyld
hardly resist when historicist prophecy and oracular irrationalism
made a frontal attack on it. This is why the conflict between
rationalism and irrationalism has become the most.important
intellectual, and perhaps even moral, issuc of our time.

I

Since the terms ‘ reason ’ and ° rationalism ’ are vague, it wi]]
be necessary to explain roughly the way in which they are used
here. First, they are used in a wide sense 1 ; they are used to
cover not only intellectual activity but also observation ang
experiment. It is necessary to keep this remark in mind, since
‘reason’ and ¢ rationalism’ are often used in a different and
more narrow sense, in opposition not to ‘irrationalism > byt to
‘ empiricism * ; if used in this way, rationalism extols intelligence
above observation and experiment, and might therefore be better
described as °intellectualism’. But when I speak here of
‘ rationalism ’, I use the word always in a sense which includes
¢ empiricism ’ as well as  intellectualism ; Jjust as science makes
use of experiments as well as of thought. Sccondly, I use the
word ‘ rationalism’ in order to indicate, roughly, an attitude
that seeks to solve as many problems as possible by an appeal to
reason, i.e. to clear thought and experience, rather than by an
appeal to emotions and passions. This explanation, of course, is
not very satisfactory, since all terms such as ¢ reason * or ¢ passion ’
are vague ; we do not possess ‘ reason’ or ‘ passions’ in the sense
in which we possess certain physical organs, for example, brains
or a heart, or in the sense in which we possess certain ¢ faculties ’
for example, the power of speaking, or of gnashing our teeth.
In order therefore to be a little more precise, it may be better to

224
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explain rationalism in terms of practical attitudes or behaviour.
We could then say that rationalism is an attitude of readiness to
listen to critical arguments and to learn from experience. It is
fundamentally an attitude of admitting that ¢ I may be wrong and
Jyou may be right, and by an effort, we may get nearer to the truth’. It
is an attitude which does not lightly give up hope that by such
means as argument and careful observation, pcople may reach
some kind of agreecment on many problems of importance ; and
that, even where their demands and their interests clash, it is
often possible to argue about the various demands and proposals,
and to reach—perhaps by arbitration—a compromise which,
because of its equity, is acceptable to most, if not to all. In
short, the rationalist attitude, or, as I may perhaps label it, the
¢ attitude of recasonableness ’, is very similar to the scientific atti-
tude, to the belief that in the search for truth we need co-oper-
ation, and that, with the help of argument, we can in time attain
something like objectivity.

It is of some interest to analyse this resemblance between
this attitude of reasonableness and that of science more fully.
In the last chapter, I tried to explain the social aspect of scientific
method with the help of the fiction of a scientific Robinson Crusoe.
An exactly analogous consideration can show the social character
of reasonableness, as opposed to intellectual gifts, or cleverness.
Reason, like language, can be said to be a product of social life.
A Robinson Crusoe (marooned in early childhood) might be
clever enough to master many difficult situations ; but he
would invent neither language nor the art of argumentation.
Admittedly, we often argue with ourselves ; but we are accus-
tomed to do so only because we have learned to argue with
others, and because we have learned in this way that the argument
counts, rather than the person arguing. (This last consideration
cannot, of course, tip the scales when we argue with ourselves.)
Thus we can say that we owe our reason, like our language, to
intercourse with other men.

The fact that the rationalist attitude considers the argument
rather than the person arguing is of far-reaching importance. It
leads to the view that we must recognize everybody with whom
we communicate as a potential source of argument and of reason-
able information ; it thus establishes what may be described as
the ‘ rational unity of mankind’.

In a way, our analysis of ¢ reason ’ may be said to resemble
slightly that of Hegel and the Hegelians, who consider reason as
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a social product and indeed as a kind of department of the soul
or the spirit of society (for example, of the nation, or 'the class)
and who emphasize, under the influence of Burke, our indcbted-
ness to our social heritage, and our ncarly complete depend-
ence on it. Admittedly, there is some similarity. But there
are very considerable differences also. Hegel and the Hegelians
are collectivists. They argue that, since we owe our reason to
‘ society —or to a certain society such as a nation—° society °
is everything and the individual nothing; or that w.hatcvcr
value the individual possesses is derived from the collective, the
real carrier of all values. As opposed to this, the position pre-
sented here does not assume the existence of collectives ; if I
say, for example, that we owc our reason to soc%cty. ’,. then I
always mean that we owe it to certain concrete individuals—
though perhaps to a considerable number of anonymous indivj-
duals—and to our intellectual intercourse with them. There-
fore, in speaking of a ‘social ’ theory of reason (or of scientific
mcthod), I mean more precisely that the theory is an inter-persong]
one, and never that it is a collectivist theory. Certainly we
owe a great deal to tradition, and tradition is very important,
but the term ¢ tradition’ also has to be analysed into concrete
personal relations 2. And if we do this, then we can get rid of
that attitude which considers every tradition as sacrosanct, or
as valuable in itself, replacing this by an attitude which considers
traditions as valuable or pernicious, as the casec may be, according
to their influence upon individuals. We thus may realize that
each of us (by way of example and criticism) may contribute to
the growth or the suppression of such traditions.

The position here adopted is very different from the popular,
originally Platonic, view of reason as a kind of faculty >, which
may be possessed and developed by different men in vastly
different degrees. Admittedly, intellectual gifts may be different
in this way, and they may contribute to reasonableness ; but
they need not. Clever men may be very unreasonable ; they
may cling to their prejudices and may not expect to hear anything
worth while from others. According to our view, however, we
not only owe our reason to others, but we can never excel others
in our reasonableness in a way that would establish a claim
to authority ; authoritarianism and rationalism in our sense
cannot be reconciled, since argument, which includes criticism,
and the art of listening to criticism, is the basis of reasonableness.
Thus rationalism in our sense is diametrically opposed to all
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those modern Platonic dreams of brave new worlds in which the
growth of reason would be controlled or ¢ planned’ by some
superior reason. Reason, like science, grows by way of mutual
criticism ; the only possible way of ‘planning’ its growth
is to develop thosc institutions that safeguard the freedom of
this criticism, that is to say, the freedom of thought. It may
be remarked that Plato, cven though his theory is authoritarian,
and demands the strict control of the growth of human reason
in his guardians (as has been shown especially in chapter 8), pays
tribute, by his manner of writing, to our inter-personal theory of
rcason ; for most of his carlier dialogues describe arguments
conducted in a very rcasonable spirit.

My way of using the term ‘ rationalism > may become a little
clearer, perhaps, if we distinguish between a true rationalism and
a false or a pseudo-rationalism. What I shall call the ©true
rationalism ’ is the rationalism of Socrates. It is the awareness
of one’s limitations, the intellectual modesty of those who know
how often they err, and how much they depend on others even
for this knowledge. It is the realization that we must not expect
too much from reason ; that argument rarely settles a question,
although it is the only means for learning—not to see clearly, but
to sce more clearly than before.

What I shall call ¢ pseudo-rationalism’ is the intellectual
intuitionism of Plato. It is the immodest belief in one’s superior
intellectual gifts, the claim to be initiated, to know with certainty,
and with authority. According to Plato, opinion—even ° true
opinion’, as we can read in the Timaeus 3—°is shared by all
men ; but reason’ (or ‘intellectual intuition’) is shared only
by the gods, and by very few men’. This authoritarian intel-
lectualism, this belief in the possession of an infallible instrument
of discovery, or an infallible method, this failure to distinguish
between a man’s intellectual powers and his indebtedness to
others for all he can possibly know or understand, this pseudo-
rationalism is often called © rationalism’, but it is diametrically
opposed to what we call by this name.

My analysis of the rationalist attitude is undoubtedly very
incomplete, and, I readily admit, a little vague ; but it will
suffice for our purpose. In a similar way I shall now describe
irrationalism, indicating at the same time how an irrationalist
is likely to defend it.

The irrationalist attitude may be developed along the fol-
lowing lines. Though perhaps recognizing reason and scientific
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argument as tools that may do well enough if we w.ish to scratch
the surface of things, or as means to serve some irrational cn.d, the
irrationalist will insist that ¢ human nature’ is in the main not
rational. Man, he holds, is more than a rational animal, and
also less. In order to see that he is less, we need only consider
how small is the number of men who are capable of argument ;
this is why, according to the irrationalist, the n?ajority. of men
will always have to be tackled by an appczfl to their emotions and
passions rather than by an appgal to their rcason. But man js
also more than just a rational animal, since all that rqally. matters
in his life goes beyond reason. Even the few scientists who
take reason and science seriously are bound to thc.lr rationaljs¢
attitude merely because they love it. Thus cven in these rape
cases, it is the emotional make-up of man and not his reason that
determines his attitude. Moreover, it is his intuition, hl:S mystica]
insight into the nature of things, r:):ther 'than his reasoning which
makes a great scientist. Thus rationalism cann_ot offer an ade.-
quate interpretation even of the apparently rational activity of
the scientist. But since the scientific field is exceptionally favouyr-
able to a rationalist interpretation, we must cxpect that rational-
ism will fail even more conspicuously when it tries to dea] with
other fields of human activity. And this expectation, so the
irrationalist will continue his argument, proves to be quite

accurate. Leaving aside the lower aspects of human nature, e

may look to one of its highest, to the fact that man can be Creatiye,

It is the small creative minority of men who really matter - the

men who create works of art or of thought, the founders of
religions, and the great statesmen. These few exceptional indi-
viduals allow us to glimpse the rcal greatness of man, But
although these leaders of mankind know how to make use of
reason for their purposes, they arc never men of reason. Thejy
roots lie deeper—deep in their instincts and impulses, and ip
those of the society of which they are parts. Creativeness is ap
entirely irrational, a mystical faculty. . .

I

The issue between rationalism and irrationalism s of lon
standing. Although Greek philosophy undoubtedly started off
as a rationaljst undertaking, there were streaks of mysticism even
in its first beginnings. It is (as hinted in chapter 10) the yearn.
ing for the lost unity and shelter of tribalism which expresses itself
in these mystical elements within 2 fundamentally rational
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approach *.  An open conflict between rationalism and irration-
alism broke out for the first time in the Middle Ages, as the
opposition between scholasticism and mysticism. (It is perhaps
not without interest that rationalism flourished in the former
Roman provinces, while men from the ¢ barbarian’ countries
were prominent among the mystics.) In the seventecenth, eigh-
teenth, and nineteenth centuries, when the tide of rationalism,
of intellectualism, and of ¢ materialism > was rising, irrationalists
had to pay some attention to it, to argue against it ; and by
exhibiting its limitations, and exposing the immodest claims and
dangers of pscudo-rationalism (which they did not distinguish
from rationalism in our sense), some of these critics, notably
Burke, have carncd the gratitude of all true rationalists. But the
tide has now turned, and ¢ profoundly significant allusions . . and
allegories ’ (as Kant puts it) have become the fashion of the day.
An oracular irrationalism has established (especially with Bergson
and the majority of German philosophers and intellectuals) the
habit of ignoring or at best deploring the existence of such an
inferior being as a rationalist. To them the rationalists—or the
‘ materialists’, as they often say—and especially, the rationalist
scicntist, are thc poor in spirit, pursuing soulless and largely
mechanical activities 8, and completely unaware of the deeper
problems of human destiny and of its philosophy. And the
rationalists usually reciprocate by dismissing irrationalism as sheer
nonsensc. Never before has the break been so complete. And
the break in the d]plomatlc relations of the phllosophers proved
its significance when it was followed by a break in the diplomatic
relations of the states.

In this issue, I am entirely on the side of rationalism. This
is so much the case that even where I feel that rationalism has
gone too far I still sympathize with it, holding as I do that an
cxcess in this direction (as long as we exclude the intellectual
immodesty of Plato’s pseudo-rationalism) is harmless indeed as
compared with an excess in the other. In my opinion, the only
way in which excessive rationalism is likely to prove harmful is
that it tends to undermine its own position and thus to further
an irrationalist reaction. It is only this danger which induces
me to examine the claims of an excessive rationalism more closely
and to advocate a modest and self-critical rationalism which
recognizes certain limitations. Accordingly, I shall distinguish
1n what follows between two rationalist positions, which I label

¢ critical rationalism ’ and ¢ uncritical rationalism ’ or ¢ compre-
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hensive rationalism’. (This distinction is indcp?ndcpt of the
previous one between a ‘ true’ and a false ’ rationalism, cven
though a ¢ true’ rationalism in my sense will hardly be other
than critical.)

Uncritical or comprehensive rationalism can be described as
the attitude of the person who says ‘ I am not prepared to accept
anything that cannot be defended by means of argument or
experience . We can express this also in the form of the principle
that any assumption which cannot be supported either by argu-
ment or by experience is to be discarded °. Now it is casy to sce
that this principle of an uncritical rationalism is inconsistent ;
for since it cannot, in its turn, be supported by argument or b
experience, it implies that it should itse.:lf be discarded. (It is
analogous to the paradox of the liar 7, i.e. to a sentence which
asserts its own falsity.) Uncritical rationalism is therefore
logically untenable ; and since a purely logical argument cap
show this, uncritical rationalism can be defeated by its own
chosen weapon, argument.

This criticism may be generalized. Since all argument must
proceed from assumptions, it is plainly impossible to demand that
all assumptions should be based on argument. The demand
raised by many philosophers that we should start with no assump-
tion whatever and never assume anything about °sufficient
reason’, and even the weaker demand that we should start with
a very small set of assumptions (‘ categories ), arc both in this
form inconsistent. For they themselves rest upon the truly
colossal assumption that it is possible to start without, or with
only a few assumptions, and still to obtain results that arc worth
while.  (Indeed, this principle of avoiding all presuppositions is
not, as some may think, a counscl of perfection, but a form of
the paradox of the liar 8.)

Now all this is a little abstract, but it may be restated in
connection with the problem of rationalism in a less formal way.
The rationalist attitude is characterized by the importance it
attaches to argument and experience. But neither logical argu-
ment nor experience can establish the rationalist attitude ; for
only those who are ready to consider argument or experience,
?.nd who have therefore adopted this attitude already, will be
impressed by them. That is to say, a rationalist attitude must
be first adopted if any argument or experience is to be effective,
and it cannot therefore be based upon argument or experience.
(And this consideration is quite independent of the question
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whether or not there exist any convincing rational arguments
which favour the adoption of the rationalist attitude.) We have
to conclude from this that no rational argument will have a
rational cflect on a man who does not want to adopt a rational
attitude. Thus a comprehensive rationalism is untenable.

But this mecans that whoever adopts the rationalist attitude
docs so because he has adopted, consciously or unconsciously,
some proposal, or dccision, or belief, or behaviour ; an adoption
which may be called ‘irrational’. Whether this adoption is
tentative or lcads to a scttled habit, we may describe it as an
irrational faith in reason. So rationalism is necessarily far from
comprchensive or self-contained. This has frequently been over-
looked by rationalists who thus exposed themselves to a beating
in their own ficld and by their own favourite weapon whenever
an irrationalist took the trouble to turn it against them. And
indeed it did not escape the attention of some enemies of ration-
alism that onc can always refuse to accept arguments, either all
arguments or those of a certain kind ; and that such an attitude
can be carried through without becoming logically inconsistent.
This led them to scc that the uncritical rationalist who believes
that rationalism is sclf-contained and can be established by
argument must be wrong. Irrationalism is logically superior to
uncritical rationalism. '

Then why not adopt irrationalism? Many who started as
rationalists but were disillusioned by the discovery that a too
comprchensive rationalism defeats itself have indeed practically
capitulated to irrationalism. (This is what has happened to
Whitchead ®, if I am not quite mistaken.) But such panic action
is entirely uncalled for. Although an uncritical and com-
prehensive rationalism is logically untenable, and although
a comprchensive irrationalism is logically tenable, this is no
recason why we should adopt the latter. For there are other
tenable attitudes, notably that of critical rationalism which
recognizes the fact that the fundamental rationalist attitude
results from an (at least tentative) act of faith—from faith in
reason. Accordingly, our choice is open. We may choose some
form of irrationalism, even some radical or compehensive form.
But we are also free to choose a critical form of rationalism, one
which frankly admits its origin in an irrational decision (and
which, to that extent, admits a certain priority of irrationalism).
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Im

The choice before us is not simply an intellectual affair, or a
matter of taste. It is a moral decision ° (in the sense of chap-
ter 5). For the question whether we adopt some more or less
radical form of irrationalism, or whether we adopt t.h.at minimum
concession to irrationalism which I have termed ‘ critical rational-
ism’, will deeply affect our whole attitude towards other men,
and towards the problems of social life. It has alrcz‘xdy. been
said that rationalism is closely connected with the belief in the
unity of mankind. Irrationalism,.whlch.ls not b(?und by any
rules of consistency, may be combined with any kind of belicf]
including a belief in the brothel:hood of man ; but the f:act that
it may easily be combined w1t.h a very different belief, ang
especially the fact that it lends itself easily to th? support .of a
romantic belief in the existence of an elect body, in the division
of men into leaders and led, into natural masters and natura]
slaves, shows clearly that a moral decision is involved in the
choice between it and a critical rationalism.

As we have seen before (in chapter 5), and now again in our
analysis of the uncritical version of rationalism, arguments cannot
determine such a fundamental moral decision. But this docs not
imply that our choice cannot be helped by any kind of argument
whatever. On the contrary, whenever we are faced with a
moral decision of a more abstract kind, it is most helpful to
analyse carefully the consequences which are likely to result from
the alternatives between which we have to choose. For only if
We can visualize these consequences in a concrete and practical
way, do we really know what our decision is about ; otherwise we
decide blindly. In order to illustrate this point, I may quote a
passage from Shaw’s Saint Joan. The speaker is the Chaplain ;
he has stubbornly demanded Joan’s death ; but when he sees her
at the stake, he breaks down : ‘I meant no harm. I did not
know what it would be like . . I did not know what I was
doing . . If I had known, I would have torn her from their
hands.  You don’t know. You haven’t seen : it is so easy to
talk when you don’t know. You madden yourself with words . .
But when it i brought home to you ; when you see the thing
you have done; when it is blinding your eyes, stifling your
nostrils, tearing your heart, then—then—O God, take away
this sight from me !’ There were, of course, other figures in
Shaw’s play who knew exactly what they were doing, and yet
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decided to do it ; and who did not regret it afterwards. Some
people dislike secing their fellow men burning at the stake, and
others do not. This point (which was neglected by many Vic-
torian optimists) is important, for it shows that a rational analysis
of the consequences of a decision does not make the decision
rational ; the consequences do not determine our decision ; it is
always we who decide. But an analysis of the concrete conse-
quences, and their clear realization in what we call our ‘ imagin-
ation ’, makes the difference between a blind decision and a
decision made with open eyes ; and since we use our imagination
very little 11, we only too often decide blindly. This is especially
so if we are intoxicated by an oracular philosophy, one of the
most powerful means of maddening ourselves with words—to use
Shaw’s cxpression.

The rational and imaginative analysis of the consequences of
a moral theory has a certain analogy in scientific method. For in
science, too, we do not accept an abstract theory because it is con-
vincing in itself ; we rather decide to accept or reject it after we
have investigated those concrete and practical consequences which
can be more directly tested by experiment. But there is a funda-
mental difference. In the case of a scientific theory, our decision
depends upon the results of experiments. If these confirm the
theory, we may accept it until we find a better one. If they
contradict the theory, we reject it. But in the case of a moral
theory, we can only confront its conscquences with our con-
science. And while the verdict of experiments does not depend
upon ourselves, the verdict of our conscience does.

I hope I have madec it clear in which sense the analysis of
consequences may influence our decision without determining it.
And in presenting the consequences of the two alternatives
between which we must decide, rationalism and irrationalism,
I warn the reader that I shall be partial. So far, in presenting
the two alternatives of the moral decision before us—it is, in
many scnses, the most fundamental decision in the ethical field
—1I have tried to be impartial, although I have not hidden my
sympathies. But now I am going to present those considerations
of the consequences of the two alternatives which appear to me
most telling, and by which I myself have been influenced in
rejecting irrationalism and accepting the faith in reason.

Let us examine the consequences of irrationalism first. The
irrationalist insists that cmotions and passions rather than reason
are the mainsprings of human action. To the rationalist’s reply
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that, though this may be so, we should do what we can to rcm'cdy
it, and should try to make rcason .play. as large a part as it posmb.ly
can, the irrationalist woulc} rejoin (if he conc}cs'ccnds to a dis-
cussion) that this attitude is hopelessly unreal’lstlc. For 1t.does
not consider the weakness of ‘human nature’, the feeble intel-
lectual endowment of most men and their obvious dependence
upon emotions and passions. o .

It is my firm conviction that this irrational emphasis upon
emotion and passion leads ultimately to what I can o.nly dcscrfbc
as crime. One reason for this opinion is that' thas. attitude, which
is at best one of resignation towards the irrational nature of
human beings, at worst one of scorn for human rcason, must
lead to an appeal to violence and' brutal f:orcc as the .Ulllmatc
arbiter in any dispute. For if a dispute ariscs, then t]'ns means
that those more constructive emotions and passions wlnc.h might
in principle help to get over it, reverence, ‘lovc, devotion to 4
common cause, etc., have shown themselves mcapabl'c of solving
the problem. But if that is so, then what is left to the Irrationalist
except the appeal to other and less constructive emotions and
passions, to fear, hatred, envy, and ultimately, to violence ?
This tendency is very much strengthened by another and perh
even more important attitude which also is in my opinion inherent
in irrationalism, namely, the stress on the inequality of men,

It cannot, of course, be denied that human individuals are,
like all other things in our world, in very many respects very
unequal. Nor can it be doubted that this inequality is of great
importance andeven in many respects highly desirable 12, (The
fear that the development of mass production and collectivization
may react upon men by destroying their inequality or indi-
viduality is one of the nightmares ** of our times.) But all this
simply has no bearing upon the question whether or not we should
decide to treat men, especially in political issues, as equals, or as
much like equals as is possible ; that is to say, as possessing
equal rights, and equal claims to equal treatment ; and it has
no bearing upon the question whether we ought to construct
political institutions accordingly. ‘ Equality before the law’ is
not a fact byt 4 political demand ** based upon a moral decision ; and it
is quite independent of the theory—which is probably false—that
“ all men are borp equal>. Now I do not intend to say that the
adoption of this humanitarian attitude of impartiality is a direct
consequence of a decision in favour of rationalism. But a tend-
ency towards impartiality is closely related to rationalism, and

aps
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can hardly be excluded from the rationalist creed. Again, I do
not intend to say that an irrationalist could not consistently adopt
an equalitarian or impartial attitude ; and even if he could not
do so consistently, he is not bound to be consistent. But I do
wish to stress the fact that the irrationalist attitude can hardly
avoid becoming entangled with the attitude that is opposed to
equalitarianism. This fact is connected with its emphasis upon
emotions and passions ; for we cannot feel the same emotions
towards everybody. Emotionally, we all divide men into those
who are ncar to us, and those who are far from us. The division
of mankind into friend and foe is a most obvious emotional
division ; and this division is even recognized in the Christian
commandment, ¢ Love thy enemies !> Even the best Christian
who really lives up to this commandment (there are not many, as
is shown by the attitude of the average good Christian towards
‘ materialists > and ¢ atheists ’), even he cannot feel equal love for
all men. We cannot really love ‘ in the abstract’ ; we can love
only those whom we know. Thus the appeal even to our best
emotions, love and compassion, can only tend to divide mankind
into different categorics. And this will be more truc if the appeal
is made to lesser emotions and passions. Our ¢ natural ’ reaction
will be to divide mankind into friend and foc ; into those who
belong to our tribe, to our emotional community, and those who
stand outside it; into belicvers and unbelievers ; into com-
patriots and aliens ; into class comrades and class enemies ; and
into leaders and led.

I have mentioned before that the theory that our thoughts
and opinions are dependent upon our class situation, or upon our
national interests, must lead to irrationalism. I now wish to
emphasize the fact that the opposite is also true. The abandon-
ment of the rationalist attitude, of the respect for reason and
argument and the other fellow’s point of view, the stress upon the
‘deeper ’ layers of human nature, all this must lead to the view
that thought is merely a somewhat superficial manifestation of
what lies within these irrational depths. It must nearly always,
I believe, produce an attitude which considers the person of the
thinker instead of his thought. It must produce the belief that
‘ we think with our blood ’, or ¢ with our national heritage ’, or
¢ with our class’. This view may be presented in a materialist
form or in a highly spiritual fashion ; the idea that we ° think
with our race > may perhaps be replaced by the idea of elect or
inspired souls who ¢ think by God’s grace’. I refuse, on moral
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grounds, to be impressed by these differences ; for the decisive
similarity between all these intecllectually immodest views is that
they do not judge a thought on its own merits. By thus abandon-
ng reason, they split mankind into friends and foes; into the
few who share in reason with the gods, and the many who don’t
(as Plato says) ; into the few who stand near and the many who
stand far ; into those who speak the untranslatable language of
our own emotions and passions and those whose tongue is not
our tonguc. Once we have done this, political equalitarianism
becomes practically impossible.

Now the adoption of an anti-equalitarian attitude in politica]
life, i.e. in the ficld of problems concerned with the power of map
over man, is just what I should call criminal. For it offers g
justification of the attitude that different categories of pcople
have different rights; that the master has the right to enslave the
slave ; that some men have the right to use others as their tog]s.
Ultimately, it will be used, as in Plato 1%, to justify murder,

I do not overlook the fact that there are irrationalists wh
love mankind, and that not all forms of irrationalism engender
criminality. But I hold that he who teaches that not reason byt
love should rule opens the way for those who rule by hate.
(Socrates, I believe, saw something of this when he suggested 1¢
that mistrust or hatred of argument is related to mistrust or
hatred of man.) Those who do not sec this connection at once
who believe in a direct rule of emotional love, should considel,-
that love as such certainly does not promote impartiality. And it
cannot do away with conflict either. That love as such may be
unable to settle a conflict can be shown by considering a harmlesg
test case, which may pass as repres?ntative of more serious ones,
'.To.m likes the theatre and Dick likes dancing. Tom lovingly
Insists on going to a dance while Dick wants for Tom’s sake to
go to the theatre. This conflict cannot be settled by love -
rather, the greater the love, the stronger will be the conﬁictf
Th.ere are only two solutions ; one is the use of emotion, and
ultlmately of violence, and the other is the use of reason, of
impartiality, of reasonable compromise. All this is not intended
to indicate that I do not appreciate the difference between love
and hate, or that I think that life would be worth living without
love. (And I am quite prepared to admit that the Christian
idea of love is not meant in a purely emotional way.) But I

insist that no emotion, not even love, can replace the rule of
institutions controlled by reason.
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This, of course, is not the only argument against the idea of
a rule of love. Loving a person means wishing to make him
happy. (This, by the way, was Thomas Aquinas’ definition of
love.) But of all political ideals, that of making the people happy
is perhaps the most dangerous one. It leads invariably to the
attempt to imposc our scale of ‘ higher’ values upon others, in
order to make them realize what seems to us of greatest import-
ance for their happiness ; in order, as it were, to save their souls.
It leads to Utopianism and Romanticism. We all feel certain
that everybody would be happy in the beautiful, the perfect com-
munity of our drcams. And no doubt, there would be heaven
on carth if we could all love one another. But, as I have said
before (in chapter g), the attempt to make heaven on earth
invariably produces hell. It leads to intolerance. It leads to
religious wars, and to the saving of souls through the inquisition.
And it is, I believe, based on a complete misunderstanding of our
moral duties. It is our duty to help those who nced our help ;
but it cannot be our duty to make others happy, since this does
not depend on us, and since it would only too often mecan intruding
on the privacy of those towards whom we have such amiable
intentions. The political demand for piecemeal (as opposed to
Utopian) methods corresponds to the decision that the fight
against suffering must be considered a duty, while the right to care
for the happiness of others must be considered a privilege confined
to the close circle of their friends. In their case, we may perhaps
have a certain right to try to impose our scale of values—our
preferences regarding music, for example. (And we may even
feel it our duty to open to them a world of values which, we trust,
can so much contribute to their happiness.) This right of ours
exists only if, and because, they can get rid of us ; because friend-
ships can be ended. But the use of political means for imposing
our scale of values upon others is a very different matter. Pain,
suffering, injustice, and their prevention, these are the eternal
problems of public morals, the ‘agenda’ of public policy (as
Bentham would have said). The * higher’ values should very
largely be considered as  non-agenda ’, and should be left to the
realm of laissez-faire. Thus we might say : help your enemies ;
assist those in distress, even if they hate you ; but love only your
friends.

This is only part of the case against irrationalism, and of the
consequences which induce me to adopt the opposite attitude,
that is, a critical rationalism. This latter attitude with its
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emphasis upon argument and experience, with its device ¢ I may
be wrong and you may be right, and by an effort we may get
nearer to the truth’, is, as mentioned before, closely akin to the
scientific attitude. It is bound up with the idea that everybody
is liable to make mistakes, which may be found out by himself,
or by others, or by himself with the assistance of the criticism of
others. Tt thercfore suggests the idea that nobody should be his
own judge, and it suggests the idca of impartiality. (This is
closely related to the idea of  scientific objectivity * as analysed in
the previous chapter.) Its faith in reason is not only a faith in
our own reason, but also—and even more—in that of others,
Thus a rationalist, cven if he believes himself to be intcllcctually
superior to others, will reject all claims to authority 17 since he is
aware that, if his intelligence is superior to that of others (which
is hard for him to judge), it is so only in so far as he is capab]e of
learning from criticism as well as from his own and other people’s
mistakes, and that onc can learn in this sense only if one takes
others and their arguments seriously. Rationalism is therefopa
bound up with the idea that the other fcllow ha§ a right to pe
heard, and to defend his arguments. It thus implies the recogn;.
tion of the claim to tolerance, at least 18 of all those who are not
intolerant themselves. One does not kill a man when onc adopts
the attitude of first listening to his arguments. (Kant was right
when he based the ¢ Golden Rule’ on the idea of reason. Ty be
sure, it is impossiblc to prove the rightness of any cthical Prin-
ciple, or even to arguc in its favour in just the manner in which
we argue in favour of a scientific statement. Ethics is po, a
science. But although there is no ‘rational scientific basig > of
cthics, there is an ecthical basis of science, and of rationalism,)
Also the idea of impartiality leads to that of responsibility ; o
have not only to listen to arguments, but we have a duty to
respond, to answer, where our actions affect others. Ultimately,
in this way, rationalism is linked up with the recognition of the
necessity of social institutions to protect frecedom of criticism, free.-
dom of thought, and thus the freedom of men. And it establishes
something like a moral obligation towards the support of these
institutions. This is why rationalism is closely linked up with the
political demand for practical social engineering—piecemea]
engineering, of course—in the humanitarian sense, with the de-
mand for the rationalization of socicty 1?, for planning for freedom,
and for its control by reason ; not by ‘ science ’, not by a Platonic,
a pseudo-rational authority, but by that Socratic reason which is
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awarc of its limitations, and which therefore respects the other
man and docs not aspire to coerce him—not even into happiness.
The adoption of rationalism implies, morcover, that there is a
common mecdium of communication, a common language of
rcason ; it cstablishes something like a moral obligation towards
that language, the obligation to keep up its standards of clarity 20
and to use it in such a way that it can retain its function as the
vehicle of argument. That is to say, to use it plainly ; to use it
as an instrument of rational communication, of significant
information, rather than as a means of ‘ self-expression ’, as the
vicious romantic jargon of most of our educationists has it. (It is
characteristic of the modern romantic hysteria that it combincs
a Hegeclian collectivism concerning ‘ reason’ with an excessive
individualism concerning ‘emotions’: thus the emphasis on
language as a means of self-expression instead of a means of
communication. Both attitudes, of course, are parts of the revolt
against reason.) And it implies thc recognition that mankind is
united by the fact that our different mother tongues, in so far as
they are rational, can be translated into one another. It rccog-
nizes the unity of human rcason.

A few remarks may be added concerning the relation of the
rationalist attitudc to the attitude of readiness to use what is
usually called ‘imagination’. It is frequently assumed that
imagination has a closc affinity with emotion and therefore with
irrationalism, and that rationalism rather tends towards an
unimaginative dry scholasticism. I do not know whether such
a view may have some psychologicai basis, and I rather doubt it.
But my interests are institutional rather than psychological, and
from an institutional point of view (as well as from that of method)
it appears that rationalism must encourage the use of imagination
because it needs it, while irrationalism must tend to discourage
it. The very fact that rationalism is critical, whilst irrationalism
must tend towards dogmatism (where there is no argument,
nothing is left but full acceptance or flat denial), leads in this
direction. Criticism always demands a certain degree of imagin-
ation, whilst dogmatism suppresses it. Similarly, scientific
research and technical construction and invention are incon-
ceivable without a very considerable use of imagination ; one
must offer something new in these fields (as opposed to the field
of oracular philosophy where an endless repetition of impressive
words seems to do the trick). At least as important is the part
played by imagination in the practical application of equalitarian-
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ism and of impartiality. The basic attitude of the rationalist,
‘I may be wrong and you may be right’, demands, when put
into practice, and especially when human conflicts are involved,
a real effort of our imagination. I admit that the emotions of
love and compassion may sometimes lead to a similar effort.
But I hold that it is humanly impossible for us to love, or to suffer
with, a great number of people ; nor does it appear to me very
desirable that we should, since it would ultimately destroy either
our ability to help or the intensity of these very emotions. Byt
reason, supported by imagination, enables us to understand that
men who are far away, whom we shall never sce, are like oyr.
selves, and that their relations to one another are like our relationg
to those we love. A direct emotional attitude towards the
abstract whole of mankind seems to me hardly possible. W,
can love mankind only in certain concrete individuals. Byt by
the use of thought and imagination, we may become ready tq
help all who need our help.

All these considerations show, I believe, that the link between
rationalism and humanitarianism is very close, and certainly
much closer than the corresponding entanglement of irrationalism
with the anti-equalitarian and anti-humanitarian attitude, [
believe that as far as possible this result is corroborated by experi-
ence. A rationalist attitude seems to be usually combined with a
basically equalitarian and humanitarian outlook ; irrationalism
on the other hand, exhibits in most cases at least some of thé
anti-equalitarian tendencies described, even though it may often
be associated with humanitarianism also. My point is that the
latter connection is anything but well founded.

v

~ Thave tried to analyse those consequences of rationalism and
irrationalism which induce me to decide as I do. I wish to
repeat that the decision is largely a moral decision. It ig the
decision to try to take argument seriously. This is the differ-
ence between the two views ; for irrationalism will use rcason too
but without any feeling of obligation ; it will use it or discard i;;
as it pleases. But I believe that the only attitude which I can
consider to be morally right is one which recognizes that we owe
it to other men to treat them and ourselves as rational.
Considered in this way, my counter-attack upon irrationalism
is a moral attack. The intellectualist who finds our rationalism
much too commonplace for his taste, and who looks out for the
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latest esoteric intellectual fashion, which he discovers in the admir-
ation of medieval mysticism, is not, one fears, doing his duty by
his fellow men. He may think himself and his subtle taste
superior to our ‘scientific age’, to an ¢ age of industrialization ’
which carries its brainless division of labour and its ¢ mechaniz-
ation’ and ° materialization’ even into the field of human
thought 2. But he only shows that he is incapable of appreci-
ating the moral forces inherent in modern science. The attitude
I am attacking can perhaps be illustrated by the following passage
which I take from A. Keller 22; a passage that scems to me
a typical expression of this romantic hostility towards science :
¢ We secem to be entering upon a new era where the human soul
is regaining its mystical and religious faculties, and protesting, by
inventing new myths, against the materialization and mechaniz-
ation of life. The mind suffered when it had to serve humanity
as technician, as chauffeur ; it is reawakening again as poet and
prophet, obeying the command and leadership of dreams which
seem to be quite as wise and reliable as, but more inspiring and
stimulating than, intellectual wisdom and scientific programmes.
The myth of revolution is a reaction against the unimaginative
banality and conceited self-sufficiency of bourgeois society and
of an old tired culture. It is the adventure of men who have lost
all security and are embarking on dreams instead of concrete
facts.’ In analysing this passage I wish first, but only in passing,
to draw attention to its typical historicist character and to its
moral futurism 23 (‘ entering a new era’, ¢ old and tired culture’,
etc.). But more important even than to realize the technique of
the word-magic which the passage uses is to ask whether what
itsaysis true. Isit true that our soul protests against the material-
ization and mechanization of our life, that it protests against
the progress we have made in the fight against the untold suffering
through hunger and pestilence which characterized the Middle
Ages? Is it true that the mind suffered when it had to serve
humanity as a technician, and was it happier to serve as a serf
or aslave? I do not intend to belittle the very serious problem
of purely mechanical work, of a drudgery which is felt to be
meaningless, and which destroys the creative power of the work-
ers ; but the only practical hope lies, not in a return to slavery
and serfdom, but in an attempt to make machinery take over this
mechanical drudgery. Marx was right in insisting that increased
productivity is the only reasonable hope of humanizing labour,
and of further shortening the labour day. (Besides, I do not
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think that the mind always suffers when it has to serve humanity
as a technician ; I suspect that often enough, the ¢ technicians ’,
including the great inventors and the great scientists, rather
enjoyed it, and that they were just as adventurous as the mystics. )
And who believes that the ¢ command and leadership of drcams ,
as dreamt by our contemporary prophets, dreamers, and leaders,
are really ‘ quite as wise and reliable as intellectual wisdom and
scientific programmes ’ ? But we need only turn to the ¢ myth of
revolution ’, etc., in order to sece more clearly what we are facing
here. Itis a typical expression of the romantic hysteria and the
radicalism produced by the dissolution of the tribe and by the
strain of civilization (as I have described it in chapter 10). Thjs
kind of ‘ Christianity > which recommends the creation of myt,
as a substitute for Christian responsibility is a tribal Christianity,
It is a Christianity that refuses to carry the cross of being humap
Beware of these false prophets ! What they are after, Without
being aware of it, is the lost unity of tribalism. And the retyry,
to the closed socicty which they advocate is the return to the
cage, and to the beasts 24
It may be useful to consider how the adherents of this king
of romanticism are likely to react to such criticism. Arguments
will hardly be offered ; since it is impossible to discuss such pro-
fundities with a rationalist, the most likely reaction will be a
high-handed withdrawal, combined with the assertion that there
is nolanguage common to those whose souls have not yet ‘ regained
their mystical faculties’, and those whose souls possess such
faculties. Now this reaction is analogous to that of the psycho-
analyst (mentioned in the last chapter) who defeats his opponents
not by replying to their arguments but by pointing out that their
repressions prevent them from accepting psycho-analysis. 1t is
analogous also to that of the socio-analyst who points out

that
the total ideologies of his opponents prevent them from accepting
the sociology of knowledge. This method, as I admitted before,

is good fun for those who practise it. But we can see here more
clearly that it must lead to the irrational division of men into
tffofe who are near to us and those who are far from us, This
division is present in every religion, but it is comparatively
harmless in Mohammedanism, Christianity, or the rationalist
faith, which all see in every man a potential convert, and the
same may be said of psycho-analysis, which sees in every man
a potential object of treatment (only that in the last case the
fee for conversion constitutes a serious obstacle). But the division
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is getting less harmless when we proceed to the sociology of know-
ledge. The socio-analyst claims that only certain intellectuals
can get rid of their total ideology, can be freed from ¢ thinking
with their class * ; he thus gives up the idea of a potential rational
unity of man, and delivers himself body and soul to irrationalism.
And this situation gets very much worse when we proceed to
the biological or naturalist version of this theory, to the racial
doctrine that we ¢ think with our blood ’ or that we ¢ think with
our race’. But at least as dangerous, since more subtle, is the
same idea when it appears in the cloak of a religious mysticism ;
not in the mysticism of the poct or musician, but in that of the
Hegelianizing intellectualist who persuades himself and his
followers that their thoughts are endowed, because of special
grace, with ¢ mystical and religious facultics’ not possessed by
others, and who thus claim that they °think by God’s grace’.
This claim with its gentle allusion to those who do not possess
God’s gracc, this attack upon the potential spiritual unity of
mankind, is, in my opinion, as pretentious, blasphemous and anti-
Christian, as it believes itself to be humble, pious, and Christian.
As opposed to the intellectual irresponsibility of a mysticism
which escapes into dreams and of an oracular philosophy which
escapes into verbiage, modern science enforces upon our intellect
the discipline of practical tests. Scientific theories can be tested
by their practical consequences. The scientist, in his own field,
is responsible for what he says ; you can know him by his fruits,
and thus distinguish him from the false prophets 25. One of the
few who have appreciated this aspect of science is the Christian
philosopher J. Macmurray (with whose views on historical
prophecy I widely disagree, as will be seen in the next chapter) :
‘ Science itself’, he says 28, ¢ in its own specific fields of research,
employs a method of understanding which restores the broken
integrity of theory and practice.” This, I believe, is why science
is such an offence in the eyes of mysticism, which evades practice
by creating myths instead. ‘Science, in its own field,” says
Macmurray in another place, ‘is the product of Christianity,
and its most adequate expression so far; . . its capacity for
co-operative progress, which knows no frontiers of race or nation-
ality or sex, its ability to predict, and its ability to control, are the
fullest manifestations of Christianity that Europe has yet seen.’
I fully agree with this, for I too believe that our Western civiliz-
ation owes its rationalism, its faith in the rational unity of man
and in the open society, and especially its scientific outlook, to
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the ancient Socratic and Christian belief in the brotherhood of
all men, and in intellectual honesty and responsibility. (A fre-
quent argument against the morality of science is that many
of its fruits have been used for bad purposes, for instance, in war.
But this argument hardly deserves serious consideration. There
is nothing under the sun which cannot be misused, and which has
not been misused. Even love can be madc an instrument of
murder ; and pacifism can be made one of the weapons of ap
aggressive war. On the other hand, it is only too obvious that
it is irrationalism and not rationalism that has the responsibility
for all national hostility and aggression. There have been only
too many aggressive religious wars, both before and after the
Crusades, but I do not know of any war waged for a * scientific °
aim, and inspired by scientists.)

It will have been observed that in the passages quoted, Mac.
murray emphasizes that what he appreciates is science ‘in g
own specific fields of research’. I think that this emphasis i
particularly valuable. For nowadays one often hears, usually
in connection with the mysticism of Eddington and Jeans, that
modern science, as opposed to that of the nineteenth century, has
become more humble, in that it now recognizes the mysteries of
this world. But this opinion, I believe, is cntirely on the wron
track. Darwin and Faraday, for instance, sought for truth ag
humbly as anybody, and I do not doubt that they were mycp
more humble than the two great contemporary astronomers
mentioned. For great as these are ‘in their own specific fields
of research’, they do not, I believe, prove their humility
extending their activities to the field of philosophical mysticism 27
Speaking more generally, however, it may indeed be the case:
that scientists are becoming more humble, since the progress
of science is largely by way of the discovery of errors, and
since, in general, the more we know, the more clearly we
realize what we do not know. (The spirit of science is that of
Socrates 28,)

Although I am mainly concerned with the moral aspect of
the conflict between rationalism and irrationalism, I feel that I
should briefly touch upon a more philosophical * aspect of the
problem ; but I wish to make it clear that T consider this aspect
as of minor importance here. What I have in mind is the fact
that the critical rationalist can turn the tables upon the irration-
alist in another way as well. He may contend that the
irrationalist who prides himself on his respect for the more pro-
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found mysteries of the world and his understanding of them (as
opposed to the scientist who just scratches its surface) in fact
neither respects nor understands its mysteries, but satisfies himself
with cheap rationalizations. For what is a myth if not an
attempt to rationalize the irrational? And who shows greater
reverence for mystery, the scientist who devotes himself to dis-
covering it step by step, always ready to submit to facts, and
always aware that cven his boldest achievement will never be
more than a stepping-stone for those who come after him, or
the mystic who is free to maintain anything because he need not
fear any test? But in spite of this dubious freedom, the mystics
endlessly repeat the same thing. (It is always the myth of
the lost tribal paradise, the hysterical refusal to carry the cross
of civilization 2.) All mystics, as F. Kafka, the mystical poct,
wrote 3° in despair, ¢ set out to say . . that the incomprehensible
Is incomprehensible, and that we knew before’. And the
irrationalist not only tries to rationalize what cannot be rational-
ized, but he also gets hold of the wrong end of the stick altogether.
For it is the particular, the unique and concrete individual, which
cannot be approached by rational methods, and not the abstract
universal. Science can describe general types of landscape, for
example, or of man, but it can never exhaust one single individual
landscape, or one single individual man. The universal, the
typical, is not only the domain of reason, but it is also largely the
product of reason, in so far as it is the product of scientific abstrac-
tion. But the unique individual and his unique actions and
experiences and relations to other individuals can never be fully
rationalized 31, And it appears to be just this irrational realm of
unique individuality which makes human relations important.
Most pcople would feel, for example, that what makes their
lives worth living would largely be destroyed if they themselves,
and their lives, were in no sense unique but in all and every respect
typical of a class of people, so that they repeated exactly all the
actions and experiences of all other men who belong to this class.
It is the uniqueness of our experiences which, in this sense, makes
our lives worth living, the unique experience of a landscape, of a
sunset, of the expression of a human face. But since the day of
Plato, it has been a characteristic of all mysticism that it transfers
this feeling of the irrationality of the unique individual, and of
our unique relations to individuals, to a different field, namely,
to the field of abstract universals, a field which properly belongs
to the province of science. That it is this feeling which the
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mystic tries to transfer can hardly be doubted. It is well known
that the terminology of mysticism, the mystical union, the mystical
intuition of beauty, the mystical love, have in all times been
borrowed from the realm of relations between individual men, and
especially from the experience of sexual love. Nor can it be
doubted that this feeling is transferred by mysticism to the abstract
universals, to the essences, to the Forms or Ideas. It is again the
lost unity of the tribe, the wish to return into the shelter of
patriarchal home and to make its limits the limits of our world,
which stands behind this mystical attitude. ° The feeling of the
world as a limited whole is the mystical fecling ’, says 32 Wittgen-
stein. But this holistic and universalistic irrationalism is mjs.
placed. The ¢ world” and the ‘ whole’ and ‘ nature’, all thege
are abstractions and products of our reason. (This makes the
difference between the mystical philosopher and the artist who
does not rationalize, who does not use abstractions, but who
creates, in his imagination, concrete individuals and unique
experiences.) To sum up, mysticism attempts to rationalize the
irrational, and at the same time it secks the mystery in the wrop
place ; and it does so because it dreams of the collective 32, apq
the union of the elect, since it dares not face the hard and practica]
tasks which those must face who realize that every individua] is
an end in himself.

The nineteenth-century conflict between science and religion
appears to me to be superseded **.  Since an ¢ uncritical ’ ratiop,.
alism is inconsistent, the problem cannot be the choice between
knowledge and faith, but only between two kinds of faith, The
new problem is : which is the right faith and which is the wron
faith? What I have tried to show is that the choice with which
we are confronted is between a faith in reason and in human indi-
viduals and a faith in the mystical faculties of man by which he
is united to a collective ; and that this choice is at the same time
a choice between an attitude that recognizes the unity of map.-
kind and an attitude that divides men into friends and foes
into masters and slaves, ’

Enoug}_l has been said, for the present purpose, to explain the
terms ‘ rationalism ’ and * irrationalism ’, as well as my motives
in deciding in favour of rationalism, and the reason why T see
in the irrational and mystical intellectualism which is at present
so fashionable the subtle intellectual disease of our time. It is
a disease which need not be taken too seriously, and it is not
more than skin-deep. (Scientists, with very few exceptions, are
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particularly free from it.) But in spite of its superficiality, it is
a dangerous disease, because of its influence in the field of social
and political thought.

v

In order to illustrate the danger, I shall briefly criticize two
of the most influential irrationalist authorities of our time. The
first of them is A. N. Whitehead, famous for his work in mathe-
matics, and for his collaboration with the greatest contemporary
rationalist philosopher, Bertrand Russell 35, Whitehead con-
siders himself a rationalist philosopher too ; but so did Hegel,
to whom Whitehead owes a great deal ; indeed, he is one of the
few Neco-Hegelians who know how much they owe to Hegel 3¢
(as well as to Aristotle). Undoubtedly, he owes it to Hegel
that he has the courage, in spite of Kant’s burning protest, to
build up grandiose metaphysical systems with a royal contempt
for argument.

Let us consider first one of the few rational arguments offered
by Whitehead in his Process and Reality, the argument by which
he defends his speculative philosophical method (a method
which he calls ‘rationalism’). ‘It has been an objection to
speculative philosophy ’, he writes 37, ¢ that it is over-ambitious.
Rationalism, it is admitted, is the method by which advance is
made within the limits of particular sciences. It is, however,
held that this limited success must not encourage attempts to
frame ambitious schemes expressive of the general nature of things.
One alleged justification of this criticism is ill-success ; European
thought is represented as littered with metaphysical problems,
abandoned and unreconciled . . (But) the same criterion would
Jasten ill-success upon science. We no more retain the physics of
the seventeenth century than we do the Cartesian philosophy
of the century . . The proper test is not that of finality, but of
progress.’” Now this is in itself certainly a perfectly reasonable
and even plausible argument ; but is it valid? The obvious
objection against it is that while physics progresses, metaphysics
does not. In physics, there is a °proper test of progress’,
namely the test of experiment, of practice. We can say why
modern physics is better than the physics of the seventeenth
century. Modern physics stands up to a great number of prac-
tical tests which utterly defeat the older systems. And the
obvious objection against speculative metaphysical systems is
that the progress they claim seems to be just as imaginary as any-
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thing else about them. This objection is very old ; IIF d.atcls{ batt:,l;
to Bacon, Hume, and Kant. We read, for example, 1n dan
Prolegomena 8, the following remarks concerning the allcg}c I;?E)-
gress of metaphysics : ¢ Undoubtedly th'crc are many who, like
myself, have been unable to find t!mt tl.us science has progrcs§ed
by so much as a finger-breadth in spite of so many bcautlf:ul
things which have long been published on this subject.  Admit-
tedly, we may find an attempt to sharpen a deﬁmtlohn, or t}? supply
a lame proof with new crutcihcs3 and thus to patf: bup th e crazy
quilt of metaphysics, or to give it a new pattern ; but this Is not
what the world needs. We are sick of r-netaphysxcal qssgrno.ns,
We want to have definite criteria by which we may distinguish
dialectical fancies . . from truth.’. Whltchead is probably aware
of this classical and obvious objection ; ar}d it looks as if he
remembers it when in the sentence fqllowmg the one quoth
last he writes : ‘ But the main ob_]cctlop dating from. the six.
teenth century and receiving final expression f,‘rom. r rancis Baconp,
is the uselessness of philosophic speculation. . Since it wag Fhe
experimental and practical useles.sness of philosophy to ‘_Vhlffh
Bacon objected, it looks as if Whitehead here had our point in
mind. But he does not follow it up. He does not reply to the
obvious objection that this pract.ical gselessr.les's c!estroys his
point that speculative philosophy, like science, 1S Ju§t1ﬁed .by the
progress it makes. Instead, he contents himself with sw1tching
over to an entirely different problem, narr'lely, the well-known,
problem ° that there are no brute, self-contained matters of fact >
and that all science must make usc of thought, since it myg¢
generalize, and interpret, the facts. On this consideration }e
bases his defence of metaphysical systems : “ Thus the unge,.
standing of the immediate brute fact require:
interpretation . . Now this may be so, or it may not be so.
But it is certainly an entirely different argument from the one
he began with. ¢ The proper test is . . progress’, in science
as well as in philosophy : this is what we originally heard from
Whitehead. But no answer to Kant’s obvious objection is
forthcoming, Instead, Whitehead’s argument, once on the
track of the problem of universality and generality, wanders off to
such questions as the (Platonic) collectivist theory of morality 2 .
¢ Morality of outlook is inseparably conjoined with generality
of outlook. The antithesis between the general good and the

individual interest can be abolished only when the individual
is such that its interest is the general good . .

es its metaphysjca]
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Now this was a sample of rational argument. But rational
arguments are rare indeed. Whitehead has learned from Hegel
how to avoid Kant’s criticism that speculative philosophy only
supplies new crutches for lame proofs. This Hegelian method
is simple enough. We can easily avoid crutches as long as we
avoid proofs and arguments altogether. Hegelian philosophy
does not argue; it decrces. It must be admitted that, as
opposed to Hegel, Whitechead does not pretend to offer the final
truth. He is not a dogmatic philosopher in the sense that he
presents his philosophy as an indisputable dogma; he even
emphasizes its imperfections. But like all Neco-Hegelians, he
adopts the dogmatic method of laying down his philosophy
without argument. We can take it or lecave it. But we cannot
discuss it. (We are indced faced with ¢ brute facts > ; not with
Baconian brute facts of experience, but with the brute facts of
a man’s metaphysical inspiration.) In order to illustrate this
‘ method of take it or leave it ’, I shall quote just one passage from
Process and Reality; but I must warn my readers that, although
I have tried to select the passage fairly, they should not form an
opinion without reading the book itself.

Its last part, entitled ‘ Final Interpretations’, consists of two
chapters, ¢ The Ideal Opposites ’ (where, for instance, ¢ Perman-
ence and Flux ’ occurs, a well-known patch from Plato’s system ;
we have dealt with it under the name ¢ Change and Rest ’), and
“God and the World’. I quote from this latter chapter. The
passage is introduced by the two sentences : ¢ The final summary
can only be expressed in terms of a group of antitheses, whose
apparent self-contradiction depends on neglect of the diverse
categories of existence. In each antithesis there is a shift of
meaning which converts the opposition into a contrast.” This
is the introduction. It prepares us for an °apparent contra-
diction ’, and tells us that this ‘ depends ’ on some neglect. This
seems to indicate that by avoiding that neglect we may avoid
the contradiction. But how this is to be achieved, or what is,
more precisely, in the author’s mind, we are not told. We have
Just to take it or leave it. Now I quote the first two of the an-
nounced °©antitheses’ or ‘apparent self-contradictions’ which
are also stated without a shadow of argument: ‘It is as true to
say that God is permanent and the World fluent as that the World
is permanent and God fluent.—1It is as true to say that God is one
and the World many, as that the World is one and God many.’4
Now I am not going to criticize these echoes of Greek philo-
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i ies ; indecd take it for granted that.thc

scl)rszhils Z%Lsia?(:: St;ue“:ca;‘l tzl?; other. But we have ban promised
zn ¢ aflparent self-contradiction’ ; and I ;hould like r:gtk;;\;
where a self-contradiction appears .herc. or to Pl;ne ot even
the appearance of a contradiction is appa.lrc‘:ri)tl. . slc]: -con rad
diction would be, for instance, the sentence : hato is al‘)Il)y an 1
Plato is not happy’, and all the sentences of the sz;lmef ogica
form’ (that is to say, all sentenccs‘ obtam,cd gom the foregoing
by substituting a proper name .for Plato an la p1r0pertty word
for  happy’). But the following sentence is ¢ ;ar y n(t) 3 con-
tradiction : ‘It is as true to say that’PIato is a}la)ll)yt o- gy as
it is to say that he is unhappy to-day ('f'or scllncc o }?e? is dead,
the one is indeed ¢ as true ’ as the other) ; an n;)f‘ T sgptcnce
of the same or a similar form can'bt? called sc .-cccl).n radictory,
even if it happens to be false. Tl_ns is only t(} 1;1 icate W‘hy I
am at a loss as to this purely logical aspcct}o the matt;tel, the
¢ apparent self-contradictions’. And I feel that wazrha out the
whole book. I just do not un'derstand what its z}u orI wisheq
it to convey. Very likely, this is my fault and not his. I do not
belong to the number of the c?e(':t, and I f’car‘ that many othey
are in the same position.  This is just why I (flam} that the mcthog
of the book is irrational. It divides mankind into two parts, 5
small number of the elect, and the large number of .the lost.
But lost as I am, I can only say that, as I sec it, Neo-
Hegelianism no longer looks like that old crazy quilt with a fey,
new patches, so vividly described by Kant.; rather it looks now
like a bundle of a few old patches which have beep torn
from it. .

I leave it to the careful student of Whitehead’s bog to
decide whether it has stood up to its own * proper test’, whether
it shows progress as compared with the metaphysical systems of
whose stagnation Kant complained ; provided he<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>