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PREFACE

It well may be, as has often been noted, that disa-
greements between scholars are so acrimonious because the
stakes often are so small. Yet, if one holds to the view
that ideas do have consequences, one must conclude that on
at least some occasions issues of substance may be detected
in otherwise sterile academic arguments. Obscured in the
polemic which has too often characterized the "behaviorist"
versus "traditionalist" debate in the social sclences and
humanities may be found such an issue. I refer to the wide-
spread notion among some political scientists that "predic-
tive models" of political analysis, more or less rellable,
are either immanent and ensured by the progressively cumula-
tive impact of political knowledge, or at least theoretically
possible and worthy of attempt because even an approximation
will be a qualitative advancement for political sclence gua
science. To quote from one of the more authoritative sources
on the problem, the requirements of an analytic model of
political behavior are threefold--description, explanation,
and prediction:

We may legitimately demand that any analytic model
offer the promise of reliable prediction. 1In mention-

ing this requirement . . . there 1s no implication
that this is the most demanding or difficult of the
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three. Despite the popular belief to the contrary,

prediction demands less of one's model than does

explanation or even description.®
The multitude of implications suggested by this statement
boggles the imagination. It is not, however, my intention
to explore these implications directly, with specific ref-
erence to this particular declaration in the behaviorist
tradition. It is mentioned by way of introduction to how
this study came to be written.

When I first began the serious study of political
science as an academic discipline, the above-quoted article
was one of the first statements of its kind I encountered.
It struck me at the time as a peculiar sort of assertion for
a scholar to make. It was, I took for granted then, a
rather naively deterministic view of reality, but one that
could be challenged, refuted, and disposed of easily, so
that the real business of political science could begin in
earnest. I soon discovered, however, that none of these
steps could easily be undertaken, because the assumptions
upon which the statement rested were so wildely held that
any full-scale attack upon 1t seemed doomed to failure from
the outset. Critiques of any portion of the assumptions
were plecemeal at best and did not appear to arrive at the

real heart of the problem. In my innocence, I proceeded

%3, David Singer, "The Level-of-Analysis Problem in
International Relations," in James N. Rosenau (ed.), Inter-
national Politics and Foreign Policy: A Reader in Research
and Theory (New York: The Free Press, 1969), p. 22.
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to write several short papers in which I attempted to get at
what I believed to be the essence of the problem. The re-
sults were meager at best. No one to whom I specifically
addressed my inquiries seemed to understand what I was try-
ing to say, nor could anyone see the relevance of my obser-
vations to the problem itself. In retrospect, I would have
to concede a partial agreement with these preliminary evalua-
tions, albeit for reasons other than those given at the
time. It now seems to me that the roots of the inability to
communicate a fundamental criticism of the whole 1dea of
predictive models in political sclence goes far deeper than
I had originally imagined. In conjunction with this, the
debates between the so-called behaviorists and traditional-
ists now seems quite different upon further reflection. The
debate is more of a polemic because the most basic aspects
of disagreement either have been lost, obscured, or forgot-
ten (if, indeed, they were ever remembered) by the very par-
ties to the dispute.

For several years after my first encounter with the
idea of predictive models in the above statement, I puzzled
over its implications as well as my own inability to make
myself understood by the principal parties fo whom I had
directed my criticisms. The specifics of the statement
aside, what did the general thrust of its argument tell me

about the aims, goals, and beliefs of modern intellectuals?
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What sorts of deeply obscured assumptions, long since for-
gotten, perhaps, lay at the root of this view? The futur-
istic component of "prediction" as a goal of the sclentific
study of politics seemed to me most conspicuous. Why, I
thought to myself, should so many contemporary scholars
believe that the future is predictable? Furthermore, why
did prediction appear to be such a simple requirement for
analytic models, when personal experience told me exactly
the opposite? There was, for myself, an obvious incongruity
between my personal experience and the avowed goals of my
chosen profession--political science.

It now seems apparent to me that at issue in this
particular debate is a most fundamental question involving
the modern world view of the future in general. The state-
ment quoted above 1s not isolated in academla; 1t is merely
one small component of a much broader view of the future,
which has characterized much of Western thought throughout
what we call "the modern world." As such, when I set out
to explore this problem, I was led so far afield from the
specifics of the above quotation that the study that follows
may appear unrelated to it at times. But for myself, this
particular statement has been in the back of my mind through-
out. My objective has been to make explicit some of the
assumptions that underlie the notion of predictive models.

It seems important to note in thls connection that people



believed that they had achieved predictive models of politi-
cal behavior long before the behaviorist-traditionalist dia-
logue first appeared in American universities. It 1s at
least two centuries old as a concept. It might, therefore,
be informative to see how 1t evolved as an idea and the
consequences it has had in other places and at other times.
At this time, I should like to extend a particular
expression of gratitude to Professors Frank Grace, Stephen
Tonsor, Joseph Kallenbach, and James Eisenstein for having
carefully read the manuscript version of this study. Their
comments were instructive and helpful. A particular debt
is owed to Professor Frank Grace, who directed this dis-
sertation, for his kind and considerate attitude. With re-
gard to the many fruitful discussions I have had with
Professor Stephen Tonsor, I can only say that without his
generous and patient assistance, the final content of this
paper would be far less than whatever 1t is. And, finally,
I must add a special thanks to Kathleen Malone Prantner,
without whose assistance this paper could never have been

completed: she typed it.
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CHAPTER I
THE IDEA OF THE FUTURE

The Idea of a "Full Future" and an "Empty Future"

The ways in which the world and the events in it
are viewed can be as varied as the persons who are the ob-
servers. Our perceptions of the reality of things are
shaped by a myriad of experiences that stagger the imagina-
tion in their complexity. As a result, the natural ten-
dency is to simplify and reduce to the most common denomlna-
tor symbolic representations of what we believe to be reality.
Our language itself as well as our choice of words and thelr
usage form an integral part of the symbolism of our view of
the world. In modern parlance, we tend to construct "models"
of reality in order to understand better what it 1s that we
imagine to be the essence of reality.

The functional nature of these models and thelr role
in our cognitive process has been the subjJect of a major
éssay-study by Thomas Kuhn, which has attracted considerable
attention recently. The problems that he has brought into
the open regarding the nature of scientific inquiry as it
has come to be understood in the West over the past four to
five centurles offers the prospect of a significant reapprais-

al of the entire scientific tradition. This 1s true not only



of the so-called "hard" sciences such as blology and physics,
to which he specifically addresses himself, but of the social
sciences and the humanities as well.1

The purpose of this inquiry is to take a fresh look
at one particular aépect of the Western political tradition,
our changing conceptualization of the future and man's place
in it, from within the basic framework of analysis provided
by Kuhn's study--what he has termed the "paradigmatic" struc-
ture of science as a problem-solving enterprise.

Between the time of the Greek polis and the Reforma-
tion of the sixteenth century, a profound change occurred in
the way in which men placed their idea of the future within
a broader world view. The change was between what may be
called an "empty future" and a "full future," that is, an
unknown future in contrast to a known future. The former
is what may be identified as a classical world view, whereas
the latter is within the mold of the modern mind. Both may
also be said to provide certain paradigmatic assumptions re-
garding the world, man's place in it, Nature, and certaln
theoretical 1limits and ébsences of limits in human knowledge.
An understanding of these two traditions of viewing the future,

either as knowable or unknowable, full or empty, is important

1I am indebted for my perspective on this point to
two studies: Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revo-
lutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962); and
Sheldon Wolin, "Paradigms in Political Thought," in Preston
King and B. C. Parekh (eds.), Politics and Experience: Essays
Presented to Professor Michael Oakeshott on the Occasion of
fils Retirement (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968),

pp. 125-152.




because it 1s a fatal 1llusion of any age to accept the model
of reality that it has drawn itself, its own theoretical
presuppositions, as being in fact the concrete nature of
"objective" reality, whatever that might be, rather than a
representation of reality. The usefulness of paradigmatic
constructions, in whatever sphere of ingquiry, is that they
simplify the process of description and understanding that
would otherwise be unimaginably complex and incomprehensible.
But it is a prerequisite of any truthful world view, and es-
sential to the structure of the paradigm itself, that it
rest on théoretically valid precepts regarding the nature

of reality which does not do violence to our common-sense
experiences with the very processes it seeks to explain. It
is my contention here that this vlolence to our common-sense
experiences is precisely the problem involved in the transi-
tion from an "empty" to a "full" future perspective 1in the
modern era. It 1s the modern paradigm which postulates the
notion of a known or knowable future as "given" that goes to
the root of much contemporary political theory and the con-
sequences of that gilvenness.

In particular, the points to be explored here are the
political consequences of a full future paradigm in political
thought. 1In order to understand better the political conse-
quences of this aspect of modern thought, it is important to
understand how it was that men came to believe that the future

was indeed knowable in any sense and the theoretical foundaticns



upon which this faith rested. This must necessarily contrast
the idea of a full with an empty future world view. What 1s
true of all representations of reality, or events, is no less
true of this particular study as a representation of two tra-
ditions; 1t is a partial and simplified picture for the pur-
pose of a clearer focus on the problem at hand--the idea of
the future in the modern world view.

In its most radical form, the modern idea of a po-
tentially known or knowable future carries with it the impli-
cation of revolutionary political behavior. This is true
not only in the philosophical and intellectual sense discussed
in this study, but in the practical sense as well. From the
French Revolution of the eighteenth century through the
Russian Revolution of the twentieth century, the political
ideologies and movements assoclated with them would be vir-
tually inconceivable without their strong futuristic compo-
nent: the idea that the future either is known in advance
or can be molded to fit a preconcelved model, which is merely
a variation of the former notion.

Modern revolutionary ideologies all seem to share the
common attitude toward the future that whatever it may be,
it can certalnly be treated as an object of knowledge. Marx-
ism may be the most sophisticated of these in 1its symbolilc
treatment of a full future paradigm, but many of the assump-
tions upon which it is built are very much an integral part

of the idea of the future in modern thought which often appears



to have 1ittle in common with Marxism. 1In its specifics it
has been the most radical of modern revolutionary calls to
action, but its vision of a utopian future is by no means
unique. Thus, while exploring through the particular case
studies of this paper, the broadest implications must be
accorded the symbolism, in the context of modern thought,

of Marxist authors, or authors who at a point in their lives
identified Marxist ideology with their own aspirations.

The three case studies--Arthur Koestler, Ignazio Silone, and
André Gide--deal with contemporary writers of both influence
and recognized intellectual standing. As such, they serve
to highlight many of the components of the modern world view
of the future, Marxist and non-Marxist alike.

The questions involved in any exploration of the 1dea
of the future, full or empty, do not include whether or not
men will think about the future, but rather "how" they visual-
ize 1t. The thrust of this study will be that the idea of
the full future paradigm is not only the dominant one in the
modern era, but that it 1s also often filled with peculilarly
utopian elements in which what had previously been regarded
as inherent limitations of the human condition will be over-
come. My thesis proposes that inherent in the ldea of the
full future paradigm, particularly as it is explicitly ex-
pressed in Marxism, is the core ldea of revolutionary politics
in the modern world. This would seem to be true of those

modern revolutionary ideologues from Robesplerre to Lenin



and beyond. Communism, in all of its variety, may from this
perspective be viewed as a "working-out," as it were, of the
built-in paradigmatic assumptions that are present from the
beginning in any full future model. I mean "working-out"
here in the same sense as that in which Thomas Kuhn has
described the normal development of sclence as the product
of "paradigm workers," whose chief task consists of solving
the puzzles and comparatively minor problems suggested by
the paradigm itself‘.2 The observable fact that some of the
paradigm workers of the full future model have arrived at
what appear to be contrary conclusions does not 1in itself
suggest that the modern revolutionary ideologies are not im-
licit in the paradigm. Rather, it may simply suggest that
those persons who stop somewhere short of Marx have simply
not explored all of the ramifications of thelr basic assump-
tions. I propose to demonstrate that the logic of the para-
digm of revolution in Marx is intrinsically bound up in the
larger tradition-of which he 1s but a part, albeit perhaps

the most important single part. What we are dealing with,

2Kuhn, pp. 10-22. The author has made a major point
of the observation that "normal scientific research is direct-
ed to the articulation of those phenomena and theorles that
the paradigm already supplies.” Ibid., p. 24. The same polints
had been made earlier by E. A. Burtt, The Metaphysical Founda-
tions of Modern Physical Science (London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul, Ltd., 1932), especially Chapter I; and Richard McKeon,
"The Empiricist and Experimentalist Temper in the Middle Ages:
A Prolegomenon to the Study of Medieval Science," in Essays
in Honor of John Dewey (New York: Henry Holt & Co., 1§2§;,

p. 217.




1f it is a truthful analysis, goes to the heart of modern
political thought.

The notion of the function and utility of paradigms
in the political sphere needs further elaboration at this
point if we are to understand how the full future paradigm
came about and the purpose it serves. As Kuhn has defined
1t, a "paradigm is the particular theory which characterizes
a particular community"--in thls case, those seminal minds
in the Western tradition who are responsible for the articu-
lation and development of the various theories which bind
them together in a common world view. The theory, the para-
digm in Kuhn's terminology, then serves as a guide for this
community in the choice of the problems it seeks to solve;
and by way of implication, it offers a solution. Scientific
progress, from this point of view, consists in fulfilling
the promise of the paradigm. According to Kuhn, the para-
digm is worked out by a community of sclentists in three
principal ways. First, the sclentists seek to establish in
a rigorous fashion the class of facts subsumed under the para-
digm. Second, they test the predictions of the paradigm with
the facts previously disclosed by investigation, attempting
in effect to match the theory with the facté in order to dis-
cover the degree of correspondence. A strong futuristic
element can easily be observed in this stage. Finally, they
seek to articulate the theory by undertaking factual investi-

gations designed to clarify problems that already are suggrested



by the paradigm.3 For the scientist, the value of his theory
is that it enables him to give reasonable certainty to a ra-
tional "bet on the future." The theory derives much of 1its
usefulness from the assumption that knowledge galned in the
past will also hold true for the future--that, in fact, it
may be identical with the future state of exlstence. From
the point of view of a physlcist, for example, an "empty
future" theory not only contradicts his habits of mind, 1t
also seems to be the very negation of science qua sclence.
But the strict adaptation to political theory of the
physical scientist's methodology may produce societal conse-
quences that are not comparable with the results of labora-
tory experiments. The scientist ordinarily conducts con-
trolled experiments, and if these attempts at problem-solving
do not fit his theory at an acceptable level of regularity,
he either may abandon them as worthless or search for another
paradigm under which he can interpret his work in a meaning-
ful way. For those theorists who make political behavior
their "facts," however, the response to a lack of congruity
between theory and fact may be altogether different. It may
lead to an intensified demand for control of the "facts"--in
this case the political arena--in order to make the theory

work, or the reaction may be one of denying certain observations

3Ibid., pp. 24-30. In this connection, to view such
revolutionary literature as, for example, Karl Marx's Das
Kapital as the product of a "paradigm worker" may help to
place it in the perspective of a full future paradigm as it
"is discussed here.



of phenomena in order to retaln the validity of the theory.
Neither of these reactions would be out of line with Kuhn's
thesis in that he makes it abundantly clear that facts do
not speak for themselves but are interpreted by the basic
paradigm; "facts" to a very great extent are what the para-
digm says are facts, and other events or phenomena comprise
a sort of "non-fact" or simply an event.

The inability to predict the future reliably from an
empty future perspective may be taken as a common-sense argu-
ment against the contention that the future 1s knowable.

But if the idea that the future is knowable, even in part,
is taken for granted at the outset, the argument might be
interpreted instead to mean that the tools for prediction
need to be more sharply honed. 1In short, assumptions about
the nature of political reality not only shape the approach
to political problems and imply their solutions, but these
assumptions are themselves a part of political reality, the
reliability or unreliability of the paradigm itself notwith-
standing.

The problem involved 1s not whether political theory
will take cognizance of the future as a part of the paradig-
matic structure of social thought, but "how" that future is
imagined. For we can no more avoid thinking about the future

per se than we can avoid thinking about the past and the

Y1b1d., pp. 77-90.
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present. An idea of the future, "full" or "empty," with

all that these terms imply, is an integral component of the
general process of thinking about soclety and man's place

in it. In another sense, our idea of the future is but a
part of the way in which we conceive the nature of the human
condition, and indeed of Nature itself. If the future of the
human condition is perceived as an extension of the same
condition that has prevailed in the past and present, our
actions are likely to be quite different than if we imagine
the human condition of the future to be radically altered.
For the most part, the former represents what may be termed
a "classical" world view, whereas the latter is far more rep-
resentative of the modern world view. Changes 1n our con-
ception of what the future holds in store is a probable in-
dicator of changes in other areas of political behavior as
well. Involved, of course, at 1ts root is our role in the
very process of Creation itself. The problem, then, is not

a trivial one, nor is it one without momentous consequences.

The "Empty Future" Idea

When Aristotle pointed out that a difference in kind
exists between things actual and things potential, he was
affirming what was later to develop into one of the most
fundamental of objections to the full future paradigm-~that
the truth of a statement is dependent upon its correspondence

to the object described. The closer this congruence, the
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closer the description of reality to the truth of the reallty
itself.5

Aristotle had begun his discussion of the 1ldea of the
future with the assumption that it did not yet exist and
therefore that statements about the future, unlike statements
about the past and present, were neither true nor false. He
had noted further that no statement which purports to affirm
or deny an event in the future, or which requires a future
contingency to prove or disprove, can in itself be regarded
as either true or false because the future 1s indeterminate
with regard to the existence or nonexistence of such things.

He wrote:

In the case of that which 1s or which has taken
place, propositions, whether positive or negative,

SAristotle described it thus: "It is not because we
think truly that you are pale, that you are pale, but because
you are pale we who say this have the truth." Metaphysics,
1051b5, in W. D. Ross (ed.), The Works of Arlstotle: Trans-
lated into English Under the Editorship of W. D. Ross (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1928). Hereafter cited as Aristotle,

Works. And further:

"Demonstrative knowledge must rest on necessary basic
truths; for the object of scientific knowledge (that
which is known by demonstration) cannot be other than it
is. Now attributes attaching essentially to their sub-
Jects attach necessarily to them: for essential attri-
butes are either elements in the essential nature of theilr
subjects, or contain thelr subjects as elements in their
own essential nature. . . . It follows from this that
premises of the demonstrative sylloglsm must be connec-
tions essential in the sense explained: for all attri-
butes must inhere essentially or else be accldental, and
their accidental attributes are not necessary to their
subjects." Analytica Posteriora, 74b5

In short, the future has no essential attributes; the accl-
dents of correspondence to prior statements cannot be construed
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must be true or false. . . . When the subject, however,
i1s individual, and that which 1s predicated relates to
the future, the case 1s altered . . . to say that neither
the affirmation nor the denial is true, maintaining, let
us say, that an event neither wlll take place nor will
not take place, is to take a position impossible to de-
fend. 1In the first place, though facts should prove the
one pEOposition false, the opposite would still be un-

true.

To 1llustrate this point, Aristotle invoked the
example of the future sea battle. If one person should say
that a sea battle will take place tomorrow and another should
say that a sea battle will not occur, the passage of time
will reveal which statement has conformed to the fact of
occurrence or nonoccurrence of such a battle. But in either
case, the original statements cannot be said to héve been
based on knowledge, and hence, within the context of
Aristotelian logic, neither can be said to have been true
or false. Only that which exists or has existed can be said
to have an obJective nature and therefore to be subject to
a true/false categorization. "In the case of that which
exists potentially but not actually," he concluded, "the rule
which applies to that which exists actually does not hold

good."7

as essentlal elements of the future even though they may verify

the truth or falsity of a futuristic statement.
6Aristot1e, De Interpretationes, 18a28-18b20, in Works.

7Ibid., 19b2; see also Donald Williams, "The Sea Fight
Tomorrow," in Paul Henle (ed.), Structure, Method, and Mean-
ing: Essays in Honor of Henry M. S Sheffer (New York Liberal

Arts Press, 1951), pp. 280-306; Ronald J. Butler, "Aristotle's

Sea Fight and Three-Valued Logic," The Philosophical Review,
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In short, what Aristotle wrote about the nature of
the future applies to all knowledge in general--that things
do not acquire existence by arbitrary declaration and state-
ments affirming the existence of nonexistent things. On a
practical level, "potential" things must be kept analytical-
ly separate from "actual" things. To confuse the potential
with the actual or to blur the distinction between them will
result in error. The future to Aristotle could not be
treated as an object of knowledge, and factual statements
regarding its content could not be made to have meaning.

The Aristotelian concept of an unknowable future was
altered somewhat by the rise of Christianity with 1its faith
in a future made specific in the inevitability of a second
coming of Christ. This change marked an intellectual trans-
formation of profound importance, which was to foster
long-range as well as immediate consequences. The ldea of
a second coming of Christ at some point in the future gave
that future a specific, eschatological content within time,
that is, within history. The logic of the Aristotelian sea
fight remained compatible with Christian theology, but only
insofar as it applied to events that were strictly human in
origin.

With regard to the much greater question of a final,

ultimate meaning to history, an answer could now be given

LXIV, No. 2 (April, 1955), 264-274; Rogers Albritton,
"Present Truth and Future Contingency," The Philosophical
Review, LXVI, No. 1 (January, 1957), 1-28.
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within the context of the Christian religion that would
have been wholly alien to the classical world view. As
Reinhold Niebuhr described the impact of this 1dea of the
future:
The faith of early Christianity was apocalyptic. It
waited for the second coming of Christ. It was in
other words a culmination of the whole prophetic move-
ment which regarded human history as meaningful but
not as self-fulfilling or self-sufficient. The vic-
tory of good over evil was not gugranteed by anything
in human nature or human history.
The guarantee of this triumph lay in the revealed Word of
God, believed to transcend the boundaries of human exist-
ence within time. The Christian future thus emerged as a
curious blend of individual free will, which implied an un-
determined future, with an ultimate determinism fixed not by
man but by God. The two concepts were kept separate through
the radical distinction between what Saint Augustine was to

express symbolically as Civitas Dei and Clvitas Terrena.

It was Saint Augustine who first articulated and
made explicit in a systematic fashion this philosophy of
history for Christlanity. Specifically, he placed the cen-
ter, source, and fulfillment of history beyond history, in
the City of God. His break with the classical theories of
cyclic historical patterns and eternal recurrence has been

thoroughly documented and needs no further discussion

8Reinhold Niebuhr, Beyond Tragedy: Essays on the
Christian Interpretation of History (London: Nisbet and
Co., Ltd., 1938), p. 119.
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here.9 It is sufficlent to point out that the notlion of an
eschatology, or an end to history, could scarcely be imag-
ined in a cyclic theory of history: that it would require
instead a linear idea of history with a fulfillment implicit
for some time in the future. It does need to be observed,
however, that fulfillment in the Christian thought of
Augustine--in the City of God--was not an 1deal that could

become historical reality.l0

The eschatological content of Christianity had
little meaning for Augustine as an event in time. Whatever
possibly might happen between now and the end, as both finis
and telos, became 1rrelevant when he compared it with the
ever-present alternatives of accepting or rejecting Christ.

The full title, De Civitate Del Contra Paganos, serves to

illustrate that Augustine's work was very much a defense

of existing Church doctrine against the apocalyptic,

90n Saint Augustine's theory of history, see parti-
cularly Karl Lowith, Meaning in History: The Theological
Implications of the Philosophy of History (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1949), pp. 160-173; Theodore E.
Mommsen, "Saint Augustine and the Christian Idea of Progress:
The Background of the City of God," Journal of the History
of Ideas, XII, No. 3 (June, 1951), 346-37h; William II.
Green, "Augustine on the Teaching of History," University
of California Publications in Classical Philology, XII,
No. 18 (194L4), 315-332; Reinhold Niebuhr, Christian Real-
ism and Political Problems (New York: Charles Scribner's

Sons, 1953), pp. 119-146.

loLéwith, p. 166; Léwith goes on to say, "Augustine's
City of God is the pattern of every conceivable view of
history that can rightly be called 'Christian'. It 1s not
a philosophy of history but a dogmatic-historical interpreta-
tion of Christianity." 1Ibid., p. 166.
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messianic, chialistic, end-of-the-world expectations within
time and history that characterized much of the theological
debate of his own time, even as it has characterized the de-
bate over history in our own er'a.11 The attainment of per-
fection in the ideal form of the City of God was not to be
construed as a matter of earthly, historilcal experience.12
Augustine's idea of a universal history was a pur-
poseful process from beginning to end but without any inter-
mediate millenium. History as a record of profane existence
simply is that time between man's fall from grace and his
eventual salvation. But salvation is herein understood to
be a gift of God and not something man can fashion for him-
self on earth: it lies beyond history. Sin and salvation
both are understood, furthermore, as purely personal concerns
unrelated to group, class, or socletal experience. Progress,
then, is an individual spiritual pilgrimage toward the City
of God that ends with the death of the ’ndividual himself
and is never linked with the movement of class or nation or
history as entities in themselves. Salvation lies in the

responsible acceptance of faith in a transcendent truth

1l11b14., pp. 166-169; the Gnostic movements of this
period are admirably treated in Hans Jonas, The Gnostic Reli-
gion: The Message of the Alien God and the Beginnings of
Christianity (2d ed.; Boston: Beacon Press, 1963).

12For' an excellent discussion of "historical exper-
ience" as Augustine most probably understood the concept,
see R. A. Markus, Saeculum: History and Society in the Theol-
ogy of St. Augustine (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1970), pp. 22-24.
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beyond historical experience and not in one's role or posi-

tion in the objective, imposed experience of time and his-

tory.
The Civitas Deil and the Civitas Terrena symbolized

the basic dualism of the human condition which Augustine
saw as the essence of man's existence after the Fall. Al-
though the difference between the two was absolute, 1t was
not unbridgeable. Christ symbolized the bridge of faith
which united the two. The City of Man was a reflection

of the higher City of God which participated in the divine
order of the universe by having a rational, purposeful role
in the over-all scheme of things. 1In the thought of the
contemporary Gnostic sects, this dualism, which Augustine
found rational, was of a wholly different sort; and its
contrast with Christian thought is instructive. Hans Jonas
has described the basic Gnostic experience in this regard
as "an absolute rift between man and that in whlech he finds
himself lodged, the world. . . . It is a duality not of com-

1
plementary but of contrary terms." 3 In other words, whereas

Augustine found rationality in the Civitas Dei, the Gnostics
expressed their attitude as one of hostility toward the giv-
en order of things and aimed at the destruction of civil so-
clety which they regarded as a prison imposed upon them by

an evil god. For Gnostics, the dualism of exlstence was an

obstacle to be overcome rather than a "glven" to be accepted.

13Jonas, p. 251.
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In Christian thought, as typified by Augustine, man's aliena-
tion was from God and was a permanent part of existence on
earth. The end of the dualism was the union of Christians

with Christ in the Civitas Del beyond history. 1In Gnostic

symbolism, however, this eschaton was made immanent in the
future and in a paradox of their speculations, the unknow-

able, that is, the future, became known. They "knew" that

the end of earthly dualism was immanent.lu

History, as Augustine conceived the term, meant
movement in time. Without creation, and movement in and
as part of creation, there could be no time and hence no

idea of history per se. Continual change was inseparable

5

from the very concept of time itself‘.l But time was an

amblguous concept, difficult to come to grips with. "For
what is time?" Augustine asked:

Who can easily and briefly explalin it? Who can even
comprehend it in thought or put the answer into words?
Yet 1s it not true that in conversation we refer to
nothing more familiarly or knowingly than time? . . .
What, then, 1s time? If no one asks me, I know what
it 1s. If I wish to explain it to him who asks me,

I do not know. Yet I say with confidence that I

know that if nothing passed away, there would be no
past time; and if nothing were still coming, there
would be no future time; and if there were nothing

M1014., p. 285.

15Saint Augustine, The City of God, Book XI, Ch. VI
(The Loeb Classical Library; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1968), III, pp. 447-449, For an examina-
tion of differences between Greek and Christian views of
time, see Robert E. Cushman, "Greek and Christian Views of
Time," The Journal of Religion, XXXIII, No. 4 (October,

1953), 250-265,
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at all, there would be no present time.16

Time from this perspective 1s not only the product of God's
creation, but the mechanism, or perhaps more properly the
prism, through which man observes creation.

Augustine interpreted time in its relationship to
the soul, or the nous in Aristotelian terminology. His
conception of the future differed slightly, but significant-
ly, from that of Aristotle, in part through the Christian
additlion of an eschatology, an end of time, but also in his
more consclous probing of the riddle of future time.
Augustine's experience with time led him to observe:

It is not properly said that there are three times;

a time present of things past; a time present of things
present; and a time present of things future. For these
three do coexist soTehow in the soul, for otherwise I
could not see them.1l7

He then differentiated the various meanings of time so con-

ceived:

The time present of things past is memory; the time
present of things present is direct experience; the
time present of things future is expectation.l8
Because men in fact always live in what Henri
Bergson later called the "eternal present," an observable

discrepancy arises between our subjective experience with

16Saint Augustine, Confessions, Ch. XIV, ed. trans.
Albert C. Outler (The Library of Christian Classics: London:
SCM Press Ltd., 1955), VII, p. 254 (hereafter, refer to
this edition.

171v14., ch. XX, p. 259.
181p14., ch. XX, p. 259.
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time and our attempts to measure 1t objectively. Scientific
definitions of time--an hour, a day, a month, and so on--
will always contradict our subjective experience, and
Augustine recognized this full well. Regarding the approach
of science to the problem, he said, "We could not measure
things that do not exist." We can experience only the pres-
ent directly, "and things past and future do not exist."19
The duallism between subjectlive experience and what
Augustine regarded as objective reality quickly came to an
impasse after a few deceptively simple questions. Reason

alone could not solve the problem of time and history, so

Augustine took refuge in the notion of communes notitias,
the universal principle of "common sense."20 Experience
tells us that reason alone cannot solve every problem; by
its nature reason is limited in its powers of comprehen-
sion. Augustine postulated faith as the guide and "the
truths of faith" as answers to questions unmanswerable with-

in the limits of reason. Christianity did not necessarily

191bid., Ch. XXI, pp. 259-260. In his writings,
Augustine considered the concept of "predestination" as
a theological problem which, had he developed it further,
could have affected his idea of the future. Suffice to
point out here, however, that predestination for Augustine
had far less significance than Calvin was later to attach

to 1it.

2oIbid., Ch. XXIII, p. 261. Augustine was clearly
bothered by time so much that he wrote, "My soul burns
ardently to understand this most intricate enigma. . . .
I thirst to know the power and the nature of time." 1Ibid.,
Ch. XXII, XXIII, pp. 260-261.
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supply any "reasonable" answers, but it did provide a means
of avoiding error.

In contrasting the conceptions of Aristotle and
Augustine regarding the future, the latter can be considered
to be more a modification of the former, albeit a signifi-
cant one, than a radical break with it. Taken together,
they may be said to constitute a "classical" conception of
future time: that the future does not exist as an entity
knowable in any objective sense. For want of a better name,
this classical conception might also properly be termed the
"empty future" paradigm--but empty in the sense that its
specific content is unknown and unknowable, not empty in
the sense of a spiritually void nothingness. For Aristotle
and Augustine both formulated their notions of time on the
premise of a teleological development in the nature of man
over a period of time toward a moral good. Particularly
as articulated by Augustine, there was progress in history
but no progress of history. The term "progress" was under-
stood as progress of the individual, symbolized by the earthly
struggle between the Civitas Del and the Civitas Terrena

as it i1s enacted in the history of that 1ndividual.21 The

terms "history" and "society" were recognized as concepts
of transcendence, without material existence.
To have attributed to either term the properties

of progress would have been interpreted as attributing to

21Lﬁwith, pp. 166-173; Mommsen, p. 351.
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it the properties of a living thing and the reification of
an idea--an error of misplaced concreteness. Future-tense
statements could not be understood as elther true or false,
because the existence of the relevant future would have
been required to make them true or false. To see the future
as history was not only a contradiction in terms; it im-
plied a progress of history, which would have violated

the "classicists'" perceived experiences with time and

history.

The "Full Future" Idea

The "empty future" tradition, which dominated Western
thought for almost a thousand years after Augustine, was
broken by the religious speculations of Joachim of Fiore,

a twelfth century Cistercian monk. Joachim replaced the
concept of time in Augustine with what may be called a "full
future" theory, characterized by the expectation of an im-
manent, apocalyptic end, or eschaton, in history.22 The

use of the term "full future" is appropriate because

Joachim's writings postulated a specific, knowable future

subject to the true/false criterlon of episteme reserved

22Studies on the impact of Joachim and his influence
have become increasingly common in that contemporary scholar-
ship engaged in seeking the origins of modern thought. Per-
haps the best brief essay is to be found in Lowith, pp. 1U45-
159; see alsc Eric Voegelin, The New Scilence of Politics
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1952), pp. 110-132;
and Marjorie Reeves, The Influence of Prophecy in the Later
Middle Ages: A Study in Joachimism (Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1969), passim.




23

by Aristotle and Augustine for existent things. The sym-
bolism of Joachim explalned history in terms of a serles
of three progressive stages ending in the third and final
stage in which the governing of the world was to pass over
into the control of spiritually motivated monks. His own
age, the second stage, was seen not only as a transition to
the final, highest level of existence, but also as an era
drawing rapidly and definitely to a close.23

Although Joachim spoke in Christian terminology,
many (though certainly not all) recognized his message it-

self as something new and alien to orthodox theology.zu A

230n the trinitarian symbolism of Joachim, George
Boas has commented:

"One of the more curious features of the Joachimite
outline of history is the progressively more youthful
nature of the leaders of civilization. The leaders of
the first age were old men, of the second youths, of
the third children. Here we have an echoe of that type
of plous anti-intellectualism according to which the
very young are wiser than the o0ld for the very reason
that they have no experience of this world."

In George Boas, "Joachim of Florus," in his Essays on Primi-
tivism and Related Ideas in the Middle Ages (Baltimore: The
Johns Hopkins Press, 19048), pp. 212-213. The idea of child-
ish innocence as the hallmark of the third and final stage
of earthly existence has reappeared consistently in the post-
Joachimist historical symbolism of progress toward perfec-
tion. Perfection within this tradition has often been re-
presented as one of the least developed, chlldlike features
of men in opposition to the Aristotelian notion of the "ma-
ture man" as the 1ideal type.

2"Saint Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, Part II,
Question 106, Article 4, trans. Fathers of the English
Dominican Province (London: Burns Oates & Washbourne Ltd.,
1915 [hereafter referred to as Aquinas, Summa Theologica]).
Aquinas objected to Joachim's concept of the progress of
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contemporary scholar has interpreted the importance of the
message with the stark assertion: "In his trinitarian es-
chatology, Joachim created the aggregate of symbols which
govern the self-interpretation of modern political socilety
to this day."25 By this he means the conception of history
as a progressive sequence of three stages, in which the
third stage represents an end of history beyond which there
is no further progress. 1In addition is the symbol of the
leader or prophet of the new age who necessarily must know
the course of history past, present, and future, as an in-
telligible whole. Finally, there 1is the symbolism of the
brotherhood of autonomous persons, with its strong overtones
of anarchic soclal existence in which the normal institu-
tions of government are no longer necessary and may, in
fact, form an impediment to a spiritually perfect community.

For our purposes here, the importance of Joachim's

scheme is the break it makes with the "empty future" model

Christianity on the grounds that

". . . no state of the present life can be more perfect
than the state of the New Law: since nothing can approach
nearer to the last end than that which is the immediate
cause of our being brought to the last end . . . no other
state of the present life can be more perfect than that

of the New Law, since the nearer a thing is to the last
end the more perfect it 1s . . . the state of mankind

may change according as man stands in relation to

one and the same law more or less perfectly."

Ibid., II, 106, Art. 4.

25Voegelin, p. 1ii. See also the provocative essay,
"Modern Transfigurations of Joachim," in L6with, pp. 208-213.
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of time and history. Although countless later generations
of intellectuals would alter much of his symbolism to suit
their own needs, Joachim's treatment of time has not basic-
ally changed in any speculations by theorists since the
twelfth century that have rightly claimed him as their in-
tellectual source. In a slimilar context, it has been point-
ed out that a statement, or epistemologlical assumption,
that the‘future is knowable in a factual sense 1s loglcally
to say that the knowledge of facts, in general, is inde-
pendent of reference to a continuum of time.26 But this
contradicts our common-sense association of knowledge with
experience, that is, history, either in the personal sense
of our own bilography or within the larger context of history
as the record of man in soclety.

Our actual experience with the concept of the future
is, as Augustine noted, one of anticipation or expectation.
The idea of the future state of social existence as knowable
and immanent was developed as what one author has termed "the

fallacious immanentization of the Christian eschaton."27

i 26Joseph Margolis, "Statements About the Past and
Future," The Philosophical Review, LXXII, No. 1 (January,
1963), 84-87. )

27Voeg;elin, p. 121. Rudolf Bultmann has associated
the consequences of this idea of progress toward an eschaton
with the beginnings of modern nihilism. A progressive inter-
pretation of history is inevitably relativistic and

". . . history begins to become sociology; and
therefore man is no longer understood as an autonomous
being, but 1s seen as at the mercy of historical condi-
tions. lils historicity does not consist of the fact that
he 1is an individual who passes through history. . . . No,
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While there is no loglcal necessity that a "full future"”
idea of history need be seen in terms either of progress or
of an impending transformation of the human condition, it is
this specific interpretation of the future, represented by
Joachim, that stands in need of further attention. This 1is
because the specific political problems of the modern world,
insofar as they are linked to a theory of time and history,
seem for the most part to be associated with an idea of the
future as both immanent and progressive--with a "full future"
in the Joachimist sense. The differences between the "empty
future" idea and that of a full future are not esoteric;
they 1nf1ﬁence some of the most significant differences not
only between modern ahd classical political thought, but
within modern thought itself.

Because Joachim had attached religious symbolism to
secular history, the growth of purely secular interpretations
of historical progress did not result immediately. Indeed,
for some four hundred years after Joachim, the various move-
ments of which he was a part or which he helped to spawn

were essentially religious in na1:u:r‘e.28 By the time the

man 1s nothing but history, for he is, so to speak,
not an active being but someone to whom things happen.
Man 1s only a process without 'true existence'."

In his History and Eschatology (Edinburgh: The University
Press, 1957), pp. 10-11.

28Reeves, passim; Norman Cohn, The Pursuit of the
Millennium (rev. ed.; London: Temple Smith, 1970),

passim.
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eighteenth century philosophes had wholly secularized

Joachim's symbolism, the religious strife of the Reforma-
tion was already a thing of the past. But certain aspects
of Protestant thought in the period of the Reformation
added pecullar twists to the full future 1deas advanced by
Joachim and his followers. In fact, Calvin's particular
notions of "predestination," "free will," and "election"
altered Joachimism sufficiently to make many of its modern
manifestations difficult to imagine without them. While
certain aspects of Calvin's thought may have been conceived
in the work of Joachlim or other individuals, it is signifi-
cant that they awaited full articulation until the Protestant
Reformation. Opposition to the Catholic Church also turned
out to mean, not entirely as an accidental by-product, disa-
greement over the nature of the future. Perhaps 1t was
even central to the conflict. |

Certainty for Calvin was still linked to New Testa-
ment revelation, and this served to give his thought a cer-
tain continuity with the Christian past which was, of course,
Roman Catholic. But, as a link in the chain of thought that
stretches into the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, his
observations may be cast rather easily in a secular context,
thereby enabling one to see the essentially religious under-
pinnings of more recent futuristic speculations. "What else,"
Calvin wrote, "is a certain knowledge of our Predestination

than that testimony of adoption which Scripture makes common
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to all the godly."29 Knowledge of the future was reserved
by Calvin for the "elect," for whom it would happen that
"under the guidance of God they [would] continuously make
progress until divested of every imperfection they [ﬁould]
arrive at the eternal blessedness of the elect."30 Know-
ledge of a predestined future could not be a part of common
knowledge, because existence in the state of God's Grace
was required to perceive it. Calvin denied
. + . that the reprobate proceed so far as to penetrate
into that secret revelation which Scripture vouchsafes
only to the elect. I deny, therefore, that they elther
grasp the will of God as 1t 1is immutable, or steadfastly
embrace its truth. . . . For He 1s addressing those
who had embraced his teaching and is urging them to
advance in faith, least by their sluggishness they ex-
tinguish the light given them. Therefore, Paul attri-
butes faith exclusively to the elect.31
In the abstract at least, there was no reason why a doctrine
of predestination should be any less knowable to the elect
than a knowledge of origins as described in Genesis.
Implied in Calvin's theology of predestination was
a denial of the idea of man as a being possessing free will

as 1t had been understood in Christian doctrine until the

29John Calvin, John Calvin: Selectlons from His
Writings, ed. with introduction John Dillenberger (New York:
Anchor Books, 1971), p. 201 (hereafter all citations refer

to this edition).
30

31Ibid., pp. 386-387. Calvin is fully aware that
such knowledge is not gained through the senses, which Hume
would later assert as the basis of all knowledge: "When we
call faith 'knowledge' we do not mean comprehension of the
sort that is commonly concerned with those things which fall
under human sense perception." 1Ibid., p. 389.

Ibid., p. 299.
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Reformation. Affirmation of free will meant an "endeavour

to overthrow God's eternal purpose of predestination, by

which He distinguishes between the reprobate and the elect."32

Free will as an idea carries with it the possibility of
rational choice between good and evil, at least in the rela-
tive sense in which they are experienced in the Civitas
Terrena. But the fall of Adam, as Calvin interpreted 1ts

meaning, ruled out this possibility:

. . . for the fall of Adam did not take away the will,
but made it a slave where it was free. It is not only
prone to sin, but is made subject to sin. . . . Let us
remember, therefore, that will in man is one thing,

and the free choice of good and evil another: for
freedom of choice having been taken away after the fall
of the first man, will alone was left; but so complete-
ly captive under the tyranny of sin, that it 1is only
ineclined to evil.33

And yet, he observed:

. . the doctrine of the gratuitous mercy of God 1s
entirely destroyed, unless we hold that the faithful,
whom God has thought fit to choose out for salvation,
are distinguished from the reprobate by the mere good
pleasure of God; unless this also be established as a
consequence, that faith flows from the secret election

of God.3!

In Calvin, predestination became a deterministic con-
ception of historical movement. The future was determined
by the fall of Adam into an existence of sin from which no

relief was possible save the grace of God as revealed by

Scripture.

321p14., p. 31.
33Ibid., pp. 159, 162-163.
3%b1d., p. 54.
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The 1dea of predestination contalned not only a
strong futuristic implication, but an irrational one as well
in Calvin. The status of the "elect" was due not to their
own actions but to the unknowable whims of an 1irrational
God. The cosmos 1tself took on a terrifying aspect since
its purposes were not receptive to human reason. As with
the Gnostics, a gulf existed between man and the universe,
and the destiny of man was basically beyond his control.
Men in society were more than ever perceived to be at the
mercy of forces beyond their comprehension. The Calvinist
future may have been one to which the elect could look for-
ward with confidence, but once the confidence in who the
elect were was shaken, an eiement of desperation could not
help but pervade the Calvinist world view. 1In its secular-
ized form, the sense of desperation eventuélly came to dom-
inate the still religious Puritan ethic which had stressed
the self-assured confidence of a chosen "elect."

Calvin was not concerned with the specific content
of the future beyond salvation and damnation. It would not
have occurred to him, for example, to take issue with
Aristotle's "sea fight tomorrow" as an example of profane
history. But on an 1ssue such as salvation and damnation
of souls tomorrow, these statements were not without polit-

ical significance.35 Calvin had challenged the very

35An excellent brief essay on Calvin's political
concerns 1s contained in Sheldon S. Wolin, Politics and
Vision: Continuity and Innovation in Western Political
Thought (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1960), pp. 1065-194.
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foundation of medieval 1deas on Church and State in the to-
tality of his work; and the results, mostly unintended, were
due at least in part to his influence. Of primary importance
here, he had added further dimension to the idea of a "full
future" interpretation of time and history--the idea that
only the "elect" can know the content and nature of the
future.

The contrasts that may be drawn between the Aristot-
elian and Augustinian idea of the future, on the one hand,
and that of Joachlm and Calvin, on the other, represent two
conflicting traditions regarding the future rather than an
exhaustive discussion of those traditions. Because the "full
future" notion has tended, since the era of the Reformation,
toward dominating the world view, its varied implications
for political thought and the actions that follow such
thought must deserve careful analysis.

It is not necessary here to discuss the specific
‘historical factors that have contributed to the modern world
view and its concept of a full future: these aspects have

been the subject of a number of studies36 which, in spite of

368ee especlally Eric Voegelin, "The Origins of Scient-
ism," Social Research, XV, No. 4 (December, 1948), 462-494;
Burtt, pp. 300-330; R. H. Tawney, Relipion and the Rise of
Capitalism (London: John Murray, 1926), passim; Ernst
Troeltsch, The Social Teaching of the Christilan Churches,
Vol. II (London: George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1931), pp. 554-
560, 651-650, 688-691; Joseph R. Strayer, On the Medieval
Origins of the Modern State (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1970), passim.
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considerable differences among some of them, have added
greatly to our understanding of modernity. Of more imme-
dlate concern for the purposes of this study 1s the full
future theory in its twentieth century setting, specifically
as it has been encountered in those political movements

that interpret themselves as "revolutionary" by nature.
These modern revolutionary ideologles are remarkably similar
in both structure and symbolic substance to certain aspects
of the thought of Joachim and Calvin. The roots of modern
thought in the medieval and Renalssance worlds are reason-
ably well established and may be postulated without further
discussion.37 And whether or not a direct and unbroken line
of speculation leading to current world views of the future
runs between Joachim and the present day 1is of little concern
for this study. It is sufficient to observe that a line of
thought could be marked, if not drawn in, by the time of

Calvin's last work.

The Relationship of "Subject" and "Object"

in the Modern World View

As mentioned earlier, one of the most fundamental
objections to the full future paradigm was the contention that
the truth of a statement 1s dependent upon 1its correspondence

to the objJect described. If, as Aristotle had posited, the

37In addition to those works already cited, see Cohn;
from an even longer perspective, the same sorts of parallels
are drawn in Jonas, pp. 320-340.
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future in fact 1s nonexistent, no truthful statements de-
scribing 1ts substantive content can exist because the fu-
ture cannot be treated as 1f it 1s itself an object of
knowledge.

The point was later expanded ﬁpon and made more
explicit by Aquinas when he defined truth as the agreement
of thought with its object. But whereas Aristotle had been
ambiguous in the sense that he placed the mind, the locus
for the interpretation, at the center of the inquiry,
Aquinas recognized that this 1s only partly true. A thing,
as he understood 1t, can have a relation to the mind either
essentially or incidentally. The relation is essential if
it 1s between the thing itself and the mind upon which it
depends for its existence--as, for example, the plans for
a house in the mind of an architect. The relationship, how-
ever, is incidental if it 1s between the existent thing
and a mind by which the thing becomes known--for example,
the architect's plans and someone other than the architect
himself.39

With this distinetion clear, he could then agree

with Aristotle and observe:

38aristotle, Metaphysics, 1027b25.

39Aquinas, Summa Theologica, I, Q. 16, Art. 1; see
also the fine article by Richard McKeon, "Thomas Aquinas'
Doctrine of Knowledge and its Historical Setting," Speculum:
A Journal of Mediaeval Studies, III, No. 4 (October, 1928),
G25=-00T,
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Truth . . . is, in its primary significance, in

the intellect. Now since a thing is true as having

the form proper to its own nature, it must follow that

the mind, in the act of knowing, is true as having the

likeness of the thing known. Accordingly, truth is

Honce, to know that sonformity is to know truth.i0

>

A thing 1s knowable only insofar as 1t has being, and non-
being has no intelligibility in 1tself and 1s by definition
unknowable. Only being, or existent things, can be rendered
intelligible and hence knowable. The future, at least so
far as man 1s concerned, is in the category of nonbeing. If
the future 1s intelligible at all, it can only be so to the
mind of God. 1In both the Judaic and Christian traditions,
a knowledge of the future 1s possible only through revela-
tion; man cannot hope to penetrate its mysteries except
with divine assistance.

In order to meet the objections raised by the empty
future proponents, 1t was necessary first to alter and later
to change the entire relationship between thought and object
that Aquinas articulated, as well as the entire cosmological
structure that supported his arguments. To make the future
either knowable or subject to probability in a mathematical
and scientific sense was not the work of a single individual
but of a great many distinguished minds for whom the para-
digm provided an especially fruitful climate of opinion.

In part this process was assisted by the Protestant Reforma-

tion--the movement which already had weakened the authority

“01piq4., I, Q. 16, Art. 2.
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of the Church. In theory at least, Catholicism had accepted
as the guide for philosophical and theological speculation
the Aristotelian/Scholastic tradition. Protestantism did
not reject this tradition entirely by design although it
certainly had an interest in disavowing Aquinas, particular-

ly because his Summa Contra Gentiles proved to be the prin-

cipal Catholic theoretical assault on doctrines considered

to be heretical. '} —

It is important to note 1n this connection that
Calvin never claimed his doctrine of predestination to have
been revealed to him by the direct word of God, that is,
as Moses had received the Ten Commandments. Rather, Calvin
considered the doctrine to be a logical inference from his
own interpretation of the New Testament. Both the connection
and the break with tradition are thus apparent. Scripture
was still the source of knowledge for Calvin, for example,
but predestination was a novel interpretation, in terms of
prior speculations, which ran counter to over a thousand years
of precedent. It 1s not necessary here to trace the develop-

ment and relationship to tradition of the full future paradigm

ulThe usual translation of this work 1s given the
English title, On _the Truth of the Catholic Faith. This in
itself suggests much of the Protestant aversion to the works
of Aqulnas. On Calvin's idea of predestination, see Troeltsch,
II, pp. 581-587; Paul Tillich, The Protestant Era (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1948), pp. 172, 276-277; Emile
G. Leonard, A History of Protestantism, Vol. I (London:
Thomas Nelson and Sons, Ltd., 1965), pp. 46, 301-303.
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before the ninéteenth and twentleth centuries. It will be
sufficient to note how some of the more influential thinkers
treated it and how they prepared the way for later develop-
ment.

From Aristotle to Aquinas it had been a "given"
assumption that man is rational, but that the fact of ration-
ality springs from and implies the fact of an ultimate end
or highest "good." 1In this case, the end was seen as the
"First Cause." This could be contrasted with intermediate
"goods," described by Eric Voegelin as "second realities"
or imaginative constructions apart from the "first reality"

b2

of experience. Second realities in this context refer

to the concept of a good or an end which stops short of a
highest good or final end. Knowledge of a "First Cause"
presupposed a logical regression back into historical time
to the point described as the beginning of Creation. Crea-
tion in its turn presupposed a Creator; and the "human con-

dition" of man on earth, the Civitas Terrena of Augustine,

was understood as purposeful existence in accordance with

quric Voegelin, "Debate and Existence," The Inter-
collegiate Review, III, No. 4-5 (March-April, 1967), 1043.
The term "second reality" 1is taken from the German novelist
Robert Musil. Unquestionably the best discussion of the
changed nature of the "subject" and "object" relationship
from the medieval to the modern understanding is Ernest
Cassirer, "The Subject-Object Problem in the Philosophy of
the Renaissance," in his The Individual and the Cosmos in
Renaissance Philosophy (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1963),
pp. 123-191. Cassirer observes, "There 1s scarcely a single
branch of Renaissance philosophy that did not participate in
this work." 1Ibid., pp. 123-124.
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a purposeful universe. Moral behavior meant wilful con-
formity to an objJective criterion for existence that stood
apart from man's will. This objective moral reality could
be understood as the direct revelation of God--for example,
in the Ten Commandments--or, in Aristotelian thought, as
the application of innate reasoning facultlies to the com-
prehension of a natural law which could be understood
through reason alone.“3

The fusion of the Christian and Greek traditions
produced a fusion of reason and revelation articulated in
Medieval Scholast:icism.“l In Aristotle, necessary existence
of a First Cause was a product of inductive reasoning from
history, which is to say experience. Experience itself
affirmed time past as a reference point because the future
could not be experilenced.

The relliability of experlence was challenged force-
fully by Descartes in his "Rules for the Direction of Our
Intelligence," first published in 1628. He wrote:

uBCicero had separated natural law from man's will
when he stated:

"There is in fact a true law--namely, right reason--
which is in accordance with nature, applies to all men,
and 1is unchangeable and eternal . . . binding at all
times upon all peoples; and there will be, as it were,
one common master and ruler of men, namely God, who is
the author of this law."

Quoted in John Cogley, et al., Natural Law and Modern Society
(New York: The World Publishing Company, 1963), p. 15.

uuRobert W. Carlyle and A. J. Carlyle, A History of
Medieval Political Theory in the West, Vol. I (London:
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We must note then that there are two ways by which
we arrive at the knowledge of facts, viz. by experience
and by deduction. We must further observe that while
our inferences from experience are frequently falla-
cious, deduction, or the pure illation of one thing
from another . . . cannot be erroneous when performed
by ﬁg understanding that is in the least degree ration-
al

By "intuition" Descartes meant

. « « not the fluctuating testimony of the senses, nor
the misleading judgement [sic] that proceeds from the
blundering constructions of imagination, but the con-
ception which an unclouded and attentive mind gives us
so readily and distinctly that we are wholly freed from
doubt about that which we understand.

Now the only knowledge that Descartes understood to be free
from doubt about its conclusions was mathematlics. In his

own account of his early education he recalled that he

was

« « « delighted with Mathematics because of the cer-
tainty of its demonstrations and the evidence of its
reasoning. . . . I was astonished that, seeing how
firm and solid was 1ts basis, no loftier edifice had
been reared thereupon. On the other hand I compared
the works of the anclent pagans which deal with Morals
to palaces most superb and mﬁgnificent, which are yet
built on sand and mud alone.

William Blackwood and Sons, 1903), pp. 3, 102-110; Etiénne
Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages
(New York: Random House, 1955), pp. 235-246.

usDescartes, "Rules for the Direction of the Mind,"
in Elizabeth Haldane and G. R. T. Ross (eds.), The Philo-
sophical Works of Descartes, Vol. I (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1931), pp. 4=5 (hereafter referred to as
Descartes, Works).

"6Ib1d., I, p. 7.
47

Ibid., I, p. 85.
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Descartes denied as inferior in its results the process of
reasoning from experlence or history, which had been char-
acteristic of both Aristotelian and Scholastic thought, as
compared with the results of a mathematical loglic under-
stood as reliable and irrefutable by nature. He malintalned:
Hence it were better not to study at all than to occupy
one's self with objects of such difficulty, that, owing
to our inability to distinguish true from false, we
are forced to regard the doubtful as certain. . . .
Thus in accordance with the above maxim we reject all
such merely probable knowledge and make 1t a rule to
trust only whaE is completely known and incapable of
being doubted.*8
To postulate mathematical logic as the basis of all true
knowledge could only in effect radically alter the under-
standing of what precisely constitutes a "fact" itself.
The specific "facts" subsumed within the Cartesian framework
were altogether different from the "facts" contained in the
works of Aristotle or Aqulnas, for example. The practical
effect was to divorce our common-sense association of po-
litical facts from a specifically historical, that is, past,
setting. His paradigmatic reference point defined "science"
in terms of a specific methodology rather than the substance
of the inquiry. In anticipation of Locke and Hume on sensory
origins of knowledge, he did observe, but without the elabor-

ation to be found in later writers, that "whatever we clearly

and distinctly perceive 1is true."qg Mathematics alone was

uBIbid.,\I, p. 3; this specific point is discussed
in detail in Etieénne Gilson, The Unity of Philosophical Ex-
perience (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1956), pp. 129-13%.

491b14., 11, p. 19.
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conceived to be "clearly and distinctly" true.

To display his contempt for experiential knowledge,
Descartes opened his "Discourse on the Method" and Essays

with the lines:

Good sense 1s of all things in the world the most
equally distributed . . . it seems to be evidence in
support of the view that the power of forming a good
Judgement and of distinguishing the true from the
false . . . 1s by nature equal in all men. Hence too
it will show that the diversity of our opinions does
not proceed from some being more rational than others,
but solely from the fact that one's thoughts pass
through diverse chgnnels and the same objects are not
considered by all. 0

Descartes did not say that "knowledge" per se is impossible,
althouth some interpretations have contended that the im-
plication 1s there. He did maintain that much of what we
call knowledge is mere opinion, and that little cholce
exists among opinions. Hope, however, lay in the ability
of all men to reach precise knowledge through the equally
shared "good sense" mentioned above. Not for a moment did
Descartes imagine that the scientific method was prompted
by a disinterested quest for knowledge for its own sake;
rather, it had as its final aim in the future to "render

ourselves the masters and possessors of nature."51 If

50npiscourse on the Method," in Ibid., I, p. 81.

51Ibid., I, p. 119. For an excellent discussion of
the importance of mathematical methodology for Descartes and
the modern tradition of philosophy, see Albert G. A. Balz,
"The Search for Truth in the Sciences," in Descartes and the
Modern Mind (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1952), pp.
3-8; for a defense of the eplstemological assumptions of
Descartes that takes specific issue with Cartesian dualism,
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knowledge in fact had been impossible, Descartes would hardly
have been optimistic about the prospects for a future con-
quest of nature.

This epistemological narrowing of the focus of sci-
entific attention was, in a very real sense, a disfiguration
of the full content of consciousness as it had been under-
stood until that time. Although he did not deny 1lnnate
ideas formally, and even, 1in fact, affirmed their existence
in the mind, his changed conception of them altered their
meaning. The reduction of nature to a morally neutral geo-
metrical system constituted a profound change away from the
Aristotelian/Christian world view.52 The famous Cartesian

statement, cogito ergo sum--"I think, therefore I am"--was

not by itself a reversal of the previously accepted rela-
tionship between subject and object. An explicit precondi-
tion of Carteslan metaphysics is the admission that we can-

not doubt existence without recognizing our existence while

see Arthur O. Lovejoy, The Revolt Against Dualism: An In-
quiry Concerning the Existence of Ideas (LaSalle, Illinois:
The Open Court Publishing Company, 1929), pp. 385-386.

52Burtt, pp. 197-201; Albert G. A. Balz has argued
that the commonplace distinctions made regarding the suppos-
edly radical differences between Cartesian and Thomistic
man are overdrawn, if not erroneous: see his chapter, "Man,
Thomistic and Cartesian," in Albert G. A. Balz, Cartesian
Studies (New York: Columbia University Press, 1951), pp.
276-323; a distinctly opposite view is taken by Gilson,
The Unity of Philosophical Experience, p. 125. Norman Kemp
Smith has asserted that Descartes' "philosophy continued
to be colored, and in several of 1ts main features determined,
by Thomist teaching," p. 163; Smith, however, recognized
that even within this context, Cartesian thought made "a
fresh start."
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we doubt; that a clear distinction separates the soul and

the body, or that which thinks and that which is physica1.53
In this dualism, he said nothing that Aquinas had

not recognized. Descartes was fully aware that the mind,

as reflective consclousness reveals it, is both subject and

object. But the source of the truth of existence had clear-

ly moved to the purely human mind and away from the idea

of a First Cause which had been the preoccupation of philo-

sophy from Plato to Aquinas. The Universe, in Descartes,

is unthinking, whereas man thinks. This opens up a rift

between the individual and the cosmos. Gone is the imma-

nent Logos with which man can feel a kinship. In 1its place

is an allen force against which human beings must struggle,

the "evil genius" of the first and second Meditations of

Descartes, who is "not less powerful" than God Himself.su
The blurred distinction between subject and object
in Cartesian philosophy had been preshadowed in the
Renalssance, and the results of Descartes' mathematics had
been phrased articulately before by Galileo, who had said:
For here I say that the human mind understands some
things as perfectly and possesses as absolute a certain-
ty of them as does nature itself. And the pure math-
ematical sciences are of this kind. To be sure, the

divine intellect knows the mathematical truths in in-
finitely greater fullness than does ours, for it knows

53Descartes, Works, I, pp. 22-23.

5uDescartes, Works, I, p. 148; see also Richard
Kennington, "The Finitude of Descartes's Evil Genius,"
Journal of the History of Ideas, XXXII, No. 3 (July-September,
1971), 4U1-TTo,.
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them all; but of the few which the human intellect

grasps, I believe that the knowledge of them 1s equal

to divine knowledge in objective certainty, since

men can see their necessity, and there can be no

higher degree of certalnty than that.5>

Descartes easlly could have made the same statement
that Galileo had made regarding the truth of mathematics.
Errors in thought could be removed only if mathematical
certainty were made the sole ground of scientiflc investi-
gation. It was not Just that truth was interpreted by the
mind (Aquinas had said as much), but that the specifically
human mind had come to be seen as the sole basis of cer-
tainty. The only object that could be "known" in the truest
sense was one's own mind, or the mind of God insofar as the
two minds converged on a single object--1n this instance
mathematics. But the mind's memory could play tricks with
the past, and thus even personal experlence was basically
unreliable and subject to relegation to the same category
as history itself. Only pure scilence, understood to possess
the reliability of mathematics, could be accepted as cer-
tainty and as a definition of "truth" itself.
With this change, the objects of knowledge underwent

a perceptual alteration themselves. The notion of a purpose-

ful universe, considered to be a fact from Plato through

Aquinas, for example, was no longer a "fact" but rather an

55Cassirer, pp. 162-163; the contemporary assault
on Cartesian thought ranges from Lovejoy, passim, to Karl
Barth; see Robert E. Cushman, "Barth's Attack upon Carte-
sianism and the Future in Theology," The Journal of Religion,
XXXVI, No. U4 (October, 1956), 207-223"
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unveriflable assumption beyond the pale of science rightly
understood. Things external to the mind became shadows,
and the locus of truth shifted from the definition given
by Aqulnas toward a concern with the individual's process
of cognition. Objects of knowledge, in other words, were
perceived to be less verifiable than had been previously
supposed. In addition, this meant that an individual's
statement regarding the object was more "real" than the ob-
Ject 1tself in that more could be said about the statement
than the object. The rationality of a description of real-
ity had ceased to be based on the notion of a first cause--
that 1s, on the condition of an "ultimate end"; reason
became concerned instead with questions concerning the "sec-
ond realities" of existence of which Voegelin has spoken.
Although this change was not due to Cartesian philo-
sophy alone, the influence of Descartes' methodology had a
profound impact on other thinkers of his own day as well as
later. The most obvious examples, perhaps, are Thomas
Hobbes and John Locke, although both of these Englishmen
were also profoundly influenced by the general tradition of

56 Of these two, Locke 1is

English empiricism after Bacon.
of more immediate concern here. His treatment of the sub-
Ject-object problem as a 1link leading up to the twentieth

century world view of the future 1llustrates the difficulties

56Norman Kemp Smith, Studies in Cartesian Philosophy

(New York: Russell & Russell, Inc., 1962), pp. 181-183.
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encountered in the breakdown of the classical world view of
an empty ruture.s7 As with Descartes, his primary concern
was the establishment of "facts," which 1s to say, his
most immediate concern was with questions of epistemology.
On the surface, Locke's epistemology appears to
refute the Cartesian denlial of experience as a valid ref-
erence point for knowledge. Locke speaks very explicitly
of "experience" as the source of all our knowledge about
the universe and ourselves. But by the word "experience"
he means something very different from the "experience"

that Aristotle or Aquinas would have recognized. 1In his

Essay on Human Understanding, he asks the most basic ques-

tion of epistemology: what is the source and origin of

knowledge? He answers:

Let us suppose the mind to be, as we say, white
paper, vold of all characters, without any ideas; how
comes 1t to be furnished? Whence comes it by the vast
store which the busy and boundless fancy of man has
painted on it, with an almost endless variety? Whence
has it all the materials of reason and knowledge? To
this I answer, in one word, from experience: 1in that

57On the close relationship between the thought
of Hobbes and Locke's work, see C. B. MacPherson, The
Political Theory of Possessive Individualism: Hobbes to
Locke (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962), pp. 1-8; Jason
Aronson, "Shaftesbury on Locke," The American Political
Science Review, LIII, No. 4 (December, 1959). Aronson has
quoted Shaftesbury's statement that

". . . 1t was Mr. Locke that struck the home blow: for
Mr. Hobbes' character and base slavish principles in
government took off the poison of his philosophy. 'Twas
Mr. Locke that struck at all fundamentals, threw all
order and virtue out of the world and made the very

idea of these . . . unnatural and without foundation

in our minds." p. 1103.
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all our knowledge 1s founded, and from that it ulti-
mately derives itself.58

The most obvious difference between Locke and
Aquinas, for example, begins with Locke's reference to the
mind as "white paper, void of all characters, without any
ideas.”" The absence of any concept of innate ideas would
have been wholly foreign to the former. 1In addition, "ex-
perience" itself appears to mean something altogether d4dif-
ferent for Locke. "Experilence" in Locke is not a combina-
tion of historical and personal experience; 1t comprises
purely personal experiences, those sensory perceived objects
which are registered on that blank sheet of paper, the mind.
"This great source of most of the ideas we have," he wrote,
"depending wholly upon our senses, and derived by theh to
the understanding, I call sensation."59 It 1s not apparent
in Locke that any and every experience can rightly be
called knowledge, even of that particular experience. As
Locke understood 1t, knowledge seems to have been synonymous
with "certainty." For when we have knowledge, in his scheme,
we have something which excludes the possibility of both

doubt and error.60 He wrote:

58John Locke, The Works of John Locke: A New Edition,
Corrected, In Ten Volumes, Vol. I (London: 1823; Reprinted
Scientia Verlag Aalen, Germany, 1963), p. 82 (hereafter re-
ferred to as Locke, Works).

591b1d., I, pp. 83, 92-94; Smith, p. 183.

60James Gibson, Locke's Theory of Knowledge and its
Historical Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

1917), p. 3.
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For with me, to know and to be certain, is the same
thing; what I know, that I am certain of; and what
I am certain of, that I know. What reaches to know-
ledge, I think may be called certainty; and that
which comes shortbof certainty, I think cannot be

called knowledge.

The problem, then, rests in the question: what can pos-
sibly be known with this certainty? The only such certain-
ty that Locke recognized was the Cartesian definition of
true knowledge--"science" methodologically defined.62

The importance of Locke in the evolutlion of the
idea of a full future paradigm in the modern world view
may be summed up both in the changed definition of the word
"experlience" and in the notion that knowledge is sensory
in its origins. He was not the first to point this out.
Thomas Hobbes had written earlier that "science . . . is
eilther perception by sense, or the imagination, or memory
remaining after such perception."63 Nor was Locke espe-

clally original in the basic assumptions that he articulated.

What he did seem to accomplish, as Shaftesbury noted, was

61Locke, Works, IV, p. 145; Gibson, pp. 3-5.

62The question of the mathematical foundation of
Locke's epistemology is far from clear. Smith has commented
on "Locke's ignorance of mathematics," p. 183. Gibson, on
the other hand, has said, "His view of knowledge, like that
of Descartes, is throughout dominated by his conception of
mathematical sciences," p. 5. It should be recalled that
science defined simply as a methodology 1s not necessarily
incompatible with either interpretation. That Locke was an
"empiricist" there can be no doubt.

63'I‘homas Hobbes, The English Works of Thomas Hobbes
of Malmesbury, Vol. I (London: 1879; Reprinted Scientia
Verlag Aalen, Germany, 1966), p. 66.
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to make respectable those ideas "unnatural and without
foundation in our minds." He not only helped to make
Hobbesian ideas respectable, but also those methodological
foundations along with them upon which much of modern po-
litical thought came to rest. For 1f knowledge could be
reduced to mere sensory perceptions, the objects of know-
ledge would lose any discernibly objective characteristics.
Because ldeas are themselves "objects," which become noth-
ing apart from the explicit thought by which they are per-
celved, it is impossible that an object can be imagined as
other than what 1t is perceived to be. And even if it were
granted that an objJect could be something else, it would be
impossible to verify what that "something else" is. 1In that
Locke st1ll could write, with perfect sincerity, that "the
best way to come to truth [is] to examine things as they
really are" (implying thereby that things have an objective
existence apart from our perception), but given his belief
in the sensory foundations of knowledge, there was no logical
reason to suppose that this type of investigation was feas-
ible any longer as a question of epistemology.Gu

That such investigations should continue and did is
more a testimony to the force of habit than to that of logic.
If all we can hope to know resté in the sensory patterns

written on our minds, which started out blank, then a

6”Locke, Works, I, p. 1523 this point 1s also dis-
cussed in Gibson, pp. 14-28.
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knowledge of the object itself is excluded virtually by def-
inition, because all we possess is a collection of recorded
perceptions. The study of "things," in effect, becomes a
study of the way in which our cognitive facultles receive
and record these 1images.

The practical necessity of communication about those
things external to the mind seemed to add impetus to the
reduction of knowledge to the supposed certainty of mathem-
atical equations. Statements about "things," apart from
true sclientific propositions narrowly defined, appeared to
be arbitrary and irrational. And of all subjects of six-
teenth and seventeenth century thought, of which there was
an obvious lack of common agreement, philosophy, political
theory, and man were considered first.

The relationship of subject and object, although
destroyed by the logic of Descartes and Locke, retained a
certain validity in that an "object" as such was presumed
to exist as the origin of sensory knowledge. It remained
for David Hume in the eighteenth century to destroy finally
whatever habits of mind remained that still accepted a dis-
tinction between the subject of thought and its object as
a measure of truthful propositions. Hume began with the
basic Lockean doctrine of the sensory origins of ideas and

knowledge, and in the introduction to his A Treatise of

Human Nature wrote, "All our simple ideas in their first

appearance are derived from simple impressions, which are
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correspondent to them, and which they exactly represent."65
His conception of "experience" is a series of atomic impres-
sions registered in the mind, allowing no distlnction be-
tween impressions themselves and reflections on the sensa-
tions.66 Furthermore, he asserts that a sensation has no
necessary connection with the object that inspires the

idea of it. '"Properly speaking," he wrote, "'tis not our
body we perceive, when we regard our limbs and members,

but certain impressions, which enter by the senses; so
that the ascribing [of]) a real corporeal existence to these
impressions, or to their objects, is an act of the mind."67
Hume went beyond Locke in one sense when he argued that we
can have no ideas of objects, because having those 1deas
would imply that both ideas and objects exist; and such a
duality of existence he had demonstrated to his own satis-
faction to rest on an 111usion.68

Although at first glance this might appear to be

65David Hume, The Philosophical Works, Vol. I, ed.
Thomas H1ll Green and Thomas Hodge Grose (London: 1886;
Reprinted Scientia Verlag Aalen, Germany, 1964), I, 314
(hereafter referred to as Hume, Works).

661bid., I, p. 163, "General Introduction," by
Thomas Green; Smith, Studies, pp. 246-248; Constance
Maund, Hume's Theory of Knowledge: A Critical Examination
(London: Macmillan & Co., Ltd., 1937), pp. 67-91.

6T1bid., 1, p. 481.

688mith, p. 247. Maund, pp. 138-164, has argued,
somewhat plausibly, though not always convincingly, that Hume
did in fact recognize a duality between thought and object,
but did not distinguish between them sufficiently to give a
clear account of either.
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a fundamental attack on Cartesian dualism, it is not nec-
essarily the case. By admitting to the subjectivity of
knowledge in the first place, Hume assumed the truthfulness
of Cartesian methodology even while he attacked its dual-

69 He had accepted the fundamental tenets of the sci-

ism.
entlfic paradigm articulated by Descartes and Locke--the
assoclation of true knowledge with mathematical certainty7°
and the origin of knowledge in sensory perceptions. And
because knowledge could only be sensory, no genuine "his-
torical knowledge" as such could exist--or even "personal
knowledge," for that, too, was unreliable. The only know-
ledge that remained, then, was the "scientific" rather nar-
rowly defined. On the surface, at least, Hume could be un-~
derstood to have merged "subject" and "object" into a single
concept. Whether or not this interpretation reflects what
Hume intended may be a matter for scholarly debate. What
cannot be doubted is the fact that he laid the epistemolog-
ical foundations for this merger at a later date, if indeed
he did not accomplish it himself.

As a direct consequence of his epistemological as-
sumptions, a certain irrationality begins to appear in

Hume's observations of the external world. After denying

the 1independence of perception from the objects themselves,

691p1d., p. 250.

70Hume, Works, I, p. 374.
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he concludes that "as far as the senses are judges, all per-
ceptions are the same in the manner of their existence."71
Senses, then, are incapable of distingulishing any qualita-
tive differences among varlous 1mages. On a political level,
if nothing is there to choose from between one sensation

and another, there 1s also nothing to choose from among
competing forms of government. Indeed, Hume goes so far

as to observe in his essay, "Of the First Principles of
Government," that in effect, no rational defense of any po-
litical order can exist except by custom, for "it is . . .

on opinion only that government is founded; and this maxim
extends to the most despotic and most military governments,
as well as the most free and most popular."72 What Hume
means by "opinion" is "interest" in a managerial sense, and
"right" 1s understood to mean "power" and "property."73

In no case is there an appeal to "reason" as Aristotle or

Aquinas would have used the term, but simply to whatever

Tl1p1d., 1, p. UB3.
T21p34., III, p. 110.

73Ibid., ITI, pp. 110-111; Hume did not rest govern-
ment, as had Locke and Hobbes, on a form of social contract.
He understood the state to be the natural condition of man,
though with some reservations. He observed, "Man, born in
a family, is compelled to maintain soclety, from necessity,
from natural inclination, and from habit." Ibid., III, p.
113. But unlike those organlic theorists from Plato to
Aquinas, he did not understand civic virtue as "natural";
he thought of it rather as "artificial." On this point,
see John B. Stewart, The Moral and Political Phlilosophy of
David Hume (New York: Columbia Unlversity Press, 1963),
pp. 105-106.
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utility tradition serves. The ultimate power and authority
of government, whatever its form, is defended by an opinion
that 1s not in 1tself subjJect to rational verification.

Hume must be said to side with Descartes and Locke, in spite
of certain differences, because he assumes with them that

we can never penetrate into the nature of things or know

them except by those external properties which are recorded

by the various senses.

The Relationship of "Subject" and "Object™"

in the Full Future Paradigm

Neither Descartes, Locke, nor Hume was personally
interested in futuristic speculations per se. Indeed, each
of them would have been far more likely to agree with
Aristotle on this particular matter than with either Joachim
or Calvin. Their importance as representatives of that in-
tellectual movement begun in the Renaissance, which helped
to construct the modern view of the future, lles in the close
relationship between epistemological assumptions and the
modern world view in general.

From the religious writing of Joachim and Calvin to
the more secular thought of Descartes, Locke, and Hume,
changes 1n the conception of the truth of things helped to
produce as well as to reinforce new ways of seeing the fu-
ture. New assumptions regarding the very source of knowledge

itself could not help but leave a profound effect on what
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may seem at first to be unrelated aspects of a general world
view. Although it remained for the French Revolution and
after to marry the religious fervor--by then in the form of
a secular and political messianism--with the scientism of
earlier ages, the modern world view of the future would be
unexplainable without the epistemological roots found in
speculative writings from Descartes to Hume.7u One of the
first casualties to the classical world view was the total
alteration of the subject-object view of knowledge by the
mid-eighteenth century. Cassirer has rightly placed that
alteration at the center of the modern mind, as its most
characteristic feature.

The problem of full future interpretation, which
has had slgnificant modern-day ramifications, began when
Descartes destroyed historical experience as a legitimate
source of knowledge. This is not to say that history is
the only--or necessarily the most valid--type of knowledge,
but that the problem assumed 1ts far-reaching significance
because history does comprise one of the three major realms
of human knowledge. Michael Oakeshott has observed that

knowledge 1s experience, and that experience 1s of three

7l'The messlanic origins of modern political move-
ments 1s fully discussed in Cohn, passim, and in two works
by J. L. Talmon, entitled, The Origins of Totalitarian De-
mocracy (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., Inc., 1970), and
Political Messianism: The Romantic Phase (London: Secker
& Warburg, 1950).
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types: sclentific, practical, and historical.’’ To elimi-
nate arbitrarily any one of these would be to constrict and,
in effect, to deform human consciousness of itself. No less
of a modern scientlist than Ludwig von Bertalanffy, considered
by many to offer one of the foremost theoretical defenses

of the application of science to the social sciences, has

written:

What we call scientific experience is a small
sector of experience, and not only or necessarily the
exclusive and best one. It 1is chosen for a certain
purpose, namely, theoretical description and practical
control of nature. What 1s called "an observable fact"
is a certaln aspect isolated from the strgam of exper-
ience for certain intellectual pursuits.’

In the name of "science," Descartes, Locke, and Hume had
deliberately and knowingly restricted the scope of human
understanding to the narrowest possible definition. Not
only were certaln questions eliminated in the process, ques-
tions which had always been crucial to the Western under-
standing of the human condition, but the answers to the re-
maining questions either were different or altered suffi-
clently to enable us properly to speak of a classical and

a modern world view.

By redefining the role of the philosopher to make it

75Michael Oakeshott, Experience and Its Modes
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1933), passim; an
excellent discussion of Oakeshott's theory of history is
William H. Dray, "Michael Oakeshott's Theory of History,"
in King and Parekh, pp. 19-42.

76Ludwig von Bertalanffy, "The Psychopathology of
Scientism,"” in Helmut Schoeck and James W. Wiggins (eds.)
Scientism and Values (New York: D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc.,

1960), pp. 203-20%4.
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identify in every respect with the new meaning of "scien-
tist," the very nature of the philosophical tradition ex-
tending back to Plato was changed. The proper task of the
new scientific thinker was to lie in the elimination of
error, whereas 1in fact error is the very substance of the
philosopher's experiential heritage. The world view of
the classic mind, based as 1t was on experience, was a re-
cord of human folly: the modern mind set for itself the
destruction of precisely that reference point.

Descartes began with an attack on the very idea of
experience and what Aristotle would have regarded as the
common-sense "givenness" of the nature of things. The de-
struction of the past was a necessary ingredient for the
full future paradigm because past experience served as a
constant reminder of the limitations inherent in human
existence and actions. As a reference point for a source
of knowledge, experience had helped to clarify the problem
of man's identity. 1In part, individuals knew what they were
by what they had been, that 1s, through an appreciation of
their historical experience.77 There was, in addition, an
idea of immutable human nature, but this was also understood
to manifest itself in the specific actions éf historical

men. In the classical world view, no sharp line existed to

77The nature of this experiential knowledge is most
profoundly summed up by Eric Voegelin in his essay, "Debate
and Existence," 143-152.
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separate thought from Being, or the object of thought in
this case. From Plato and Aristotle through Aqulinas, the
problem of Being was clarified by the eplistemological ques-
tion, "What is knowledge?" It would not have occurred to
them that there was any other way of looking at things.78
But the Cartesian destruction of experience marked a de-
cisive break with the understanding of existence that
Aquinas had known. The meaning of the "human condition"
itself changed. The immediate result was a marked tendency
to treat the contingent condition of the present as "all
there is," thereby perverting an historically unique event
by turning 1t into an absolute standard. The problem was
noticed by Tocqueville, who observed, "As the past has
ceased to throw light upon the future, the mind of man wan-

ders in obscurity."79 The severing of men from their his-

tory by Descartes was no inconsequential development, for

781n this connection, the following observation by
Alfred North Whitehead i1s as true for the classical world
view as it 1s for the modern:

"There will be some fundamental assumptions which ad-
herents of all the variant systems within the epoch
unconsciously presuppose. Such assumptions appear so
obvious that people do not know what they are assuming
because Ro other way of putting things has ever occurred
to them.

In his Science in the Modern World (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1925), p. 71.

79Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, Vol.
ITI (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1945), p. 331.
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in the process he also removed any real source of knowledge
regarding their origins as historical existents. 1In the
absence of experience as an ordering principle, people found
it increasingly difficult to distinguish between the first
reality of experience and the second reality of imaginative
construction.

As the brief quotation by Tocqueville suggests, it
had been customary before the modern era to imagine the fu-
ture in the light of past experience, however dim that
experience might at times appear. With this reference point
vanquished from consciousness, however, the future could be
imagined in a wholly new way, that is, without reference
to what had been. The future was now an "empty basket," so
to speak, into which men could project whatever fancies
entered their minds, because no longer did there exist an
experiential reminder of "limitations" or "givenness."
Furthermore, 1f objections were raised regarding a specific
view of the future, it could be asserted, with the remorse-
less logic and authority of modern science to support it,
that among opinions there was nothing to prove one quali-
tatively superior to another. This became especially true
when speculations about the future became linked with the
particularly modern idea of progress.

With no clear distinction made between the subject
of thought and its object, the difference between the past

and the future as an object of knowledge was arbitrary at
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best. The future could be treated as an object of knowledge
with roughly the same degree of certainty as the past; at
least there was no demonstrably logical reason why this
should not be so. The "theoretical fallacy" involved, as
Eric Voegelin has pointed out in a similar context, the

fact that

. « « things are not things, nor do they have essences,
by arbitrary declaration. The course of history as
a whole is no object of experience . . . because tgs
course of history extends into the unknown future.
The fallacy includes what might be termed (awkwardly) the
"objectification" of the future; that is, the reification
of the idea of the future as a concept. It could be studied
as the dialectical opposite of the past and could lay claim

to the same degree of epistemological subject matter valid-

ity as could history.81

A knowable future also involved the destruction of
the concept of time that Augustine had recognized as a
riddle on two levels; the arbitrary, subjective experience
with time as the "eternal present" and the more precise,
scientiflc measurement of time as an objective phenomenon.
The problem of time in experience 1s crucial here if 1t is

kept in mind that although history is subjectively experienced

8OVoegelin, New Science, p. 120.

81Nicholas Berdyaev has observed on this point that
"Our hablt of breaking time up into past, present, and future
does not entitle us to endow the last with more reality than
the first," in his The Meaning of History (London: Geoffrey

Bles, 1936), p. 195.
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by the individual, it 1s written from the perspective of
science. An error thus is introduced into the study of his-
tory in this context when it 1s interpreted in terms of a
past-present-future continuum.82 "Facts" have come to be
understood as independent of a specific, historical ref-
erence point. For example, recently A. J. Ayer observed,
with a certain air of revelatory discovery, that "the dif-
ference between the past and the future is that past events
are earler . . . and future events are later."S3 He had
previously concluded that "there is no a priori reason why
people should not succeed in making true statements about
the future in the same spontaneous way as they succeed, by
what is called the exercise of memory, in making true state-

ments about the past."su

Regardless of the merits or absurdity of this par-
ticular strain of modern thought, it is important to observe
here that a position on future knowledge such as Ayer pre-
sents could hardly have been imagined by an Augustine or

Aquinas. That this modern notion of timelessness is

82Hans Meyerhoff, Time in Literature (Berkeley: The
University of California Press, 1955), pp. 85-119.

83A. J. Ayer, The Problem of Knowledge (London:
Macmillan & Co., Ltd., 1956), p. 189,

84Ibid., p. 186. A critique of this work may be found
in Joseph Margolis, "Statements About the Past and Future,"
The Philosophical Review, LXXII, No. 1 (January, 1963), 84;
an excellent defense of Ayer's basic position on the future
is Paul Fitzgerald, "Is the Future Partly Unreal?" The Review
of Metaphysics, XXI, No. 3 (March, 1938), 421-425.
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associated with a purposeless universe, rendered mechanical
by Copernicus and Newton via modern science, has been noticed

by Hans Meyerhoff:
We must therefore consider once more this quest for
a timeless existence. . . . For the significance of a
timeless dimension in experience, the self, the work
of art, or beyond experience can be fully appreciated
only when it is placed within the context of the ‘
melancholy, gloomy reflections ensuing frog the direc-
tion of time toward death and nothingness.©5
Time in Augustine had been inseparable from ontological mean-
ing; for the modern mind it is more apt to signify nothing-
ness or purposelessness. The change could scarcely be more
dramatic and significant.

The nineteenth and twentieth century context of
"melancholy, gloomy reflections" on the future did not spring
fully developed out of the line of thought that ran from
Joachim to Hume. Although they had articulated and symbol-
ized the various and component parts of the full future para-
digm, their work did not merge, combining all of these
strands into a single world view of the future. Such a view
had begun to take form in the late medieval period, but the
final and necessary ingredients of the full future paradigm
were supplied by the general climate of opinion from the
French Revolution onward. The progression of paradigmatic

ideas was certainly not inevitable, but it was logical. If

the last two hundred years can be considered to have been

85Meyerhore, p. 74.
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revolutionary, from the thought of Marx, Darwin, and Freud
to the political upheavals of France, Germany, and Russia,
it must be observed that all of these ideas and events con-
tained a strong futuristic component. Especially in the
political sphere, it would be difficult to conceptualize

the meaning of modern revolutionary movements without taking
account of its futuristic component.

Revolutions per se are nothing new, but modern
revolutions are something quite different from those of the
past, in large part because of their particularly modern
idea of the future. To the modern revolutionary the future
i1s everything, while the past and present are trivial or
nothing by comparison. The modern leader of political mass
movements has laid his claim to hold the key to "the book
of the future" for the frustrated, for whom "the present is
irredemiably spoiled. The greatest frustration is having

nothing to look forward to."86

86Eric Hoffer, The True Believer: Thoughts on the
Nature of Mass Movements (New York: Harper & Row, 1951),
p. 15.




CHAPTER II
HEGEL, MARX, AND THE MODERN WORLD VIEW OF THE FUTURE

From Aristotle through Hume, the most fundamental
structure of classical teleology had remalned in force--
the‘notion that reality, the relationship between subject
and object in the context discussed here, was something
externallto the subjective preferences of men. Admitted-
ly, Hume had assured his contemporaries that they could
know nothing of this presumed reality, but its existence
ébntinued to be taken for granted.

After Hume, and beginning with Kant, the idea of
the future telos changed dramatically. Aristotelian tel-
eology was abandoned when it came to be asserted that in
fact no external reality existed apart from that which men
imagined. This transition from Hume is not so far-reaching
as it might seem when it 1is recalled that the rational basis
for any objective knowledge had long since been .abandoned.
If reality, then, was no more than what men said it was,
it followed logically that any external, i.e., social, real-
ity was simply a proJectipn of men's will. The future might
still be empty for some in the sense that it was indetermin-
ate, as for Darwin; but it was full in the sense that it

could be fashioned into whatever shape men might will. It

63
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became an empty basket into which a man's ego could be pro-
Jected to fill the vold with whatever fancles crossed his
mind. The future was now filled with a boundless ego.

This secularized climate of opinion also had other
consequences which were to affect the idea of the future in
political thought; this was the rise of political ideolo-
gles as substitutes for religion in what J. L. Talmon has
called "political messianism." Religion no longer could be
the basis of an ordering principle, for its belief structure
no longer had any objective basis aside from the class in-
terests of the elites. If there was no "objective" God who
could satisfy some sort of craving for salvation, then men
would be forced to take salvation into their own hands in
the name of the new god, Soclety.

Hence it was that political thought began to look
more and more like a secular religion--except that now the
religious symbolism of almost two thousand years of Christ-
ianity was transfigured by the various secular systems of
thought competing with one another for men's souls. The

Civitas Dei could become the "classless soclety" of Marxists,

to be realized on earth, in soclety, as oppqsed to a con-
ception of perfection beyond earthly experience. With no
demonstrable difference between man as the subject and so-
ciety as the object of man's desires, the Augustinian con-
ception of individual progress could then be transformed

into an externalized social progress; the City of God, it
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could be argued, had been merely a projection of man's own
alienation from this world. The theoretical problem to be
worked out, then, was to change reality by removing from
men's minds the belief that there were any constraints on
what was possible. One means of accomplishing this was to
demonstrate the progress of society in a direction that
ensured the attalnment of any particular idea of the future.
In the messianic climate of nineteenth and twentieth
century opinion, the dual themes of "progress" and "deca-
dence" have tended to dominate the social and political ideas
of the Western world. The idea of progress is so closely
bound to the notion of decadence that it is not easy to
discuss the two apart from each other. Descriptions of the
progress of history and falth in it tend to imply that de-
cadence 1is the existing state of affairs. In the works of
Marx, for example, the idea of progress toward a known fu-
ture, the classless society, is intricately connected with
the existing condition of decadence in bourgeois socliety.
No need for "progress" would exist in Marx, presumably, if
it were not for the readily obvious condition of decadence.
Thus, the separation of "progress" from "decadence" is more
for analytic purposes than for observing the absence of any
organic relationship between the two. (An exception 1is
Hegel, who postulated a rationalistic, evolutionary progress
of history without placing emphasis on corresponding periods

of decadence.)
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Decadence as a motivating idea in the interpretation
of politics and society became pronounced during the latter
half of the nineteenth century. The concept--or awareness
of the condition--was most closely assoclated with the Sym-
bolist movement in literature, for example, in Oscar Wilde;
it entered into political thought particularly in the work
of George Sorell and Oswald Spengler. The important points
to remember are that progress and decadence were twin aspects
of a latent nihilism that brought opinion together, and that
this common approach was to foster more significant changes
in the world view than the many obvious and marked, but ul-

timately nonessential, differences.

The Impact of Hegel

It would be difficult to overemphasize the Influence
that Hegel has had on the modern world view in general and
on the 1ldea of the future in particular. Together with
Marx and Darwin, he must be considered a principal architect
of the twentleth century version of the full future para-
digm.87 This is not simply because his theory of history

involved a notion of evolutionary progress--evolution had

87Michael Oakeshott has identified Hegel as the real
author of one of the three great traditions of European
thought: the master concept of Rational Will. The other
traditions are Plato's master concept of Reason and Nature,
and Hobbes's idea of Will and Artifice. Michael Oakeshott,
"Introduction," Leviathan, or the Matter, Forme and Power
of a Commonwealth, Ecclesiasticall and Civil, by Thomas
Hobbes (Oxford: Basic Blackwell, 1946), pp. xi-xii.
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been hinted or implied from the time of Joachim in the

twelfth century through Voltaire. Rather, 1t arises from

the particular way in which evolution was articulated as

the rational unfolding of the will of the Absolute 1in his-

tory, a way which included the total extinction of the sub-

Ject-object relationship in the phllosophy of Hegel himself.
The futuristic component in Hegel is somewhat

blunted by the introduction to his Philosophy of Right,

where he observes:

Philosophy always comes on the scene too late. . . .
As the thought of the world, it appears only when ac-
tuality is already there cut and dried after its forma-
tion has been completed. The teaching of the concept,
which 1s also history's lnescapable lesson, 1s that it
is only when actuality is mature that the ideal first
appears over against the real and that the ideal appre-
hends this same real world in 1its substance and builds
it up for itself into the shape of an intellectual
realm. When philosophy paints 1ts grey in grey, then
has a shape of life grown old. By philosophy's grey
in grey it cannot be rejuvenated but only understood.
The owl of Minervga_spreads its wings only with the fal-
ling of the dusk.

Hegel's rationalism presumed to understand the history of
the world from the time of Creation until his own time, but

not beyond. He concluded his lectures on The History of

Philosophy with the bold remark: "This 1s the whole history

of the world in general up to the present time";89 but he

886. W. F. Hegel, Hegel's Philosophy of Right, trans.
with notes T. M. Knox (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1942), pp.
12-13 (hereafter referred to as Hegel, Philosophy of Right).

890. W. F. Hegel, Hegel's Lectures on the History of
Philosophy, trans. E. S. Haldane and Francis H. Simson (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1953), III, 551 (hereafter referred
to as Hegel, History of Philosophy).
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avoided casting himself in the role of prophet, appearing,
instead, to reverse the process, Justifying the past as a
rational unfolding of the "world spirit." His massive
History of Philosophy surveyed and Justified the will of the

Absolute through the "cunning of reason" at work in history.g0
The historicized world view of Hegel, however, did
not reintroduce the notion of historical experience as a
valid source of knowledge as the classical mind had under-
stood it. It is paradoxical that this historicized world
view, which has come to dominate most modern thought, includ-
ing the modern idea of the future, more effectively de-
stroyed both historical and practical experience than did
the epistemological attacks of eighteenth and nincteenth
century rationalism. The reasons for this are not difficult
to determine. Whereas the classical tradition had defined
philosophy as "the love of knowledge" and the pursuit of
truth, Hegel considered philosophy to be the possession of
truth. Philosophy was "Absolute Knowledge," which he de-
fined as "the Truth of all modes of Consciousness, because
according to the process of knowledge, it is only when ab-
solute knowledge has been reached that the separation of
the Object of Knowledge from Subjective Certainty is com-

pletely resolved."91 The transformation of philosophy from

90 swith, pp. 58-59.

1

9 G. W. F. Hegel, Hegel's Science of Logic, Vol. I,
trans. W. H. Johnson and L. G. Struthers (London: George
Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1929), p. 60 (hereafter referred to as

Hegel, Logic).
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the pursuit of knowledge to the possession of "Absolute Know-
ledge" was accomplished when Hegel viewed history from the
perspective of God and substituted his logic for that of
the Creator of history,92 a necessary precondition in the
achievement of this absolute rationality. In hils Logic,
Hegel described the process thus:

Logic 1is consequently to be understood as the System

of Pure Reason, as the Realm of Pure Thought. This

realm is the Truth as it is, without husk in and for

itself. One may therefore express it thus: that this

content shows forth God as he is in his eternal essence
before the creation of Nature and of a Finite Spirit.J3

For Hegel, then, the understanding of the historical process
was from the perspective that heretofore had been thought
to be accessible only to God.

Hegel went a step further than either Locke or Hume
had done in their destruction of the relationship between
subject and object; even Hume had conceded the dualism in
subject and object, and both had recognized the existence,
after all, of a distinction between the two. Hegel was

fully cognizant of this argument and in the introduction

92The best treatment of this aspect of Hegel is
Eric Voegelin, "Hegel: A Study in Sorcery" (unpublished MS).
A brief but excellent treatment is Robert Tucker, Philosophy
and Myth in Karl Marx (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

1961), pp. 31-69.

93Hegel, Logic, I, p. 60; Voegelin, "Hegel," pp.
60-61. As L8with has phrased it, "Hegel divinized reason af-
ter the manner of Aristotle, and determined the divine with
reference to Christ!" with himself as Christ. See Karl
LSwith, From Hegel to Nietzsche: The Revolution in Nine-
teenth Century Thought (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,

1908), p. 50.
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to his Logicgu recognized the formulation by Aquinas. His
refutation of the classical world view could scarcely have
been more complete when he wrote:

These views concerning the relation of one another of
Subject and Object express the determinations which
constitute the nature of our ordinary consciousness
Just as 1t appears; but these prejudices, translated
into the sphere of Reason . . . are errors, the refu-
tation of which throughout all departments of the
spiritual and physical world is Philosophy itself; or
rather, since these errors bar the way, they must be
renounced at the very threshold of Philosophy.95

Thought and the object of thought became one and the same
for Hegel and for those who followed in the footsteps of
his system. Aristotle in the Metaphysics had long before

recognized this unity, but as one existing only when the

96

mind reflects upon itself. The union of subject and ob-

Ject when the object is Creation itself, however, can be

9%1p14., 1, p. 55.
951dem.

96G W. F. Hegel, The Logic of Hegel, trans. William
Wallace (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1892), pp. 374, 431;
Hegel's acknowledgement of Aristotle as the source of this
idea appears at the conclusion of the "Science of Logic" seg-
ment in hls Encyclopedia of the Phllosophical Sciences.
Aristotle described this point in a general discussion of
the manner in which men share certain traits with God, in
this case, mind. He wrote: "And thought thinks on itself
because it shares the nature of the object of thought; for
it becomes an object of thought in coming into contact with
and thinking its objects, so that thought and object of
thought, i.e., the essence, is thought." Metaphysics, I,
1072b19. Aristotle did not mistake his own mind for that of
God. See also Hegel, Logic, II, pp. 343-349; G. R. G. Mure,
A Study of Hegel's Logic Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1950),
pp. 228-230; and George Armstrong Kelly, Idealism, Politics
and History: Sources of Hegelian Thought (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1969), pp. 311-312.
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valid only for the Author of Creation. Thus, the merging
of subject and object in Hegel's peculiarly rationalized
interpretation of history would make it appear to inter-
preters of Hegel that he imagined himself to be Cbrist.97
And Christ in this incarnation was the prophet of a new
religion--Science.

The dialectical process by which Hegel's "World
Spirit" moved through time and space does not necessarily
destroy the concept of time itself,98 although that often
has been the interpretation. However, by the comblning of
subject and object into a single 1dea, Hegel did alter the
nature of time as it had been understood by philosophy.

In his Philosophy of Right, he emphasized the inability of

any philosophy to leap beyond its own time and express the
nature of the world at the end of time.99
In two ways, however, he gave the concept of future
time a fullness which it had not previously possessed. First
of all, according to Hegel, it 1s the future, actively ne-
gating the past, which yields the synthesis of the present.
The present is the point in time at which the future is real-

ized and the past 1s left behind. The future appears in

97Voege11n, "Hegel," 61; Tucker, pp. U45-56.

98John McTaggart Ellis, Studles in the Hegellan Dia-
lectic (2d ed.; New York: Russell & Russell, Inc., 196l),

p. 167.

99Hegel, Philosophy of Right, p. 1l.
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the present because 1t has denled the past. That 1s, the
negativity of time exists as an active denlal of something,
and that something is "space," which 1s interpreted to mean

100 Second, by the transformation of this notion

the "past."
of philosophy from a search for truth to the actual posses-
sion of truth, Hegel in effect declared his own system to
stand at the brink of a new era--one in which philosophy
was to become a true "sclence" with all of the certainty
implied. As he phrased it, "To help bring philosophy nearer
to the form of sclence--that goal where it can lay aside the
name of love of knowledge and be actual knowledge--that is
what I have set before me."101

By placing his own mind at both the beginning and end
of time, he in effect made the future an object of knowledge,
even though the future in his dilalectic was a negation of
the past and theoretically empty of specific content. The
future belonged to absolute knowledge, that is, "science,"
rather than to the deformed consciousness of either the
Catholic or Protestant versions of Christianity. The future

for Hegel was empty in the sense that it had not yet occurred

rather than according to the Aristotelian concept of

100
Alan B. Brinkley, "Time in Hegel's Phenomenology,"
Tulane Studies in Philosophy, IX (1960), 6-7.

0

1 1G. W. F. Hegel, The Phenomenology of Mind, trans.
J. B. Baillie (24 ed.; London: George Allen & Unwin, Ltd.,
1964), p. 70.
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unknowability. Hegel knew that the future belonged to
"science"; as he defined it: "The realized end is the
unity of subjective and objective."l02

What Hegel had described in his early writings as
"this self-elevation of man . . . from finite 1ife to in-
finlite 1life" also marked the most explicit origin of the
"Death of God" movement that characterized later radical
theology.103 It is paradoxical, perhaps, that Hegel's 1dea
of the progress of the "world spirit" or the "cunning of
reason" in the rational unfolding of history should also
abet a general mood of decadence and nihilism. But in the
general confusion of his own ego with Divinity, he thorough-
ly confused his own imaginative constructlons of reality

with the reality found in the ordinary person's actual ex-

periences with the external world. The "second reality"

102

1036. W. F. Hegel, Early Theological Writings, trans.
T. M. Knox (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1948), p.
311. Robert C. Whitmore has argued that the proper interpret-
ation of Hegel is as a "panentheilst," in opposition to the
notion that Hegel thought of himself as either God or Christ;
see Robert C. Whitmore, "Hegel as Panentheist," Tulane Studies
in Philosophy, 1x (1960), 134-164. Heinrich Heine, on the
other hand, had no doubt that Hegel thought of man as God
and wrote, "Many a time . . . I am twinged by doubt whether
man 1s really a two-legged god, as the late Professor Hegel
assured me five and twenty years ago in Berlin." Quoted in
Helmut Motekat, "Hegel and Heine," A Hegel Symposium, ed.
D. C. Travis (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1962),
p. 71. Unquestionably the best single study of this aspect
of Hegel is Emil L. Fackenheim, The Religious Dimension in
Hegel's Thought (Bloomington: Indlana University Press, 1967),
especlally his chapter entitled, "Human Experience and Abso-
lute Thought: The Central Problem of Hegel's Philosophy,"

pp. 15-30.

Hegel, Logic, p. 350.
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of imagination was as real to Hegel and the Hegellans as
was what may be called the "first reality" of experience.
This tendency of German philosophy to proclaim the
death of God and to confuse the imaginative construction of
second realities with knowledge of reality long ago prompted
George Santayana to remark:
The more profound they are the more content and even
delighted they are to consider nothing but their own
creations. Thelr theory of knowledge proclaims that
knowledge 1is impossible. You know only your so-called
knowledge, which itself knows nothing; and you aﬂe
limited to the autobiography of your 1llusions.10
It hardly seems extravagant to observe that the development
of the modern 1dea of the full future paradigm after Hegel
became a study in illusions. What for Descartes still had
been a duality of individual existence and the cosmos, how-
ever restrictive i1t may have been in contrast to Greek and
early Christian thought, was blended by Hegel into a con-
fusion of realities. And whereas the dualism of Augustine
had been recognized as an inescapable aspect of the human

condition, it became for Hegel a dialectical dualism which

was to be resolved by a synthesis of the Civitas Del and

the Civitas Terrena--the "negation of negation" as he phrased

it--into a unity of man and God as the same being. The
knowledge of man's past for Hegel was a record of the alien-

ation symbolized by writers such as Augustine; but such

10"Geor'ge Santayana, Egotism 1n German Philosophy
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1916), pp. 14-15.
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knowledge of history told us only what we had been, not what
we were to become. From this perspective, history does not
tell us what our limitations are, nor 1s any permanence at-
tached to our basic condition of being human, because un-
alterable human nature does not exist. Unable to distinguish
truth from untruth, fact from imagination, or reality from
utoplas, the vast bulk of post-Hegelian political and social

thought has betrayed the confusion of realms that lies at

its roots.

Karl Marx and the Modern World View

of the Full Future Paradigm

The political thought of Karl Marx, more than that
of any other single individual, may be falirly said to pull
together the varied strands of Western thought that comprise
the modern view of the future and articulate its implica-
tions. Within this context, it 1s altogether appropriate
that Marx should have termed his system "revolutionary";
it was indeed that in every sense of the word.

That the idea of a "known" future was revolutionary
in its very essence had been grasped fully--along with the
errors of its assumptions--by Aquinas in his critique of
Joachim of Fiore's eschatology of history. Although the
epistemological foundations of a full future vision had be-
gun to build in the swirl of Renalssance science, the habits

of mind engendered by Aristotelian loglc continued to make
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their presence felt and helped, through the time of Hegel,
to mitigate such a world view.

It was Marx who found reality "standing on its head"
in the historicized world view of Hegel and who inverted its
abstract idea into materialist reality, whereupon this new-
found key to Absolute Knowledge was transformed into a
known future of society without classes.

In spite of its revolutionary outlook, however, it
seems doubtful that the Marxist vision of the future could
have been taken serliously either at the time or later if
the classical world view had not been systematically de-

105 Although the break

stroyed in the preceding centuriles.
with Hegel may have been more apparent than real, Marx was
aware of the change induced by a vision of a specific future;
and in his famous "Theses on Feuerbach," he remarked, "The

philosophers have only interpreted the world, in various
106

ways; the point, however, 1s to change it.'
Marx's criticism of Hegel traces its objections in

part to the fact that whereas Hegel offered no program to

105Lewis Feuer, 1n a most perceptive article, has
argued for a stronger emphasis on a psychological explana-
tion for the acceptance of Marxism among intellectuals; in
Lewls Feuer, "Marx and the Intellectuals," Survey, No. 49
(October, 1963), pp. 101-112. Feuer's observations comple-
ment rather than contradict my general thesis, however.

106Kar1 Marx and Friedrich Engels. The Selected
Works (2 vols.; Moscow: Forelpgn Languages Publishing
Houses 1962), p. 405 (hereafter referred to as Marx-Engels,
Works).
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overcome man's allenation, seeking simply to understand the
basis of the alienation, Communism offered a very definite
solution. Whatever the roots of Marxist thought in Hegellan
thought, Marx was never a Hegelian in the sense that he be-
lieved in the Hegelian view of the essence of man as pure
self-consciousness.107 Marx found the Hegellan dialectic

to be the reverse of the true world, a mirror image of
reality: "Life 1s not determined by consciousness, but

w108 The problem of Hegel was its

consciousness by 1life.
abstractness, which Marx found characteristic of German

philosophy in general: "“If the Englishman [Ricardd] trans-
forms men into hats, the German [Hegei] transforms hats into

109 The problem Marx set out to solve in Hegelian

ideas."”
phlilosophy was to make it more concrete and less idealistic.
Although Marx never seemed to become weary of pointing out
his differences from Hegel, he also was quick to remind oth-
ers of his indebtedness to Hegel for the general method of
science and for what he regarded as truthful 1nsights into
the nature of the human condition.

What Marx shared with Hegel is far more important

in the development of the modern view of the future than

107Tucker, p. Th.

08
1 Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The German Ideol-
ogy, Parts I and II (London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1938), pp.
5, 68 (hereafter referred to as Marx-Engels, German Ideology).

109Karl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy (New York:
International Publishers, n.d.), p. 87 (hereafter referred to
as Marx, Poverty of Philosophy).
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those areas, however significant they may be, of disagreement.
Marx thought of hls system as the material realization of
Hegel's philosophy, the true "negation of the negation" 1in
Hegelian dialectics. The abstract principle of Marxism is
still what it was with Hegel--the unity of reason and reality,
a revolt against the dualism of subject and ob,ject.110
Engels was quick to note that the Absolute Knowledge which
Hegel had postulated as the logical culmination of his sys-
tem was'a valid concept with practical consequences; for
"what holds good for the realm of philosophic knowledge"
holds good also for that of every other kind of knowledge
"and also for practical affairs."lll It is the task of philo-
sophy, in the service of history, to establish the truth of
this world. Marx added:

The outstanding achievement of Hegel's Phenomenology

and its final outcome is thus first that Hegel concelves

the self creation of man as a process, concelves object-

ification as loss of the objJect, as alienation and as

a transcendence of this alienation; that he thus
grasps the essence of labor and comprehends objective

110L6with, Meaning in History, p. 50. An exception
to the interpretation of the fundamental unity of thought
between Hegel and Marx 1s George Lichtheim, who writes,
"The transition from Hegel to Marx represents in every re-
spect a radical break in the continuity of nineteenth-cen-
tury history." George Lichtheim, Marxism: An Historical
and Critical Study (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1961),
P. 33. On the continuity of tradition, see Tucker, passim.

lllFriedrich Engels, Ludwlg Feuerbach and the Out-
come of Classical German Philosophy (New York: International
Publishers, n.d.), pp. 21-22 (hereafter cited as Engels,
Feuerbach).
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man--true, because real man--as the outcome of man's
own labor.112

Marx saw in the abstract consciousness of Hegel the form
in which the object of the true man is revealed.

Marx also shared with Hegel and post-Hegelian
German Romantics what Arthur O. Lovejoy has termed "the
revolt against dualism."113 This means that both Hegel
and Marx saw in the union of subject and object the solu-
tion to man's alienation in his human existence. Marx was
hostile to all forms of philosophy which postulated any du-
alism in the human condition; he looked upon such notions
as examples of outright charlatanism or, perhaps, stupidity.
The source of original alienation--as opposed to original
sin--was the dualism of man's labor and the products of his
labor. This dualism separated man not only from himself,
but also from his natural community of association with his
fellow men. As long as a duality existed between the common
interest and the individual's interest, "man's own deed be-
[came] an alien power opposed to him, which enslave[d] him
instead of being controlled by him."llu

Alienation has its origins in an act which can be

112Karl Marx, Economic and Phllosophic Manuscripts
of 1844, ed. Dirk J. Struik (New York: International Pub-
lishers, n.d.), p. 177 (hereafter referred to as Marx,
Manuscripts).

113Lovejoy, passim.

lluMar'x—Engels, German Ideology, p. 22.
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characterized thus: "In the beginning was the Deed."112
The deed can be overcome only when the duality of exlstence
that it makes manifest is eliminated. Subject and object
can be separated only in the form of estrangement for which
the "return of the object into the self is therefore the
reappropriation of the object."116

By "reappropriation of the object," Marx had in
mind the 1image of God 1n Western religions as the alienated
side of man. His political philosophy began with a criticism
of religion. Only when man makes himself--or, rather, real-
izes that he always has been--God, can he be truly human.
The end of alienation will be the appropriation of the objects

of existence, in this case, God, into man himself: "It 1s

only when the objective world becomes everywhere for man in

115Goethe recognized the significance and consequences
of this inversion of the Gospel according to John. In Faust
when Doctor Faust utters these same words, "In the beginning
was the Deed" (1237), Mephistopheles appears, and scoffs at

Just that time:

"The Question seems but cheap

From one who for the Word had such contempt.
« «» « I am the Spirit that drives!

« +« « thus everything that you call Sin,
Destruction--in a word, as Evll represent--
That is my own real element." (1328-1343)

Quoted from Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, Faust, Parts I and II,
trﬁni. George Madison Priest (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1941).

116Marx, Manuscripts, pp. 177, 179; Tucker, pp.
95-102; Lichtheim, p. 43; for a different view of aliena-
tion, see the excellent discussion by Lewis S. Feuer, "What
is Alienation: The Career of a Concept," New Politics, I,
No. 3 (Spring, 1962), 116-134.
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society the world of man's essential powers . . . that all

objects become for him the objectification of himself . . .

117

that 1s, man himself becomes the object." That such a

philosophy runs diametrically counter to common-sense ex-
perience with our own existence, Marx reluctantly conceded:

A being only considers himself independent when
he stands on his own feet; and he only stands on his
own feet when he owes his existence to himself. A man
who lives by the grace of another regards himself as
a dependent being. But I live completely by the grace
of another if I owe him not only the maintenance of my
l1ife, but if he has, moreover, created my life--1if he
is the source of my life. When it is not my own crea-
tion, my life has necessarily a source of thls kind out-
side of it. The Creation is therefore an idea very
difficult to dislodge from popular consciousness . .
becauiisit contradicts everything tanglble in practical
life.

How is this common-sense experience with both history and
personal experience to be overcome? The answer 1s clear--
the perfect soclalist man of the future will stop asking

embarrassing questions: "Now I say to you: Give up your

abstraction and you will also give up your question."119

117Marx, Manuscripts, p. 140.

llslbid., p. 144; Eric Voegelin, "The Formation of

the Marxian Revolutionary Idea," The Review of Politics,
XII, No. 3 (July, 1950), 278- 281 Tucker, pp. 31-56. The
Voegelin and Tucker 1nterpretations of Marx's sociology as
a neurotic projection of internal psychology onto the ex-
ternal world has been challenged in a number of works. A
summary of this criticism may be found in John O'Neilll,
"Alienation, Class Struggle and Marxian Anti- Politics,"
%he %eview of Metaphysics, XVII, No. 3 (March, 1964),

62-471.

119Marx, Manuscripts, p. 1l45.
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Philosophical criticism began with criticism of
religion as limited in its Marxist context to the exper-
iential understanding of the dualism of existence, between
man and God for example, as expressed in the religious
thought of an Augustine or Aquinas. For Marx, "the critique
of religion ends in the doctrine that man is the supreme
being for man; thus, it ends with the categorical impera-
tive to overthrow all conditions in which man is a debased,
enslaved, neglected, contemptible being."120 Less polemic-
ally, Marx's critique of religion may be called an act to
overthrow whatever reminded him of the finiteness of his
human condition.

One of the lnconsistencies in the philosophy of
Marx rests in the fact that his sensory perception of know-
ledge undermines his union of subject-object. In order to
realize the union of subject and object as he understood
the problem of placing Hegel "back on his feet," Marx and
Engels postulated the sensory perception of knowledge as
the epistemologlical foundation of historical materialism.
According to Engels, previous materialist phllosophies had
failed to grasp the significance of Hegel's unity of subject
and object in exlstence that their materialism implied:

120Kar-l Marx, Critique of Hegel's 'Philosophy of
Right', ed. with introduction Joseph O'Malley (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1970), p. 137 (hereafter re-
ferred to as Marx, Critique of Hegel).
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The chief defect of all hitherto existing materialism
« « « 1s that the thing, reality, sensuousness, 1s

conceived only in the form of the object or of contem-
plation, but not as_human sensuous activity, practice,

not subjectively.l121l

Later, Engels elaborated on this basic theme in a
discussion of Feuerbach. He wrote: "The material, sen-
suously perceptible world to which we ourselves belong is
the only reality; and that our consciousness and thinking,
however suprasensuous they may seem, are the product of a
material, bodily organ, the brain."122 But while the notion
that our ideas are merely sensory impressions on our brain
may leave a theory of materiallsm intact, 1t also implies
that there is indeed a dualism of existence between subjects
and objects. Thus, the holding of the idea of God as merely
an alienated image of ourselves as perfectable belngs would
seem to mean: (1) that there 1s after all something exter-
nal to ourselves that causes this image to register in our
minds, or (2) that there is a psychological explanation for

this estrangement--as an aberration. 1In either case, an

1ellvlarx-f:‘.ngels, Works, II, p. 403. One Marxist
writer has maintained that this materialist phllosophy of
sensory knowledge 1s not only fundamental to Marxism but
has been reaffirmed in its role in the elimination of alien-
ation: "The basis for the realization and constant trans-
formation of human nature is found in sensuous practlice, by
which the objects of knowledge, desire and appreciation,
become the progressive embodiment of individuality."
Clifford Lawrence, "The Roots of the Marxist Concept of
Pﬁactice," Science and Society, XIII, No. 3 (Summer, 1949),
242,

122Engels, Feuerbach, p. 35.
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explanation would require an answer lncompatible with the
materialist explanation of history that Marx and Engels
offer.

Engels, in fact, had gone so far as to state that
it was this sensory perception of knowledge that separated
"scientific" from "utopian" socialism. Sensory perception
was an intrinsic component of "science" as they understood
it:

Not in one single instance, so far, have we been led
to the conclusion that our sense perceptions, scien-
tifically controlled, induce in our minds respecting
the outer world that are, by thelr very nature, at

variance with reality, or that there is an inherent
incompatibility between the outer world and our sense

perceptions of it.l1l2
An inconsistency between the philosophical foundations of
Marxism in an inverted Hegelian system, on one hand, and
in the epistemological basis of materialism, on the other,
apparently never occurred elther to Marx or Engels.lzu
Marx and Engels did not consider simply postulating

an end to alienation through discussion in philosophical

123Marx—Engels, Works, II, p. 1013 Marx also wrote,
"Sense-perception must be the basis of all science." Manu-
scripts, p. 143. For a brief discussion of epistemology in
the early Marx, see Norman D. Livergood, Activity in Marx's
Philosophy (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1967), pp. 44-45.

12hLewis Feuer has argued that Marx and Engels aban-
doned the philosophical premises of The Economlc and Philo-
sophical Manuscripts of 1844 in their mature work and that
there exist, in effect, at least two "Marxisms"--that of the
young as opposed to the mature Marx. Feuer, "What is Allen-
ation? The Career of a Concept," 116-134; cf. Tucker,

p. 173.




85

treatises. The end of allienation at some time in the
future was ordained by the inexorable progress of history
with Marx as its prophet. Hegel had seen himself as the
prophet of the new Age of Sclence characterized by its
possession of Absolute Knowledge, and Marx probably owed
his bellef 1n soclalism as a sclence to this philosophical
legacy. "Communism is the riddle of history solved," he
wrote; "and it knows itself to be this solution."12?

The idea of history for Marx seems to exist as a
change in terminology from Hegel's idea of the World Spirit
becoming 1itself. History, like the World Spirit, "passes
through a peculiar series of phases and stages independent
of the will and action of man, nay even being the prime
governor of these."126 The appropriation of Hegelian con-
ceptualization of historical process was never in doubt, and
the "entire movement of history 1s, therefore, both its ac-
tual act of genesis . . . and also for its thinking conscious-

ness the comprehended and known process of its becoming."127

This historical process of movement in time and space

. +» » must have a bearer, a subject. But the subject
first emerges as a result. This result--the subject
knowing itself as absolute self consciousness--is there-
fore God--absolute Spirit--the self-knowing and self-

2
1 5Marx, Manuscripts, p. 135; Voegelin, "The Marxian
Revolutionary Idea," 287-291.
126Marx, German Ideology, p. 24.
127

Marx, Manuscripts, p. 135.
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manifesting ldea . . . the absolute subject as a
process, as subject alienating 1tself and returning
from alienation into 1itself, but at the same time
retracting this alienat%on into itself, and the sub-
ject as this process.l?

Such is the process of historical progress on a conceptual
level for Marx. The inability to understand the progress
of history, "as matter developing in an historical process,"
leads inevitably to an "unhistorical view" of the world
in which events do not make sense.129

To see history as a rational unfolding of events
was to see historical knowledge as a science in the para-
digmatic sense of the word. Engels compared the discovery
of the laws of history to "the discovery of the general laws
of motion." With history governed by laws, science, then,

n130 yoon the

"is only a matter of discovering these laws.
discovery of these laws, he wrote later, "socialism became
a sclience. The next thing was to work out all its details

and relations."!31 And 1ike all scientific paradigms, its

12BIbid., p. 188. 1In a passage that reminds one of
Adam Smith's "invisible hand" in its regulating of the econ-
omic marketplace of free competition, Engels wrote:

"Men make their own history . . . in that each per-
son follows his own consciously desired end, and it 1s
precisely the resultant of these many wills operating
in different directions and of their manifold effects
upon the outer world that constitutes history."

Feuerbach, pp. 58-59.
129

130

Engels, Feuerbach, p. 37.
Ibid., pp. 57-58.
131

Marx-Engels, Works, II, p. 136.
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statements were very much future-oriented. The official

Soviet History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Unlon

observes:

The power of the Marxist-Leninist theory lies in
the fact that it enables the Party to find the right
orientation in any situation, to understand the inner
connection of current events, to foresee their course,
and to perceive not only how and in what direction they
are bound to develop in the future."132

From this perspective, it does not seem to be unreasonable

to interpret the work of Marx and Engels, from The Communist

Manifesto and Kapital to thelr lesser writings, as a "workins
out" of the various implications behind a supposed understand-
ing of the laws of history. This is not only consistent with
the idea of science as paradigm-building, a concept elabor-
ated upon by Thomas Kuhn, but it is also a valid description
of the work of Marx and Engels as they themselves appear

to have understood 1t.133

Simply to understand the whole of history, as Hegel
had tried to do, was a polntless exerclise in Marx's view.

The most important insight to be derived from the laws of

132History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Unicn
(Bolsheviks) (New York: International Publishers, 1939),

p. 355.

133M. M. Bober, Karl Marx's Interpretation of Histor:
(24 ed. rev.; Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
Press, 1950), p. 305. It 1is useful to recall at this junc-
ture that in the psychology of early Gnosticism, the destruc-
tion of the concept of the self, or person, was similar to
that found in Marxism. Hans Jonas has observed that this oc-
curs because "the self discovers that it 1s not really its
own, but is rather the involuntary executor of cosmic designs.”
Jonas, p. 329. If one substitutes "historical" for "cosmie,”
the same attitude is discernible. The result is nihilism.
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history was not so much where men had been as where they
were going. It was here, in his conception of the future,
that the eschatological component, articulated earlier by

134

Joachim, was introduced into Marx's thought. The end of

history was set specifically within the context of time un-
derstood as linear movement. The end of class warfare, the
basic component of the human condition in time, along with
the dualism it exemplifies, would be eliminated by a soclety
without class antagonisms--presumably a classless soclety.
The "false division of labour" which has dominated history
and soclety up to the present would be eliminated.135 As
in the thought of Joachim, the future not only was known but
was lmmanent. Marx and Engels both thought that the revolu-
tions of 1848 would usher in that future, and they expected
the transition to Communism to occur momentarily.
"Communism," Marx wrote, "ls the necessary pattern
and the dynamic principle of the immediate future . . . which

6
goal is the structure of human society."13 Marx left 1little

13“Similarities between the Marxist view of history
and essential features of a Christian perspective have been
cited many times, but rarely with the brevity and clarity of
Will Herberg, "The Christian Mythology of Socialism," The
Antioch Review, III, No. 1 (Spring, 1943), 125-132.

135Fr1edrich Engels, Herr Eugen Duhring's Revolution
in Science (Anti-Diihring) (London: Martin Lawrence Limited,
1934), p. 319 (hereafter referred to as Engels, Anti-Dihring).

136Marx, Manuscripts, p. 146. For excellent back-
ground to the ideas of Marx and Engels during this period,
see Oscar J. Hammen, "The Spectre of Communism in the 1840s,"
%gﬁrﬁgl of the History of Ideas, XIV, No. 3 (June, 1953),
=-420.




doubt that in the future those powers, that 1s, the powers
of the bourgeoils state, which have "ti111 now overawed and
governed men as powers completely alien to them" would be
tamed and brought under control.137 The goal was "freedom,"
which was understood to mean man's owing nothing to anyone
but himself while living i1n a community of personal crea-

138

tion. The immediate future of Communism was one of a

true heaven on earth:

In communist socilety, where nobody has one exclu-
sive sphere of activity but each can become accomplished
in any branch he wishes, soclety regulates the general
production and thus makes 1t possible for me to do one
thing today and another tomorrow, to hunt in the morning,
fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening,
criticize after dinner, just as I have in mind, with-
out ever becoming a hunter, fisherman, shepherd or
eritic.l

This paradise was to follow the abolition of the division
of labor by which class domination 1s perpetuated.

The means by which history was to realize its des-
tiny, the occurrence that Marx "knew in advance," was what
he termed the "revolution of the proletariat." As Engels

described this process:

137
138

Marx, German Ideology, p. 61l.

Ibid., p. T4.

139Ibid., p. 22. In his chapter entitled "Produc-
tion and Distribution," in Anti-DiUhring, Engels also spelled
out in some detail the main outlines and characteristics
of the future communist society.




The proletariat seizes the state power, and transforms

the means of production in this first instance into

state property. But in doing this, it puts an end to

itself as the proletariat, it puts an end to all class

differences and clasi antagonisms, it puts an end to

the state as state.l90
The state at this point 1n history has become an anachronism
by which the bourgeois oppression of the proletariat mani-
fests itself. The end of the state will spell the end of
oppression and alienation and the beginning of true commun-
ity, true history. "As soon as there 1is no longer any class
of society to be held in subjugation," Engels wrote, "there
i1s nothing more to be repressed which would make a special
repressive force, a state, necessary. . . . The state is

not 'abolished', it withers away."l'!

How did Marx or Engels know in advance that the
state would "wither away" at some future point in time? For
the answer we must return to Hegel. 1In this regard, Engels
quoted the Hegellan statement that the real 1is rational and
the rational 1is real. But the attribute that renders "real-
ity" meaningful here 1is the word "necessary." "That which
is necessary . . . proves itself in the last resort to be

also rational."luz Since Communism is postulated as the

140

12'lIbfl.d., pp. 308-309; see also the article by
Solomon Bloom, "The 'Withering Away' of the State," Journal
of the History of Ideas, VIII, No. 1 (January, 1946), 113-121.

142

Engels, Anti-Dihring, p. 308.

Engels, Feuerbach, p. 20.
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rational end of man's history, Engels concluded:

All that 1is real in the sphere of human history be-
comes irrational in the process of time and is there-
fore irrational already by its destination, is tainted
beforehand with irrationality and everything which is
rational in the minds of men 1s destined to become
real, however much it may cogtradict the apparent real-
ity of existing conditions.l93

And, thus, the future 1s known, because 1t stands on the
"pational will" of men for whom the idea of a soclety has

a greater reality than the existence of séciety. Since so-
clety, as Plato reminds us, is man writ large, 1t must also
be observed here that the idea of a "new man," an ideal

type of ﬁbermenschen, was more real in the minds of Marx

and Engels than were the men who existed around them; this
view of reality was tantamount to the reification of con-
cepts--of "mankind" as opposed to "men."

The idea of a known future, the full future para-
digm, was evidenced in Marx whenever he spoke of the char-
acteristics of the Communlist soclety. Since this soclety
did not yet exist, any statements about it, regardless of
the speclific tense he used, were necessarily statements

about the future. When he sald in the Communist Manifesto,

for example, that "in bourgeois soclety, therefore, the

past dominates the present, in Communist society the present

1“3Ib:ld., p. 21; see also Charles N. R. McCoy,
"The Logical and the Real in Political Theory: Plato,
Aristotle, and Marx," The American Political Science Review,
XLVIII, No. U4 (December, 195%), 1058-1066.
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nlld

dominates the past, he was saying in effect that at the

time he wrote this sentence, the future dominated the past
and present.

Conceptualization of future events withiﬁ this frame-
work of ideas involves the destruction of oﬂr common-sense
understanding of time, a problem that Augustine had long
grappled with. Marx himself recognized this problem more
than once. In his doctoral dissertation he specifically ex-
¢luded the idea of time from the world of essence, or the
world of materialism: "Time . . . 1s to the world of
appearance what the concept of the atom 1s to the world of
essence, namely, the abstraction, annihilation and reduc-
tion of all determined being into being-for-itself."lus

Years later he re-emphasized the lmplications of this ex-

clusion of time from history in his Poverty of Philosophy,

when he wrote:

There 1s no longer a "history according to the order
of time," there is only "the sequence of ideas in the
understanding." . . . Hegel thinks he 1s constructing
the world by the movement of thought, whereas he 1is
merely reconstructing systematically and classifying
by the absolutﬁ method the thoughts which are in the
minds of all.1l46

The "method," of course, was "science," which was understood

luuMarx—Engels, Works, I, p. 48.

lu5Kar'l Marx, "The Difference Between the Democritean

and Epicurean Philosophy of Nature," trans. reprinted
Livergood, p. 97.

1I‘GMar’x, Poverty of Philosophy, p. 92.
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to mean the exclusion of time and with it, paradoxically,
the destruction of history as it had been viewed up until
that time.

The final test of science and sclentific proposi-
tions lies in the power of prediction.1u7 Without the abil-
ity to predict the future, Marx never would have considered
a method to be scientific. The difference between Augustine's
objective and subjective experiences with time was thus
rejected by Marx as a polntless debate. Time was eliminated
as "abstract,”" and therefore without the material essence
upon which the Marxian metaphysics of realism was postulated.
fo make the future an object of knowledge, it was apparently
also necessary to remove the concept of time from discussion.
A consideration of the problems of time in historical know-
ledge would no doubt have been a poignant reminder of the
very real limitations of any notion of "absolute knowledge."

No need for revolution by the proletariat would
exist without the existence of a certain level of bourgeois
decadence. 1Indeed, Marx ruled out the possibility of revo-
lution before the necessary stage of bourgeols development

has been reached that renders capitalism an arlachr'on:i.sm.ll48

147

ll'sMarc'x and Engels cannot always be reduced to simple
determinists. They both observed that it was not necessary
for Russia to pass through every state in the development of
the proletarian consciousness; the flnal stages of capital-
ism could be avolded altogether. See Marx-Engels, Works, II,
pp. 49-61; Bober, pp. U2-43. .

Bober, p. 305.
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Although Marx applauded the material progress of society
under capitalism, he regarded the organization of production
by the bourgeoisie-~-~the point at which capitalism becomes
anachronistic--as anathema. Under the capitalists,
.« « . soclety suddenly finds 1itself put back 1into a
state of momentary barbarism . . . and why? Because
there is too much civilization, too much means of sub-
sistence, too much industry, too much commerce. . . .
The conditions of bourgeois society are Eoo narrow
to comprise the wealth created by them.149
In Marx's view, the bourgeoisie have created the worst of
all cultures or soclieties which, unlike any previous social
organization, 1is suilted only to perpetuate the total alien-
ation of men from the product of their labor: "No indivi-
dual can say of such products: I made it, that is my prod-
uct."150
The bourgeoisie for Marx
. +» « are beneath the level of history, beneath all
criticism; yet they remain an object of criticism Just
as the criminal who is beneath the level of humanity
remains an object of the executioner. . . . Criticism
needs no further self-clarification regarding this
object, for criticism already understands 1it. Criticiig
is no longer an end in 1itself, but now simply a means.
The ultimate manifestation of criticism, of course, is the
execution of the bourgeolsie by the proletariat:

To revenge the misdeeds of the ruling class, there
existed in the middle ages, in Germany, a secret

1l'gb'lar'x-Engels, Works, I, pp. 39-40.

150Engels, Anti-Dihring, p. 296.

151Marx, Critique of Hegel, p. 133.




tribunal, called the "Vehmgericht." If a red cross
was seen marked on a house, people knew that its
owner was doomed by the "Vehm." All the houses
of Europe are now marked with the mysterious red
Cross. Histo§¥ is the Judge--its executioner, the

proletarian.l

The revolution which was yet to take place would
not only end the decadence but would transform society into
a heaven on earth. Symbolically, Marx saw the proletarlian

revolution as the movement of history toward the Civitas

Del but realized it to be the same as the Civitas Terrena:

Man, who has found only his own reflection in the
fantastic reality of heaven, where he sought a super-
natural being, willl no longer be disposed to find only
the semblance of himself, only a nonhuman bein% here
where he seeks and must seek his true reality. 53
fitalics mine]

Marx believed in heaven as surely as did St. Augustine,
because he lived in a hell which he euphemistically called
"capitalist society." If his own 1ife was a living hell,

the heaven of hils lmagination, divorced from the first real-
ity of experience, was the negation of the present--a "class-
less society." Experlence with the facts of history and
personal finiteness no longer were distinguishable from the
second realities of imagination. He observed that "just as
anclient peoples lived their past history in thelr imagina-
tion, in mythology, so we Germans have lived our future

history in thought, in philosophy."15%

152Marx-Engels, Works, I, p. 360.
153Marx, Critique of Hegel, p. 13.
154

Ibid., p. 135.



Marx molded his idea of Communism in his imagination
and then projected it out onto the real world around him
as the 1inevitable destiny of man. He expressed the dream-
like qualities of this second reality as a sort of categor-
ical imperative as much as a determined destination 1n

which

« « « the German nation 1s obliged to connect 1its
dream history [of the future] with its present circum-
stances. Its future can be restricted neither to

the direct negation of its real, nor to the direct
fulfillment of_its ideal, political and Jjudicial
circumstances.

Philosophy, which now meant a dream of the future,
blended with a mystical faith in man as God, who would build
his own heaven on earth. 1In contrast to Hegel's assoclating
the role of philosophy with the owl of Minerva--with the
mere understanding of reality--Marx saw the role of philo-
sophy as that of prediction: "When all the intrinsic condi-
tions [of the Revolution] are fulfilled, the day of German
resurrection will be announced by the crowing of the

Gallie cock."156

155

156Ibid., p. 142. The myth of Prometheus in the 1ifs
of Marx has been frequently commented upon and, although it
is beyond the scope of the stody, 1t needs to be mentlioned
here. No doubt this myth had a decisive influence on Marx's
personality; and Marx's strangled cry, "I am nothing
and I should be everything," echoed both Prometheus and
the emotion of virtually every post-Marxian revolutionary.
The theme of Prometheus has been a major inspiration for
such modern writers as Goethe, Shelly, and Gide, among oth-
ers. Ibid., p. 140. See Lewis S. Feuer, "Karl Marx and the
Promethean Complex," Encounter, XXXI, No. 6 (December, 1968},

15-32.

Ibid., p. 136.
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The 1dea of a future heaven on earth was hardly
new in itself; such dreams, for example, had inspired med-
leval millenial movements and the French Revolution. Marx
accomplished not only a definite shape for the future, but
as lmportant, a means of getting from here to there. 1In
short, Marx's dream was programmatic, that 1s, political.
As J. L. Talmon has pointed out, within the context of
early nlineteenth century thought, the basic premises of
Marxism were wildespread among a segment of the intelligent-
sia that cons?dered 1tself to be "revolutionary."157 The
ideology was messianic and tended toward an authoritarian
form of futuristic utopianism which in later practice came
to be termed "totalitarian."

A precise definition of "totalitarianism" has eluded
any consensus among scholars; yet a few observations seem
worth noting. If we believe that the kingdom of heaven, or
something approaching it, can be established here on earth
through specific political and economic programs, then no
logical reason appears to exist for objections to any form
of government that claims to embrace the whole of human life,
even when that form of government demands the complete and
absolute submission of the individual conscience toward the
attainment of a future "paradise." The political thought of

Marx, and Engels along with him, clearly appears to point in

157J. L. Talmon, Political Messianism: The Romantic
Phase (London: Secker & Warburg, 1960), passim.
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this direction.l58 In Henrik Ibsen's play, "An Enemy of the

People," the major character, Dr. Stockmann, proclaimed his

stand in society in terms that could easily have been ex-

pressed by Marx:

The most dangerous foe to truth and freedom in
our midst 1s the compact majority. . . . The majority
never has right on its side . . . I am speaking of the
few, the individuals among us, who have made all the
new, germinating truths thelr own. These men stand,
as it were, at the outposts, so far in the van that the
compact majority has not yet reached them--and there
they fight for truths that are too lately born Into
the world'g consciousness to have won over the
majority.l 9

Doctor Stockmann would have understood the dictatorship of
the proletariat and its ramifications.

The revolt against the dualism of existence, which
Marx was all too painfully aware of, was, as Augustine
would have understood it, a revolt against the human condi-
tion itself. Marx presupposed that harmony was the true
end of man, whereas man's every experience--historical,
practical, and sclientific¢--affirms the opposite. Both his-
torical and practical experience with conflict was sacri-

ficed to a pseudo-science that prophesied peace, Jjustice,

158An especlally intriguing essay on this general
theme is W. Stark, "The Psychology of Social Messianism,"”
Social Research, XXV, No. 2 (Summer, 1958), 145-157. See
also Voegelin, "Marxian Revolutionary Idea"; Tucker,
passim; and a very fine article by Melvin J. Lasky, "The
Birth of a Metaphor: On the Origins of Utopia and Revolu-
tion," Encounter (February, 1970), pp. 35-37.

159Henrik Ibsen, "An Enemy of the People," Three
Plays by Henrik Ibsen (New York: Heritage Press, 1965),
Act IV, pp. 70-77.
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and a harmony of 1lnterests among men on earth. Such an
existence, however desirable some may bellieve it to be,
would be the end of man as we have experienced him. It is
no wonder that Marx had to assume a "new man" in history
in order to realize his goal, a soclial order without con-
flict.

With some major differences, Marx made essentially
the same mistake as that of Plato almost 2,500 years earl-
ier; he mistook the ideal order of things for the real or-
der of things. Marx's system, however, lacked the miti-
gating concept of a highest good outside man himself. If
man is the measure of all things, himself a god, to whom
will he humble himself? Another man?

Although Marx seems to have been oblivious to the
word "pride," used by Augustine to describe such an atti-
tude, it 1is useful to recall the word here. For Augustine,
and for Christianity in general, it is pride that has sep-
arated man from God and that is at the root of the dualilsm
Marx was to call "alienation"; the greater the pride, the
sharper the alienation will be. The most profound pride
is manifested in the Promethean myth of Marx combined par-
ticularly with his notion that man himself is a god. One
of the greatest paradoxes in Marx and Marxism must lie in
the situation where, in fact, the intensity of the revolt

against the inherent dualism of the human condition should
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increase the sense of alienation in direct proportlion to
attempts by the revolt to overcome 1it.

Finally, 1t must be said of Marx that his system
has left a legacy of anti-politics in political theory. 1In
itself, this 1s not new--Plato did essentially the same
thing. But Marx combined anti-polities with revolution,
an apparent contradiction because a theory of politics
must of its nature be a theory of conflict. Politics means
conflict, and the end of conflict 1is the end of politics--
and men as we have experienced them. What Marx has postu-
lated is a theory of ultimate harmony which cannot properly
be called a "theory" at all, but rather a "wish" or a
"dream." The aim of Marxist revolutionary politics, then,
is to end politics once and for all. The past as conflict
and the future as harmony are dlametrically opposed to each
other--dialectically opposed, as Marx would have it.

It 1s ironic that the most important political move-
ment of the modern world should be opposed at its core to
polities. Theory and practice contradict each other in that
the theory, the goal of a classless society, 1is everything
that the practice, revolutionary activism as the means, is
not. Conflict and harmony are strangely at odds, and the
resolution of conflict by a harmonious community in the
future must be regarded at best as a tautological argument.

Who could doubt that the end of conflict would be harmony?



101

The Idea of Progress and Decadence

Rudolf Bultmann has observed that the early Gnostics,
about whom Augustine expressed considerable concern, con-
ceived of man on earth as in a prison called "the world" and
"time," in which the genuine self was incarcerated. True
freedom, they proposed, comes in the form of escape from
the reality in which men find themselves, that is, their
human condition, the ground of their own being.160 This
same Gnostic psychology with its ideas of existence has
been noted to characterize a great deal of modern thought,
albelt in a secularized form.161 In the modern context,
however, this Gnosticism has been fused with a passion for
moral progress and a scientific skepticism that has given it
a strong futuristic component.162

Whatever other connections Marx and Marxism might
have with the particular psychology of third and fourth
century Gnosticism, one of the most obvious differences is
the idea of the progress of history as a whole. While the
idea of progress did not change the nature of Gnostic psy-
chology, it did seem to offer, in its secularized verslon,

a means for overcoming the limitations of the human condition.

The 1dea of progress implied that the most elementary

160Bultmann, pp. 5-6; Jonas, pp. U48-49.

161Voegelin, New Science, passim; Cohn, passim.

162Michael Polanyi, The Tacit Dimension (New York:
Doubleday & Company, 1966), p. 57.
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questions could be settled once and for all so that fu-
ture generations could dispense wlth any further discussion
of them.163 Thus, the alliance of the 1ldea of historical
progress with a psychology of "secular Gnosticism" was
linked closely to futuristic utopias, which in the modern

world have ordinarily been described as some form of so-

164

clalism. Herbert Spencer, together with Marx and other

soclalists, thought that the great masses of men were cry-
ing out to them for a remedy for thelir condition:

"Give us a guide," cry men to the philosopher. "We
would escape from these miseries in which we are en-
tangled. A better state is ever present in our imag-
inations, and we yearn after it; but all our efforts
to realize it are frultless. We are weary of perpet-
ual failures;_ tell us by what rule we may attain
our desire."165

163Leo Strauss, "Political Philosophy and History,"
Journal of the History of Ideas, X, No. 1 (January, 1949),

49.

GuAdam Ulam, "Socialism and Utopia," in Frank E.
Manuel (ed.), Utopias and Utopian Thought (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1965), p. 110; the classic dis-
cussion of "progress" as a concept is J. B. Bury, The Idea
of Progress: An Inquiry Into its Origins and Growth (New
York: Macmillan Company, 1932). Blbliographical discus-
sions of the literature on the subject may be found in
Earl E. Eubank, The Concept of Sociology (Boston: D. C.
Heath and Company, 1932), pp. 513-518; W. Warren Wagar,
"Modern Views of the Origin of the Idea of Progress," Journal
of the History of Ideas, XXXVIII, No. 1 (January-March, 1967),
55-70; George G. Iggers, "The Idea of Progress in Recent
Philosophies of History," The Journal of Modern History,
XXX, No. 3 (September, 1958), 215-226; and Leonard Krieger,
"The Idea of Progress," The Review of Metaphysics, IV, No. 4
(June, 1951), u483-484,

165Herbert Spencer, Soclal Statics: or the Conditions
Essential to Human Happiness Specified, and the First of
Them Developed (New York: D. Appleton and Co., 1865),
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The answer was the lntegration of groups into larger and
larger entities combined with a withering away of the
state. "It is a mistake," Spencer wrote, "to assume that
government must necessarily last forever. The institution
marks a certaln stage of civilization. . . . It is not
essential but incidental."166 Not only Marx, Saint Simone,
and Proudhon among the radical nineteenth century social-
ists looked for the progress of history to relleve men of
the misery of thelir condition; socliologists such as
Spencer, bilologists who followed Darwin, and liberals in
the fashion of John Stuart Mill also saw this vision.

Under the impact of Darwin, the word "progress" was
often replaced by "evolution" which seemed to be more sci-
entific therefore precise. But whether the word was "prog-
ress" or "evolution," the general concept was the same--
the i1dea of the movement of history toward some specific
telos, or end, which would elther see the realization of

a utopia or a change in the nature of the human condition

p. 11. The impact of Spencer in his day was enormous. Jack
London, for example, wrote:

"Here was the man Spencer, organizing all knowledge . .
reducing everything to unity, elaborating ultimate real-
ities, and presenting . . . a universe so concrete of
realization that 1t was like the model of a ship such

as sallors make and put into a glass bottle. There wvas
no caprice, no chance. All was law."

Jack London, Martin Eden (New York: Macmillan Company, 195",
p. 99.

166
Ibid., p. 24; also see Herbert Spencer, First
Principles of a New System of Philosophy (New York: D.
Appleton & Company, 1876; 1st ed., 1857), p. 323.
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sufficient to relieve men of their collective anxieties
and alienation. The important point in the 1dea of progress
was that the future would be wholly unlike the past in that
the wholesale transformation of the entire basis of the
human condition would occur. Oscar Wilde viewed the end
in socialism as basically a benevolent anarchism freed from
the waste of factions, strife, and the constraints upon art
that the public inevitably exerts. Socialism and the ab-
sence of any restraining authority were for all intents and
purposes the same thing.167 Under the rule of socialism,
all present evils found in society would be altered, for
"the proper aim 1s to try and reconstruct society on such
a baslis that poverty will be impossible."168

Although Darwin himself never made these extrava-
gant claims for the impllications of evolution, the claims
were simply logical deductions for Wilde. Wilde's contem-
porary, David Ritchie, went so far as to say that denial
of evolution as a concept was tantamount to a denial of
"sclence" itself. He contended that Darwin had scientific-
ally validated what had been mere speculation for Hegel;

absolute knowledge was the new science that had found its

167OScar Wilde, The Artist as Critic: The Critical
Writings of Oscar Wilde, ed. Richard Ellmann (New York:
Random House, 19068), pp. 255-289.

168

Ibid., p. 256.
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methodology in the account of history.169 Darwinian evo-
lution, Ritchie wrote, had shown us that "the necessity of
endeavouring to explain how knowledge is possible compels
us to recognize the eternal Self ever demanding realization.
May we not, looking back from the standpoint of the Ideal,
regard all the blind struggle of Nature as the lower and
unconscious phases of this process of the realization of

170 The futuristic reference point from

the eternal self?"
this conception, of course, 1s "looking back from the
standpoint of the Ideal" which is necessarily in the future.
Later, when the realized future seemed considerably less
than ideal, the very notion of "progress" was easily re-
versed into an idea of "decadence."

Nowhere did the foundatlon for an unquestioned be-
lief in "progress" receive a greater thrust than in
Darwinism and the corresponding description of "evolution."
As a biologist and therefore a "scientist," Darwin was

secure in the social position accorded the new prilesthood

among the true believers. His was the final stage in the

169Dav1d G. Ritchie, Darwin and Hegel, with Other
Philosophical Studies (London: Swan & Sownenchein & Co.,
1893), p. 6; see Gloria McConnaughey, "Darwin and Social
Darwinism," Osiris, IX (1950), 397-412.

170Ibid., p. 23. Ritchie and Spencer both were in-
fluential in English Fablan socialism. For an account of
Ritchie on this movement, primarily with respect to the
Webbs, see Shirley Robin Letwin, The Pursuit of Certainty
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1965), pp. 340-341.
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historical movement of thought that Frazer defined as the

trinitarian stages "from magic through religion to science."171
What Darwin proposed, in effect, was what Marx

had said in a different context about the nature of histor-

ical knowledge--that the past could tell us nothing about

the future except by the dubious extraction of "laws" of

the linear movement of history toward some specific end.

John Dewey was right when he wrote, in The Influence of

Darwin on Philosophy, that The Origin of the Species had

+« « » introduced a mode of thinking that in the end
was bound to transform the logic of knowledge, and
hence the treatment of morals, politiecs, and reli-
gion. . . . The conceptions that had reigned in the
philosophy of nature and knowledge for two thousand
years, the conceptions that had become the familiar
furniture of the mind, rested on the assumption of
the superiority of the fixed and the final; they
rested upon treating change and origin as signs of
defect and unreality.l

As Dewey interpreted Darwin, he arrived not only at a

theory of progress; as in Marx, Darwin's theory also im-

17181r James QGeorge Frazer, Man, God and Immortal-
ity: Thoughts on Human Progress (rev. ed.; London:
Maecmillan and Co., 1927), p. 339. The same stages of prog-
ress were also articulated by Auguste Comte.

172John Dewey, The Influence of Darwin on Philo-
sophy, and Other Essays in Contemporary Thought (New York:
Henry Holt and Company, 1910), pp. 1-2. George Herbert
Mead reminds us that "species" means "form" in Latin, and
therefore that when Darwin entitled his theory "the origin
of the species,"” he actually was saying "the origin of
forms"; thls must be seen immediately as a challenge to
the oldest notions of Western thought--the idea of "form"
in Plato and Aristotle. See George Herbert Mead, Movements
of Thought in the Nineteenth Century (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1936), p. 157.
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plied the prohibition of certain types of questions. He

wrote:

Once admit that the sole verifiable or fruitful object
of knowledge 1s the particular set of changes that
generate the object of study together with the conse-
quences that flow from it, and no intelligible question
can be asked about what, by assumption, lies outside.l

Thus, the logic implicit throughout the Darwinian
methodology shifts perceptively from a concern with "first
causes”" to "second causes" in the soclal order.”l4 It per-
mits, at least as Dewey saw 1t, no rational questions con-
cerning final purpose beyond that which man himself gives
it. The result is that whereas "evolution" was originally
viewed as a more or less scientific guarantee of improve-
ment, without a notion of ultimate purpose, it ultimately
enhanced the latent nihllism of the age and displayed a re-
markable tendency to become a theory of decadence.

This preoccupation with ideas of decadence in
utopian futurism may be seen graphically in the development
of thought in H. G. Wells. Shortly before the outbreak of
the First World War, his belief in progress and evolution
were virtually unbounded. He wrote in 1913, that the

. « » more modern type of mind thinks constantly and
by preference of things to come, and of present things
mainly in relation to the results that must arise

from them. . . . It [is]constructive in habit,
it interprets the things of the present and gives

1731pb1d., p. 14.

17uBerdayev, p. 78.
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value to this or thati entirely in relation to things
designed or foreseen.

He went on to say that the "creative mind" would unhesi-
tatingly sacrifice the present to the future, and that,
indeed, the creative mind increasingly was becoming the
dominant type in the modern world.176 He observed:

The imagination, unless it 1s strengthened by a
very sound training in the laws of causation, wanders
like a lost child in the blankness of things to come
and returns empty . . . in absolute fact the future
is Just as fixed and determinate, Just as settled
and inevitable, just as possible a matter of know-
ledge as the past. . . . The man of science comes
to believe at last that the events of the year A.D.

4000 are as fixed, settled, and unchangeable as the
events of the year 1600.1 ?

The entire thrust of Wells's argument at this
time in his l1ife was that people constantly overestimate
thelr knowledge of the past and of history, while they
underestimate the possibility of knowing the future. New
methods of inductive reasoning have opened a whole new

world of the future which makes past knowledge elther

175y, @. Wells, The Discovery of the Future
(New York: B. W. Herebach, 1913), p. 6. See also H. G.
Wells, Anticipations of the Reaction of Mechanical and
Scientific Progress Upon Human Life and Thought (Londonh:
Chapman & Hall, Ltd., 1902). The tone of the latter is op-
timistic, but there is an underlying tone of desperation
that surfaces on occasilon.

176Wells, The Discovery of the Future, pp. 7-16.
The best discussion of this aspect of Wells's work is
Mark R. Hilligas, The Future as Nightmare: H. G. Wells and
the Anti-Utopians (New York: Oxford University Press,

1967).

177Wells, The Discovery of the Future, pp. 21, 23.
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worthless or of marginal value. As for the progressive pos-
sibility of making accurate predictions in the social sci-
ences, he says, "You must not judge the practicality of
this enterprise by the failures of the past."178 1n short,
experlence 1s no guide to the future. Sclence is only sciencs
when it is "predictive," as Wells describes 1it, and nothing
else may properly use the term "science." As populations
increase, this only serves to simplify the problem of pre-
diction rather than to frustrate it because as numbers in-
crease, individual differences begin to average out. For
those who believe in the future, the purpose of present
actions is to prepare for that future. Actions must be
"creative" rather than "legal." Belief in the future is
the psychology of youth: "The creative mind says we are
here because things have yet to be."179

Optimism similar to that of Wells, of course, was
a rather widespread phenomenon, although it was by no means
universal, in the period before World War I. Now there was
nothing in Darwinism that guaranteed progress--this was the

reading into Darwin of a message that simply was not there.lsc

1781p14., p. 33.

179Ibid., pp. 6-T.

180Compar'e, for example, the followinp, statement by
Julian Huxley, one of the foremost proponents of evolution
in the Darwinian sense:

"No where in all [nature's] vast extent is there any
trace of purpose or even of prospective significance.
It is 1mpelled from behind by blind physical forces,
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In fact, if evolution means "natural selection" and the
adaptation of an organism to its environment, not man, but
microbes instead, may be among the most adaptive or organ-
isms.181 The highest development of the specles would not
be the man who opposes tyranny and thereby loses his 1life,
but the man who conforms to tyranny and therefore survives.
After watching two world wars and the rise of
Fascism, the Nazis, Stalin, and Communism, Wells changes
his views on progress and the future. The future about
which he had been so optimistic became the present--and ob-
viously was something less than paradise. In 1945, shortly
before his death, Wells produced his final comments on prog-
ress through evolution under the suggestive title, Mind at
the End of Its Tether. He began this brief essay with the

statement:

If . . . thinking has been sound, then this world
is at the end of its tether. The end of everything we
call life is close at hand and cannot be evaded. . . .
We are confronted with strange convincing realities so
overwhelming that . . . {wel think day and night in a

a gigantic and chaotic jazz dance of particles and ra-
diations, in which the only over-all tendency we have
so far been able to detect, 1s summarized in the second
law of thermodynamics--the tendency to run down."

Julian Huxley, Evolution in Actlion (New York: Harper &
Brothers, 1953), p. 5.

181Hannah Arendt, Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report
on the Banality of Evil (New York: Viking Press, 1965), is
a case in point. Eichmann adapted better than most to the
situation in Nazi Germany.
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passion of concentration, dismay, and mental struggle
upon the ultimate disaster that confronts our species.
« « « The reality glares coldly and harshly upon any
of those who can wrench thelr minds from the comfort-
ing delusions of normality . . . a frightful queerness
has come into 1ife . . . there 1s no way out or round
or through the impasse. It 1s the end.

That the idea of "progress" or "evolution" lends
itself to an historicism that is apt to end with a sense of
decadence is not a novel observation. That "historicism"
should itself be destructive of historical experience is
perhaps somewhat more paradoxical, but nevertheless it is
closely related to the idea of decadence; when history
takes the place of God as the reference point for Truth,
history must be judged, after all, simply as the record of
men. It should not, therefore, be surprising that a his-
toricized world view is exclusively a man-centered world
view. Ortega y Gasset, for example, maintained that man
has no nature as an essence, but simply a history:

Man 1s what has happened to him, what he has done.

Other things might have happened to him or have been
done to him, but what did in fact happen to him and
was done by him, this constitutes a relentless tra-
Jectory of experiences that he carries on his back.
« « « The experiments already made with life narrow

man's future. If we do not know what he is going to
be, we know what he is not going to be. Man 1lives

182H. G. Wells, Mind at the End of Its Tether
(London: William Heinemann, Ltd., 1945), pp. 1-4; the
change in the post-World War I climate of opinion with re-
spect to "progress" was noted by Christopher Dawson,
"Progress and Decay in Ancient and Modern Civilization,"
The Sociological Review, XVI (January, 1924), 1-2.
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in view of the past. Man, in a word, has no nature;

what he has is history.l

Le

But man as the sum total of his historical experiences has
not necessarlly experienced progress. The sense of decadence
throughout Ortega's writings 1is pervasive and he observed:
"The idea of progress, placling truth in a vague tomorrow,

has proved a dulling opiate to humanity. Truth 1s what 1is
true now and not what remains to be discovered in an unde-

n184 Historicism introduces decadence into

termined future.
evolution 1n the sense that it implies relativism in ethical
and value Jjudgments. And relativism stands at least at the
brink of nihilism, which is the extreme level of decadence.
The links between historicism, progress, and deca-
dence lie in the transformation of historical experience
from a type of knowledge to a form of "anti-knowledge." 1If
all knowledge depends on a sensory experience with history

alone, and if that experience changes over time, then it

follows that knowledge 1itself is irrevocably married to an

183José Ortega y Gasset, History as a System and
Other Essays Toward a Phllosophy of History (New York: W. W.
Norton & Company, 1941), pp. 216=217.

18l'Ibid., p. 182; this same perspective of history
is implicit in an influential article by Carl Becker, "Every-
man His Own Historian," The American Historical Review, XXXVII,
No. 2 (January, 1932), 235; see also Arthur O. Lovejoy,
"Present Standpoints and Past History," The Journal of
Philosophy, XXXVI, No. 18 (August 31, 1939). Lovejoy, as
a contemporary of Ortega and Becker, took a slightly contrary
view, but ultimately within the same tradition: "Light is
thrown upon problems only by the extrapolation of the past
into the future; planning 1is retrospection in reverse."
Ibid., p. 489.
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unfolding of history. It means that a knowledge of truths
has a specifically historical character and 1s relative to
a particular time and place.185 Men defined purely as prod-
ucts of history lose their "nature" as autonomous beings
and become simply beings to whom things happen; they are
a process without true existence.186 Knowledge of history
has no meaning within this scheme because the future 1is
imagined to be wholly unlike the past. Whereas the future
in the works of Aristotle, Augustine, or Aquinas is known
by its 1limits, derived from limitations experienced in the
past, this is now no longer imagined to be true.187 If

men believe they are God, there is certainly no reason why

they should not also believe that the future can be molded

185Bultmann, p. 9.

186Ibfl.d., pp. 11, 155; an excellent discussion of
this point may be found in Karl Lowith, "The Fate of Prog-
ress," Nature, History, and Existentialism, and Other Essays
in the Philosophy of History (Evanston: Northwestern Uni-
versity Press, 1966), pp. 145-161. LSwith notes:

"Progress 1s movement toward something something
in the future, but for that reason alone not every be-
coming and not every development 1s progress. All or-
ganic life develops toward some end but it makes no
progress. . . . This natural process of growth and change
does not continue endlessly with ever novel variations,
but has a specific end in every mature member of the
species. A fully developed organism has attained the
natural end of its growth; 1t has become that which
it was in germ from the beginning. This end toward
which a living creature naturally develops 1is the fi-
nal cause of its first changes." (pp. 145-146)

187Strauss, p. U45.
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to their own wills either individually or collectively.

This would pose a problem if men had a "nature,"”
because they could not then by definition become something
which they already were not. But by denial of a "nature"
in mankind, men then become a sort of plastic in the hands
of other men who would mold their future by changing their
history.

Man viewed only as a product of historical forces,
however, is a moral void, a vacuum, subject to manipulation
at will. Restraints on those political acts which are aimed
at changing men, by producing "new men" through the altering
of spontaneous behavior patterns, are irrational in their
conception and, in the 1light of reason, are obstacles to be
overcome. Governments, then, because they are built on
laws which attempt to impose rational standards of behavior
on men, are the natural enemy. It is little wonder that
thinkers as diverse as Marx, Spencer, and John Stuart Mill
all could look with anticipation to the demise of the state.
A so0lid core of fundamental assumptions about the nature of

soclal relationships united them--the idea of “progress."188

188As a corollary to the idea of progress, a tinge
of anti-intellectual bias also is built in. George Santayana
long ago noted:

"In all ideas of progress there 1s the very prevalent
habit of regarding opinions as justified not by thelr
object but by their date. The intellectual ignominy of
believing what we believe simply because of the time
and place of our birth, escapes many evolutionists.

Far from trying to overcome this natural prejudice of
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Decadence as a concept and as a description of the
history of ideas 1s a most difficult problem with which to
come to grips. Several years ago, C. E. M. Joad, in a pilo-
neer study, attributed the following meaning to 1it:

Decadence, then, 1s a sign of man's tendency to misread
his position in the universe, to take a view of his
status and prospects more exalted than the facts war-
rant and to conduct hils societies and to plan his

future on the basis of this mis-reading [sicl. The
mis~-reading consists in a failure to acknowledge the

non human [sic] elements of value and deity to which

the human 1s subject. . . . I have called these elements

"the object." Decadence, then, consists 1n a refusal
to recognize "the object."189

This seems to be a reasonable definition and one
that is congruent with the foregoing analysis. The elimi-
nation of "the object," or the blurring of the distinection
between the subject and object relationship in knowledge,
is indeed a distinct characteristic of the intellectual
climate of our time.lgo This has been especially true in

historical scholarship since Hegel.191 A fallacy rests in

position, they raise it to a point of pride."”

Santayaha, pp. 129-130. See also the comments on "evolu-
tion" in G. K. Chesterton, The Everlasting Man (New York:

Dodd, Mead & Company, 1925), pp. 1-7.

189¢ E. M. Joad, Decadence: A Philosophical In-
quiry (London: Faber and Faber, Ltd., 1948), p. 15.

1901p14., p. 108.

lglcf., for example, the statement by Collingwood
that the relationship between subject and object which is
characteristic of natural sclences has no meaning for his-
tory because the subject and object of history (man) do not
exist independently of one another, in Robin C. Collingwood,
" The Idea of History (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1946),
p. 305. For a comment on this, sce Bultmann, p. 133.
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the notion that experience has a value independent of the
source of that experilence, its "object." By divorcing the
subject from the object of its experlience in this sense, a
tendency arises for all experiences to assume an equal sig-
nificance. From a purely sensory point of view, the prob-
lem of quality scarcely enters into the discussion. (How
can quality be distinguished using only sensory perceptions?)
Knowledge may then mean a compilation of "experiences" on

a sensory level with no criteria for distinguishing import-

ance among them.192

Socrates, we should be reminded, salid that all human
activity aims at "the Good," which we may interpret here to
mean the highest "object." Such a good was understood to
have 1its origins outside of man himself, although it found
its realization in part by the actions of men who sought to
attain it. When such an object, however, became centered on
man himself, man, as the subject and object, became the end
in himself as well. If man has no objects of value external
to him, we may say that the result is an example of deca-
dence. Socrates fully understood the concept of man as the
measure of all things in terms which, in contemporary lan-
guage, may well be called "decadence." Howéver difficult
"decadence" as a descriptive word may be to define, there
should be no doubt that 1t is closely assocliated in modern

thought with the idea of progress.

l92Joad, pp. 118-127.
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For the most part, 1t appears that revolutionaries
of the modern era link "progress" and "decadence" together
in a dialectical relationship. As seemingly irreconcilable
concepts, a Hegelian or Marxlan synthesls appears to be the
means of overcoming the latter by the former. Victor Serge,
one of the lesser leaders of the Russian Revolution and its

subsequent development of the 1920s, offers a case in

point.193 In his greatest novel, The Case of Comrade

Tulayev, one of the characters remarks:
We must cultivate consciousness. There is sure progress
under this barbarism, progress under this retrogression.
Look at our masses, our growth, all the new factories.

.« « « What will that effort not accomplish for the
world in half a century."194

In an earlier novel on the civil war in Spain, Serge ob-
served that revolutionaries such as himself, "llved in
expectation of a catastrophe which would be at the same time
a retribution and a renascence, a rehabilitation of human
195 The

energies and a new reason for believing in men."

future human condition different from that of the present,

193Serge's memoirs are one of the prime sources in
any consideration of the intellectual as revolutionary in
the twentieth century. Of his many works of an autobiograpn-
ical nature, the classic example 1s Victor Serge, Memoirs of
a Revolutionary 1901-1941, trans. ed. Peter Sedgwick (London:
Oxford University Press, 1963).

l9”Vic1:or' Serge, The Case of Comrade Tulayev,
trans. from French, Willard R. Trask (New York: Doubleday,

1951), p. 69.

195V1ctor Serge, Birth of Our Power (New York:
Doubleday, 1967), pp. 69-70.
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would Jjustify the misery of the past and present:
The factory will conquer the hovel, the machines these
men--or the men who will follow them, it matters
little~-an astounding awakening. This unfolding of
a world . . . makes up for many things. Why should
it not make up for the end of our generation?195
Now Serge 1s fully aware, as he remarks in the context of
a counterrevolutionary joke, that "remaking men consists

in reducing them, by persuasion, to the condition of

corpses."197

What Serge does in his novels 1s to take his reader
into the context of revolutionary thought and its "climate
of opinion." As was noted earlier, revolutionary thought
has much in common with certain sspects of Western religious
thought--the steady increase of worldly wickedness that
announces the impending apocalypse and second coming of
Christ, now in a secularized symbolism, that will establish

the Civitas Dei within history. The modern revolutionary

appears to share the belief of Joachim of Fiore--that the
greater the present decadence, the more certain a glorious
tomorrow. If, in addition, an 1dea of progress seems to
assure this tomorrow, it would also appear that the revo-
lutionary has a vested interest in decadence: 1t serves to
Justify his own actions. Without a notion of decadence,

"revolution," especially in its contemporary meaning, would

196
197

Serge, Comrade Tulayev, p. T4.

Ibid., p. 36.
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make no sense at all. The modern idea of revolution depends
upon a corrcsponding 1dea of decadence. The two cannot be
separated without dolng violence to an understanding of

the phenomena involved.

Marx and Marxism: The Problems of

Theory and Practice in the Full Future‘Paradigm

The changing interpretations of the concept of the
future that occurred between the time of Aristotle and that
of Marx represented an intellectual transformation of the
most serious importance for the practice of politics in
the Western world. That ideas should have consequences is
hardly a novel suggestion, but that the 1deas of German
thinkers in particular should be of interest to all mankind
was noted in Heinrich Heine's apocalyptic prose in 1855:

Our remotest descendants alone will be able to

Judge whether we are to be blamed or praised for having
first produced our philosophy and then our revolution.
. . « Thought precedes action as lightning precedes
thunder. . . . When you hear its crash, which will be
unlike anything before in the history of the world,

you will Eggw that German thunder has at last hit

the mark.

What 1s of crucial importance in the study of polit-
ical theory is the nature of the politics, the "thunder,"
that follows the idea, the "lightning" of German thought.

In this connection, Thomas Kuhn's study of scientific

198Heinrich Heine, "The Meaning of German Philoso-
phy," in The Poetry and Prose of Heinrich Heine, selected
ed. Frederick Ewen (New York: The Citadel Press, 1948),

pp. 759-761.
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thought noted:

The historian of sclence may be tempted to exclaim

that when paradigms change, the world itself changes

with them . . . during revolutlons scientists see new

and different things when looking with familiar instru-

ments in places they have looked before. . . . In so

far as their only recourse to that world is through what

they see and do, we may want to say that after a r-evo--1

lJution sclentists are responding to a different world. 99
Now, as Kuhn was fully aware, it is not, of course, that
the world itself has literally changed, but rather that the
changed perceptions of the world are so radically altered
that men may act as if reallty itself has 1n fact changed.
On this point, Heine observed, with remarkable insight,
"Our philosophical revolution is at an end. Hegel completed
its grand cycle. Since then we have had merely a development
and extension of the doctrines of the philosophy of nature."200
This accurate observation by a German poet over a century
ago 1s still basically true.

The modern idea of the full future paradigm, implicit

in Hegel, was to be worked out in 1its greatest detail and im-
plications by Marx and the Marxists. As such, Marxlism may
rightfully be termed the most radical of the full future
ideoclogies: the most nearly consistent in the relationship

O

between its theories and 1ts practice. Practice is more

closely related to theory in Marxism than in most other tra-

ditions of the full future world view, and for this reason

199¢unn, p. 110.

200Heine, p. 758.
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the study of Marxist polities will give us the most valuable
insight into the implications of a full future paradigm.

It is here, more clearly than anywhere else, that the prob-
lems of theory and practice are most acute and the inherent
difficulties of this particular world view are best ob-
served.

In describing the intellectual converts to Communist
revolution during the inter-war period of the 1920s and
1930s, R. H. S. Crossman has said, "They had a heightened
perception of the spirit of the age, and felt more acutely
than others both 1its frustrations and 1its hopes."201 This
is a fairly accurate statement 1f it 1s understood to mean
that the Communist converts he described were very much the
products of their era and that they both articulated and
absorbed the climate of opinion in which they found them-
selves, In a secular age, Communism became the "new faith"
which filled the spiritual void in their lives after "the
death of God." The vanguard of this new faith,.the liberal
wing of the "intelligentsia," was, as Czeslaw Milosz found
it, "warm-hearted and good . . . a friend of mankind. Not

n202 The implication

mankind as it is, but as it should be.
of a love for mankind "as 1t should be" represented not

only the strong futuristic component so characteristic of

201
Richard H. S. Crossman (ed.), The God That
Failed (New York: Harper and Row, 1949), p. 3.

202Czeslaw Milosz, The Captive Mind (New York:
Vintage Books, 1953), p. 10.
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modern thought, but the equally sipgnificant, congruent be-
lief that man, after all, was the creator who would make
these "new men." We should not, therefore, be surprised
at a tendency toward ruthlessness in a future so 1lmaplned.
For those liberal intellectuals who recolled in
genuine horror the overt nihilism of the growing fascist
movements and who had lost thelr belief in a divine pur-
pose, Communism appeared to be the only alternative offering
purpose and rational direction for soclety. But by the
twentieth century, "rational" had too often come to bear the
connotations that German Romanticism, culminating in Hegel
and Marx, had given 1t.203 Rational often meant the "nec-
essary" rather than the "good" as Aristotle would have un-
derstood the term. "Rational," too, carried with it the
connotation of the emotional bond of community and sense of
"belonging" that tied the intellectual to the worker and
peasant. The intellectual and activist spokesmen for the
worker and peasant, many of whom indeed came from working
or peasant class backgrounds, all read and referred to the

same holy scriptures of Marx, Engels, and Lenin, and could

203Gabriel A. Almond, The Appeals of Communism
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1954),
p. 258, notes with special emphasis that the Com:sunist Party
is more likely to appecal to the person of sentiment than to
the one who relies on what Almond calls "rational interest."
Although some difficulties may be present in Almond's cholce
of vocabulary, the emotional appeals of absolute justice in
Marxism and frequently in socialism among "intellectuals"
deserves attention.
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converse with one another in the same terminology and from
the same reference point.20u It was the pull of a better
future, away from the corrupted past and decadent present,
that propelled so many persons into the political trajec-

tory of Communism in the twentieth century.zo5

If we are properly to understand these converts to
the new faith of Communism, that is, to Marxism-Leninism,
in terms of the cumulative impact of an idea of the future
on the historical climate of opinion, we must endeavor also
to comprehend the nature of the political actions that flow
from these ideas. Men can no more avoid changing their
politics when they change theilr ideas about themselves and
the world around them--that is, about "reality" itself--
than they can avoid the consequences of the politics they
fashion. The crucial questlon here, however, 1ls the pre-
sumed "reality" upon which revolutionary action in the
Marxist tradition has rested. If Marxism was founded upon
an error of profound magnitude, as I have suggested, then
we should expect Marxist behavior patterns to appear per-
verse from a genuinely rational perspective. Indeed, there
is a growing tendency among some observers to link personal
manifestations of neurosis to the prevailing norms in so-

ciety as a whole, that is, to trace positive relationships

2ouMilosz, pp. 7-9.
205yorfer, pp. 8-9, 69-70.
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206

between culture patterns and patterns of neurosis. Doctor

Karen Horney, perhaps the leading authority on the subject,
has noted:

The fact that in general the majority of individuals
in a culture have to face the same problems suggests the
conclusion that these problems have been created by the
specific life conditions existing in that culture. . . .
Hence, in speaking of the neurotic personality of our
time, I not only mean that there are neurotic persons
having essential peculiarities in common, but also that
these basic simlilarities are essentially produced bg
the difficulties existing in our time and culture.207

When the political actions of a specific cultural environ-
ment consciously aim at the creation of a utopian-type
heaven on earth, therefore, we are reminded by Dr. Horney
that "one of the main characteristics of neurosis . . . 1s
the shift of energies from developing the given potentials
of the real self to developing the fictitious potentials
of the idealized self‘."208 The ideal, of course, in order

to be attalnable, must of necessity be a future self, and

206'I‘he most obvious example of this, of course, is
Sigmund Freud. More specifically, however, Dr. Karen Horney
has explored this in two principal works, The Neurotic Per-
sonality of Our Time (New York: W. W. Norton & Company,
1964), and Neurosis and Human Growth: The Struggle Toward
Self-Realization (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1950).
Dr. Horney first set forth her views in summary form in an
excellent article, "Culture and Neurosis," American Socio-
logical Review, I, No. 2 (April, 1936).

207Horney, The Neurotic Personality of Our Time,
p. 34. John Dewey argued essentially the same point--that
ideas of freedom may be related to a specific culture and
intellectual environment.

208Horney, Neurosis and Human Growth, p. 166;
Milosz, pp. 106-128.




hence the claims the individual makes on the future can
become an indispensable means of actualizing an 1dealized
image of self or society.209 The idea of a perfect future
is central to the psychology of neurotic behavior and is
Joined tightly and inevitably with the congruent notion of
present decadence and corruption.

The ldealized image of the self or society that co-
erces a person toward the "should" is destructive in its
very nature, both of the individuals who express such
drives, and of the persons and societies with whom they
come in contact. For even if a person manages to mold him-
self into a behavioristic perfection, he can do so only by
relinquishing his sponteneity and the authenticity of his
feelings and beliefs. "These shoulds aim in fact, like
any political tyranny, at the extinction of the individual.'
For Communists, what Milosz has called "The Method" acts
as the vehicle for the coercion of individual behavior,
with "the method" defined as the working out of the impli-

211 For the neurotic with an idealized

cations of Marxism.
image of the future, the mind becomes the supreme reality.
Or, perhaps more accurately, he sees in the external world

around him the "second realities"--what he imagines about

2Oglbid., pp. 61-62.

2101h44., p. 118.

21lyi10s2, p. 199; Almond, pp. 258-294.

210
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the world and himself. "The infinite powers the neurotic
ascribes to himself are, after all, powers of the mind. "212
It is no wonder that so many contemporary intel-
lectuals, following in the agnostic or atheistic traditions
of Hegel and Marx, belleve 1in heaven on earth. They 1imagine
themselves to be 1In hell; and a person in hell is most
likely to dream of a heaven. As Dr. Horney again relates:
Man, 1n reaching out for the Infinite and Absolute,
also starts destroyling himself. When he makes a pact
to hello-the hell within himselr,S13 7 "° s ©O E°
This 1s certalinly true whenever men draw into them-
selves the idea of the Absolute, even as "Absolute Know-
ledge," and in the process destroy their conception and
common-sense experience of the dualism between themselves
and perfection. It should not surprise us if the person
who 1s the friend of mankind "as it should be" rather than
as it "is," in the process of attempting to create "new

men," should destroy real men.21u

212Horney, Neurosis and Human Growth, p. 91;
Voegelin, "Debate and Existence,"” passim.

2131p14., p. 154.

21“Arthur Koestler has replied to this line of rea-
soning with the statement:

"If on the one hand over-sensitivity to social in-
Justice and obsessional craving for Utopia are signs
of neurotic maladjustment, society may, on the other
hand, reach a state of decay where the neurotic rebel
causes more Jjoy in heaven than the sane executive who
orders pigs to be drowned under the eyes of starving
men."

In Crossman, p. 17. Arthur Koestler is discussed in depth
in Chapter III.
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In part, the destructiveness of politics for the
full future paradigm can be found in the quasi-relipgious,
messianic nature of Marxism. Frank S. Meyer, himself a
one-time member of the American Communist Party, has noted
that the religious aspects of Marxist psychology, euph-
emistically labeled "science," gives its possessor a tre-
mendous feeling of power and freedom of action which can
be summed up, to paraphrase Hegel, in "the recognition of
necessity."215 The coercive nature of the "should" is
destructive of the concept of personality, as Dr. Horney
has noted, in that the necessity of molding a "new man,"
who 1is different, presumably, from the "old men," destroys
sponteneity at its source; the "recognition of the nec-
essity" of a harmonious future leaves little room for any-
thing but consistent homogeneity. Gabriel Almond is cor-
rect in noting that Communist converts form a remarkably
heterogeneous collection that may be studied in its di-
versity. But what he fails to appreciate is the valid
distinction Meyer makes between Communist types, and the
Communist type. Meyer has maintained that although many
different types of persons may decide to become Communilsts,

only one Communist type exists: the ideal model by which

215Frank S. Meyer, The Moulding of Communists:
The Traininpg of the Communist Cadre (New York: Harcourt,
Brace and Co., 1901), p. 16. Meyer goes on to observe,
however, that despite the quasi-religious nature of Marx-
ism, it lacks the most intrinsic characteristics of re-
ligion--piety, humility, and love.
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all individuals are Judged.216 The "ideal Communist," as

Meyer relates from first-hand experience, is the one who
has subordinated his intellect to "the concept of History
as an inexorable god whose ways are revealed 'scientifically'
through the doctrine and method of Mar'x:!.sm-Leninism."217
The process of "moulding Communists" by an essentially
neurotic personality type would be all the more surprising
if it did not tend to be violent. Victor Serge inadver-
tantly captured the spirit of this violence when he wrote:
Individual destinies scarcely count in the drama
in which the future of the world is at stake. Like
nature itself, history in the making is neither just
nor unjust: 1t 1s necessary. Sometimes it grinds down
those who fervently seek to make themselves its instru-
ments. That's not very important, provided the right
road 1is found, tBe end reached and that marching men
clear the bar.2l
Writing in the middle 1920s, Beatrice Webb, one
of the most notable members of the English Fabian Social-
ists, described her 1nitial conversion to socialism in
terms of a progressivist vision of the future: "It was
this vision of a gradually emerging new social order, to
be based on the deliberate adjustment of economic faculty
and economic desire . . . that seemed to me to afford a

practicable framework for the future cooperdtive common-

216
217

Ibid., p. 13.
Ibid., p. 16.

2
l8Victor Serge, Russia Twenty Years After, trans.
Mgg Shachtman (New York: Hillman-Carl, Inc., 1937), p.
2 L]
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wealth."219 Not surprisingly, sclentific soclalism for
Beatrice Webb, her husband Sidney, and many soclalists
of the 1920s and 1930s meant Marxism. Although Beatrice
Webb never joined the Communist Party, she was what came
to be called a "fellow traveler." After the Russian Revo-
lution of 1917, she spent much of the remainder of her
life in an uncritical defense of the Revolution under both
Lenin and Stalin; she knew beyond doubt that this was
"the wave of the future."220 During the height of the
Moscow trials of the 1930s, she wrote unflinchingly that
"tested by the Constitution of the Soviet Union as revised
and enacted in 1936, the USSR is the most inclusive and
equalized democracy in the world."221
é& "science," both she and her husband meant "Science
the Salvation of Mankind," objective and impersonal in its
iron law of behavior: "We must clearly understand that, to
the Bolsheviks, the science in which, as an instrument,
they put so much faith, 1s sharply distinguished from meta-

222

physics or theology." But necessity is a far cry from

219peatrice Webb, My Apprenticeship (London:
Longmans, Green and Co., 1926), p. 38l. The best discussion
of the politics of Beatrice Webb is Letwin, pp. 321-378.

22OSidney and Beatrice Webb, Soviet Communism: A
New Civilization?, Vol. II (New York: Charles Scribner's
Sons, 1936), pp. 1141-1143 (hereafter referred to as Webb,
Soviet Communism).

221Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The Truth About Soviet
Russia (London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1942), p. 19.

222

Webb, Soviet Communism, II, p. 949.
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"ethics" or "morality," and the Webbs could express the
spirit of a cold and merciless "science" of futurology in
the starkest of terms:
Political offenders also need to be convinced that
what they rebel against is, i1f they would only try
it, wiser and better and more successful than their
own mistaken policy. They may need segregation during
the process of conversion; and If persuasion ulti-
mately fails . . . they may (like incurable lunatics)

require germanent but kindly seclusion from the
world.22

Beatrice Webb and many others found in Marxism the natural
outlet for the desire to follow a political messiah--to
find salvation through political action-~and for the acting
out of a perverse notion of "science" and human engineering.
If she were an 1lntellectual exception to the twentieth
century, there would be no reason to remember Beatrice Webb.
It 1s the widespread phenomenon she represents that is im-
portant.

In a more academic context, Harold Laski voiced a
similar faith, saying that there is "nothing in the nature
of the Bolshevik state which 1is alien from the democratic
1deal."22u He wholly rejected the idea that Fascism and
Bolshevism should be two sides of the same coin. Together
with numerous other scholars, he saw the chdlce as one of

either Bolshevism or Fascism, with no middle ground, only

2231p1d., II, p. 995.

228yar01d J. Laski, Reflections on the Revolution of
Our Time (London: George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1943), p. 265
(hereafter referred to as Laski, Revolution of Our Time).
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opposites. He observed, with considerably more accuracy,

that

. «. « we can only understand the Russian Revolution in

the degree that we recognize it as the first stage in

a fundamental transformation of the social principles

of Western civilization. If we regard 1t as less than

this, we shall wholly mistake its nature.
Because Laskl accepted as irrefutable fact the idea that
"the future belongs to socialism" and because Russia ob-
viously was soclalist, the drama of events unfolding in
the Soviet Union was thought to reflect a vision of the
future.226 Opposition to this progress was nothing less
than "counter-revolution which denies the validity of an
historical movement."227 Even after the infamous Moscow
trials of the 1930s virtually had become a matter of public
record, Laskl could Jjustify the purge in terms of the future
fulfillment. When he wrote, "The great end of the Revo-
lution remains in being," he meant that 1ts final end was
yet to be realized.228 The Russlian Revolution had begun
the work of transformation, and "as scientific progress

subdues nature to the purposes of man, the idea of the hea-

venly city of early Christianity gives way to the dream

2251p14., p. 42.

226Harold J. Laski, Faith, Reason, and Civilization:
An Essay in Historical Analysis (New York: The Viking
Press, 1944), p. 185.

227Laski, Revolution of Our Time, p. 261.
228

Ibid., p. 69.
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in which the reward of man's effort is not salvation in
the life to come but happiness upon this earth 1tse1f."229
Laskl's mature reflection on the nature of the soclal real-
ity around him, his world view, in effect, was determined

in large part by his conception of the future. If the fu-
ture belonged to the "dream" of science, progress, social-
ism, and political salvation, how should the past and pres-
ent be 1interpreted?

The most momentous political events in Laski's own
time were the Russian Communist Revolution and the German
National Socialist Revolution. The fact that the latter
called itself "socialism" did not appear, in Laski's view,
to contradict his observation that "the future belongs to
socialism."” By his definition, Fascism was not true social-
ism. The Bolsheviks stood for progress and the Nazis for
decadence, and that made the difference:

The Bolsheviks might stand for a Red Terror; but that
was assoclated with big and creative purposes the

common sense of the masses was able to appreciate.
The White Terror seemed to have little purpose save

terror itself.

2291,ask1, Faith, Reason, and Civilization, p. 60.

230Laski, Revolution of Our Time, p. 46. Laski's
comments on the creative uses of terror should be read in
conjunction with two works in a similar veln: Maurice
Merleau-Ponty, Humanism and Terror: An Essay on the Com-
munist Problem (Boston: Beacon Press, 1969), and Leon
Trotsky, The Defense of Terrorism (Terrorism and Communism)
(London: The Labour Publishing Company, 1921).
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Presumably, then, terror could be justified so long as it
served some "blg and creative purpose," the construction of
a heaven on earth.

Laski "knew" that the rough outlines of the future
to which this progress was tending lay fully within the
tradition perpetuated by the major articulators or a full
future paradigm. The future would be anarchical in the
sense that man's history was aimed at "emancipation both
from the tyranny of nature and the tyranny of authority,"
which was to say the experienced history of the human condi-
tion.231 Science, concelved purely as methodology, had
destroyed the old concepts of authority; hence, for Laski,
it was "difficult to see upon what basis the civilized tra-
dition [could] be rebuilt save that upon which the idea of

232

the Russian Revolution [was] founded." As Darwin had

destroyed the conception of an immutable human nature, he
had also freed men 1n a manner unimaginable a century be-
fore; for now men could "experiment with confidence upon
the assumption that there [weré]alternatives."233 Of course,
this observation must rest upon the assumption that man has
no future, but only history, and that, in fact, there are

viable alternatives. The metaphysical basis of this view

2311 5k1, Faith, Reason, and Civilization, p. 10.

2321p44., p. 51.

2331p14., p. 91.
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of the future, however, escaped critical comment.

Because the past represented frustration and de-
spalr, Laskl appears to have embraced the future as the on-
ly alternative; only by imagining the future could the
end df decadence and a subsequent realization of harmony
be visualized. Thus, whatever hastened this end was Just-
ified and whatever retarded it was immoral. Laski wrote:

Lenin was surely right when the end he sought for

was to build his heaven upon earth and to write the
precepts of its faith into the inner fabric of a uni-
versal humanity. He was surely right, too, when he
recognized that the prelude to peace is a war, and that
it 1is futile to suppose that the tradition of count-
less generations can be changed, as it were, overnight.
And he was not less right in his insistence that if the
claims of a just and rational soclety are to prevail,
those who believe in its clalms must give it the
strength and power out of which victory comes. 34

The "just and rational society" of the future had
arrived under Stalin, and in this sense it must be main-
talned that the futuristic component of Laski's thought was
shaped by his vision of the future as present in the Soviet
Union. A system such as Stalin's Russia "works well," and
he predicted "with some assurance that . . . the whole
world will go to school to Russia in the next generation."235
Much of the world did go to school to Russia both later, as
Laskl predicted, and during the time in which he penned

these llnes. An entire generation of Western intellectuals

23"Ib1d., p. 184,

235Harold J.'Laski, Law and Justice 1in Soviet Russia
(London: Hogarth Press, 1935), p. 31.




135

found Russian Communism and German or Spanish Fascism to
be the most momentous events of their lives, and they re-
sponded in a manner with which Beatrice Webb and Harold

Laskl could well understand and sympathize.

The God That Failed

In 1949, R. H. S. Crossman edited and published

The God That Falled, a collectlion of autobiographical

sketches by six distinguished members of the Western in-
tellectual community who had once embraced and had then
rejected Communism. In his introduction, he noted that
their common 1link was a willlingness to sacrifice "bour-
geols liberties" in order to defeat Fascism. In general,
they despaired of Western values and felt what Crossman
termed "a premonition of catastrophe."236 That the authors
had embraced Communism because it seemed to offer a hope
for the future at a time when they recognized no authori-
tative substitute also 1s obvious from a careful reading

of the essays. If Marxism was social science, the word
"science" alone appeared to offer the promise of authori-
tative pronouncements. If an all too evident undertone of
desperation accompanied their alliance with the future as
proposed by Soviet Communism, this was because, for the most

part, they had come to place their faith in man's power to

236Crossman, pp. 4-5; the six contributors are:
Arthur Koestler, Ignazio Silone, André Gide, Richard Wright,
Stephen Spender, and Louls Filscher.
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shape his own future even while they harbored secret doubts
about that future. As they confessed in Crossman, their
zeal in the pursult of the Marxist millenium was often in
inverse proportion to their root confidence in it.

Reasons why such diverse persons as Ignazio Silone
and Andre Gide, Arthur Koestler and Richard Wright, Stephen
Spender and Louls Fischer should have found in Communism a
solution to the decadence of their age makes a fascinating
story. Why they ultimately came to reject Communism is
a part of the same story. As they all make abundantly
clear, their acceptance of the Party's doctrines was based
on the shared belief that a rational and harmonious future
should be planned by the scientific application of the laws
of history to human behavior. Following Party associations
that ranged from those of a few short years as "fellow trav-
elers" to those of card-carrying membership for up to ten
years, the authors also make it clear that they rejected
Communism for much the same reasons that had attracted them
in the first place: a hope for the future, but a hope that
was crushed by the realities they could no longer ignore
of everyday political life in the Party. Curiously, however,
when they left the Party, invariably disillusioned but wiser,
they did not completely reject the vision of the future that
had led them to their predicament, but often only the soiled
version of it that had confronted them in Stalin's Russia.

They tended to echo the sentiments of Victor Serge that it



137

was not they who had abandoned the Party, but rather the
Party which had left them. "I have lived my whole 1life for
the Party," one of Serge's characters cries out in anguish,
. +« . sick and degraded though it may be, our Party.
That I am loyal to the Party, whatever it may be, what-
ever it may do, that if I must perish, crushed by my
Party, I consent. . . . But I warn the villains_who
are killing us that they are killing the Party.237
Visions of a heaven on earth continued to motivate many of
the authors for years afterward, but they were visions made
all the more hopeless because, outside the Party by choice,
the authors recognized that they lacked the efficient
means to attain their dreanm.

The writings of these ex-Marxists provides us with
an excellent microcosm of the idea of the full future para-
digm in the modern world view. Because Marxism itself
stands or falls largely on the basis of its explicit notion
of a future classless socliety, their acceptance of Communism
can provide us with insight into the appeals of this type
of future, and it can serve to articulate the meaning of
this future view in terms of personal psychology. The auth-
ors' subsequent rejections of Communism in practice can pro-
vide us with further insight iInto the persistence of the

full future notion in the modern world in spite of certain

obvious difficulties inherent 1n the concept. So persistent

237Serge, Comrade Tulayev, pp. 178-179. See espec-
ially Serge, From Lenin to Stalin, for a fuller development
of this theme of degradation of the Revolutlion at the hands
of an unresponsive, bureaucratized Party.
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is the 1dea that the future can be known and therefore pre-
dicted with scientific certainty and precision, that as a
concept it must be considered to be one of the most dis-
tinguishing characteristics of the modern world view. A
discussion of part of it must therefore reveal some of the
most important components of contemporary political theoriz-
ing.

The individuals to be discussed in depth with re-
spect to thelr experiences with the problems encountered in
a full future paradigm are Arthur Koestler, Ignazio Silone,
and André Gide. Others could have been selected, but these
three have been chosen because of the completeness of their
work on the problem of the future and the insights to be
derived from their illustrations of specific points. Common
threads of thought do exist, to bind these diverse literary-
political types together. It 1s this unity within diversity
that requires explanation.

The primary purpose of a detalled study of the
creative works of these particular authors will not be strict-
ly to gain an historical or bilographical perspective, al-
though such a perspective does provlde an indispensable back-
drop. Rather, this study will focus on significant aspects
of their respective world views relative to the political
activity of their time. As members of the Communist Party
during the 1920s and 1930s, they viewed the worldwide poli-

tical arena as one of revolution. Thus, this inquiry into
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their ideas of the future will be concerned with a revolu-
tionary future--within the tradition that I have identified
as the development and articulation of the full future para-
digm.

As is true of most fiction in literature, the creat-
ed works cannot be construed simply as biographical accounts
projected onto a fictionalized setting. The personal ex-
periences of the authors, especially with revolutions, no
doubt explain much of the creative impulse itself; but as
with all works of creation, only a portion of the creator's
thought 1s revealed in the thing created, and it is not
always the most important part. The fiction of Koestler,
Silone, and Gide is not always the undiluted view of a
camera;. often it is a prism or even a view through the
wrong end of a telescope. The composition of the work in
these cases has become as much a part of the reality to
which the authors address themselves as are the sources of
the Insplirations from which they developed. An appreclation
of these factors will help us more fully to evaluate the
modern wofld view of the idea of the future as 1t appears
in the work of these authors. They have not only received
and recorded the modern idea of the future; they have also
helped to articulate it and, at their best, to probe its

implications. My purpose here is to explore it with them.



CHAPTER III
ARTHUR KOESTLER: BETWEEN THE YOGI AND THE COMMISSAR

"East of the Rhine, in 1930," wrote Arthur Koestler
in his autobiography, "there was no escape from the choice
between Fasclism and Communism. Western Europeans have
never understood the compulsory character of that dlilemma
and the historical fatality behind it."238

Wﬁether or not other alternatives can be shown to
have been open, it 1s cruéial to observe that Koestler at
the time experienced the conflict, as he has ever since,
within a dialectical context of "either-or"; there was
no middle ground for him, and the extremes, at least when
he wrote his autoblography, were both of questionabie value,
to him. As he has described it, "The eternal predicament
of man, the tragic conflict 1inherent in his nature . . .
is the conflict between expediency and morality"™ in which
"both roads end as blind alleys."239

This problem of ehds and means in political action

is inherently insoluble; it offers no prospect of solution

238 prthur Koestler, Arrow in the Blue (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1952), p. 270.

239arthur Koestler, "The Dilemma of Our Times:
Noble Ends and Ignoble Means," Commentary, I, No. 8 (June,
1946), 1-2 (hereafter referred to as Koestler, "Dilemma of
Our Times").

140
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by Hegelian synthesis. As Koestler percelves the question,
"It is not an invention of the philosophers, but a conflict
which we face at each step in our daily ].ives."zu0 When the
dilemma 1s followed ruthlessly to 1ts logical conclusions,
as Koestler is prone to do, there apparently can be no ex-
traction of men from their predicament. And herein lies

the origin not only of the most powerful and creative ex;
pressions of Koestler's thought, but also of his own spirit-
ual agony.

The eternal struggle between "noble ends and ig-
noble means" has been symbolized by Koestler in the images
of the yogl and the commissar. The yogi believes that means
- alone are Justified, whereas the commissar places his belief
.in ends. Opposed as they are to each 6ther, the gray area
between them is a static no man's land of political inac-
tivity.zul Within such a framework, political action be-
comes the monopoly of these two types; never is it conceived
of as represehting any third alfernative. Social movements
between the yogli and the commissar philosophlies are simply
points along the aré of a pendulum that favors first one

and then the other, with neither direction representing a

2401p14., 2; Arthur Koestler, The Trall of the Di-
nosaur and Other Essays (London: Collins, 1955), p. 13
(hereafter referred to as Koestler, Trail of the Dinosaur).

2ulArthur Koestler, The Yogl and the Commissar and
Other Essays (New York: Macmillan Co., 1946), pp. 3-1
(hereafter referred to as Koestler, Yopl and Commissar).
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permanent ethic of social action.2u2 Political arguments

of whatever persuasion, in the final analysis, are all
meaningless: ". . . the argument will lead nowhere, for
the real issue remains between the Yogl and the Commissar,
between fundamental conceptions of Change from Without and

243 The means either become subordi-

Change from Within."
nated to the end, or they effectively undermine 1t.
"Theoretically you may build up elaborate l1liberal or re-
ligious halfway houses; but if burdened with responsibil-
ity, and confronted with a practical decision to be taken,

2hk Choice im-

you have to choose one way or the other."
plies action, positive or negative, and inaction 1s to lend
passive support to one side or the other. 1Inaction is
therefore a practical impossibility for man in society,
since passive support is itself a form of action.

‘Although both positions are pictured as unsatis-
factory, it does not therefore follow that they are unsat-
isfactory for the same reasons. The dilemma of the yogi
is quite different from that of the commissar, and Koestler
is noticeably less sympathetic with it than with the latter.
Gandhl of India presents himself to Koestler as the model

of yogli thought and behavior in political action. Koestler's

2421p14., pp. 12-14.

2431p14., p. 4.
2hb1p14., p. 5.
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hostile attitude toward Gandhi 1is reflective of the linger-
ing traces of Marxist 1deology in his writing, especlally
that of his earliest period. The political path of a lead-
er such as Gandhl is strewn with practical consequences that
extend beyond hils own person and immediate followers. Pol-
itics in the context of the Gandhian ethic means 1n reality
a "passlive submission to bayoneting and raping; to villages
without sewerage, septic childbeds and trachoma." Nor does
the problem end here, for when the yogl does declde to take
up arms against injustices, the decision "leads to a naive,
amateurish, and often crankish approach to social problems.
Such dilettantism is fraught with dangers; the most ob-
vious among them 1s the danger of quietism, escapism, of

245 Symbolically the yogl represents

sinning by omission."
the wisdom of the Orient, whose notion of tolerance without
charity has produced, according to Koestler, "as much mis-
ery and suffering as the Christian philosophy of charilty

without toler'ance."zl'6

If the yogi is damned by sins of omission, the com-
missar is damned at the opposite end of the spectrum for
sins of commission. For the commissar and the yogl are not
simply situated at opposite poles; they are mirror images

of each other. The bond that unites them is their very

2451p14., pp. 6, 243-24k4.

2h6Arthur Koestler, Drinkers of Infinity (London:
Hutchinson & Co., Ltd., 1968), p. 91.
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existence as opposites. The yogl i1s motivated by tolerance
without love; therefore, the commissar acts out of a feel-
ing of love without tolerance. And, as Milosz has rightly
observed, the love is not for men as they are, but for men
as the Commissar imagines them to be. His motives may be
unimpeachably pure, but he invariably becomes corrupted in
his efforts to get from here to there (wherever "there"

may be). The context of the commissar's view of the end

is an i1dea of utopian "destiny," as opposed to the yogl's
ideal of "freedom," and it represents "the need to find
some organizing principle, a universal order behind the
threatening chaos of the natural world."g'"7 For the com-
missar, men achieve this highest expression of their na-
ture whenever thelr actions, reasoned or not, correspond

to thelr lnevitable destiny as citizen-builders of a future
heaven on earth. The problem, however, as Koestler rightly
recognizes, is that the ordering principle for the commis-
sar has no connection with anything higher than h:lmself.gu8
In the phraseology of Arthur Lovejoy, the link 1n the
Great Chain of Beilng has been broken. For Koestler himself,
the result is a cataétrophe, for "the seat of the organiz-
ing power [has) shifted. . . . Destiny whicﬁ had operated

from above now operates from below."‘?l49 The commissar,

22‘7l(oest1er, Yogl and Commissar, p. 219.
248

Ibid., p. 9.
2491014, , p. 219.
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in other words, establishes and becomes the measure of the
ordering principle. His end justifies his means.

The response to the alternatives symbolized by the
yogl and the commissar 1s compounded further, in Koestler's
view, because 1t is a neurotic response. Koestler makes
the point repeatedly in virtually all his writings: "The
evidence suggests that twentleth-century man is a political
neurotic . . . [whd]. . + carries his private Iron Curtailn

250 The problem of European politics

inside his skull."
cannot be understood, then, exclusively in political terms
--this psychological dimenslon also exists to exacerbate
further the dilemma of ends and means. As 1s characteris-
tic of neurosis in general, this particular psychological
factor within the field of politics results in a falsifica-
tion--a compulsive, arbitrary categorization or compartment-
alization--of reality, which Koestler points to in "the

European's obsesslive preoccupation with the alternatives of

'Right' and 'Left!'. His real dilemma is, of course, the

25OKoestler-, Trail of the Dinosaur, pp. 215, 217;
Arthur Koestler, Invisible Writing (New York: The Macmillan
Co., 1954), p. 191. During World War II, Koestler wrote:

"The relation between the intellectual and neurosis
is not accidental, but functional. To think and behave
independently puts one automatically into opposition
against the majority . . . and to belong to a minority
is in itsc1lf a neurosis forming situation. From the
nonconformist to the crank there is only one step."

In Arthur Koestler, "The Intelligentsia," Partisan Review,
XI, No. 3 (Summer, 19414), 274,



146

choice between West and East, between relative freedom and
total unfreedom."251 The symbolism of the words "Right"
and "Left" appear to Koestler to have taken on a contempor-
ary meaning which is not only at odds with its original us-
age a hundred years ago, when the terms represented reality
rather than a substitute for it, but have also acquired
the characteristic of a "second reality" in themselves.
As he states the problem:
. . . the term "Left" has become a verbal fetish whose
cult sidetracks attention from the real issues. It is
at the same time a dangerous anachronism, for it implies
the existence of a continuous spectrum between liberal
progressives and the worshipers of tyranny and terror.
And such 1is the magic power of words over the mind
that European Soclalists who think of themselves as
"men of the Left" were unconsciously led from a falla-
cious verbal identification to a real feeling of solid-
arity with the Communists.252
Both the yogl and the commissar as 1deal types,
then, are neurotic in thelir actions. Their differences in
behavior spring from an all-pervasive problem in European

civilization which is characterized by certain distinctive

251Arthur Koestler, "Appalling Alternatives," Sat-
urday Review of Literature, XXXIV, No. 2 (January 13, 1951),

19.

252Ibid., 19-20. 1In a critical review of this
article as it was reprinted in Trall of the Dinosaur, Hans
Meyerhoff has attacked Koestler's analysis with the remark
that had he probed deeper into the causes of this modern
decay cf language, "he might have discovered that bipger
issues are at stake than emotive language and neurotic be-
havior patterns. Behind the fallure of words--or the neur-
otic response to political symbols--lies a failure of
theory." 1In Hans Meyerhoff, "Farewell to Politics,"
Commentary, XXI, No. 6 (June, 1956), 597.
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traits common to both. Koestler has identified seven such
examples, which he conslders cruclal and has discussed at
length in his novels. Briefly stated, this neurosis con-
sists of: (1) a "mental curtain" which screens out un-
pleasant alternatives; (2) repressed "guilt feelings"
which Marxism in particular has been able to exploit ef-
fectively; (3) a "collective amnesia" which has result-
ed in (4) an "escape from reality" in theoretical specu-
lations regarding political actions (as Koestler says, "One
of the outstanding features of neurotic behavior is the
patient's inability to learn from his past experiences.")!
(5) "fetishism" which Koestler describes as the worship of
"symbols" for reality in politiecs rather than the reality
itself; (6) submission to the influence of those persons,
such as Sartre, whom he characterizes as "the eternal ado-
lescents"; and (7) "the desire to belong" to something
larger than one's self, which 1s a very human response in

253 The recurrence of these re-

everyone, neurotic or not.
sponses as themes iIn his novels constitutes the core of his
theoretical discussions on ends and means in revolutilonary

ethies.

The Pull of the Future

The problem of ends and means, the question of

ethics in political action, never would arise in the first

253Koestler, Trail of the Dinosaur, pp. 215-231.
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place if the future were not in doubt. Within the context
of Koestler's dialectic of political ethics, whenever the
outcome of any series of actions is presumed to be "known"
in advance, the commissar's mentality 1is likely to prevail.
If, on the other hand, the future 1s either completely o-
paque or merely an extension of the present, the yogi ethic
is more likely to be dominant in society.

In the revolutionary dynamics of the modern world,
the sharpest horn of the dilemma for Koestler is not re-
served for yogi-inspired principles, which he tends to re-
gard as self-evidently unworkable, but rather for the com-
missar's challenge. The reasons for this are twofold:
first, the commissar is a far more common personality type
in the modern world; second, and considerably more impor-
tant, his prineciple of the utoplian end absolutely Justify-
ing the means of arriving there reflects "our own weakness
that though we reject it, we have not found a complete
answer to it."zsu The commissar is future-oriented and de-
fines purpose in life as any activity that works toward thé

utopian ideal ordained by God, History, ﬁbermenschen, or

whatever. "Devotion to pure Utopla, and revolt against a

polluted soclety, these are the two poles which provide

2
the tension of all militant creeds." 52 In this view, it

254

2
55Arthur Koestler, in Crossman, p. 16. For a fur-
ther discussion of this point, see John Atkins, Arthur
Koestler (New York: Roy Publishers, 1956), p. 47.

Koestler, Drinkers of Infinity, p. 188.
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is true of all action that 1is not merely a varlety of yogi
ethics that "the pull of the future is as real and some-
times more important than the pressures of the past."256
The symbolism attached to the second reality of a concept
of the future becomes crucial at this juncture, because

it guides the commissar, and those who accept the symbol-
ism, with respect to the legitimacy of his behavior.

The utopian end accepted as either implicit or
explicit in the commissar's justification of action has
reached its contemporary crescendo due to the decadence of
present soclety. Although his actions in fact serve only
to compound the modern problem of the human condition, his
motivation originates as a striving to overcome this deca-
dence by the action of his own will. Koestler phrases it
in this manner:

If on the one hand oversensitivity to social in-
Justice and obsessional craving for Utopla are signs
of neurotic maladjustment, socliety may, on the other
hand, reach such a state of decay where the neurotic
rebel causes more Joy in heaven than the sane execu-
tive who ordegs pigs to be drowned under the eyes of
starving men.<>7

But the utopianism of which Koestler speaks is
not true of utoplias in general as they have been discussed
since Plato; rather, it evolves from particular notions

that are peculiar to the twentieth century. This is true

256Koestler, Drinkers of Infinity, p. 273.

257Koestler, in Crossman, p. 17.
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because from his perspective, the symbolic objects of the
natural lnstincts in human psychology that dispose us to
accept utopian thought are relative to the particular time
and society in which they are found. Koestler notes that
"all Utoplas, even horror-Utopias, tell us more about the
time when they were written than about the future they
purport to predict.258 This not only gives the commissar's
utopian symbolism a relativistic psychological cast; 1t
also tles his neurosis to the particular cultural and so-
cial order in which he finds himself.

For Koestler personally, as well as for almost all
the characters in his novels, this particular situation
lies always within the context of the twentieth century
Communist and Russian Revolutions. The symbolism of the
future is Marxian and the commlissar's interpretations of

the symbols are directed by Marxist thought, at least as

258Koestler, Trail of the Dinosaur, p. 148, John
Dewey, in Logic: The Theory of Inquiry (New York: Henry
Holt and Company, 1938), p. 235, discussed this concept as
a problem of historicism:

"If the fact of selection 1is acknowledged to be
primary and basic, we are committed to the conclusion
that all history 1s necessarily written from the
standpoint of the present, and is, in an inescapable
sense, the history not only of the present but of that
which is contemporaneously Jjudged to be important in
the present." (p. 235)

That which 1is Judged to be important in the present has

a futuristic component for Dewey since the present 1s real-
ly concerned with the effects of today's actions on tomor-
row. See also Horney, Neurosis and Human Growth.
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Koestler understands it. He 1is quick to add, however, that
"it 1s not Marxist theory itself which turns people into
rebels but a psychological disposition which makes them sus-

n259

ceptible to revolutionary theories. The chain of caus-

ality, in other words, begins with neurotic psychology

rather than the specific ideas of Marxism. It is after an
acceptance of Marxlist symbolism that these symbols assume

a reified status and then become a reference point for po-
litical action. In order to understand more fully Koestler's
critique of the commissar-type morality, it is important

to keep this sequence in mind.

It is not necessary, of course, that any idea of
the future be either "determined" or "indeterminate" as
these terms are generally understood. Within the context
of the commissar's dilemma, however, the source of his mor-
ality does imply an a priori notion of historical determin-
ism. And it is precisely this implication that Koestler
both rejects and simultaneously cannot refute. It would
be a mistake to restructure Koestler's thinking on the sub-
Jeet in such a way that it appears with greater consisten-
cy and clarity than it possesses 1in fact. The dilemma of
ends and means stands out sharply and in stark contrast to
every other consideration, but not as an answer,

Caught between the extremes of political ethics,

life for Koestler can only be purgatory or hell; there is

259Koestler', Invisible Writing, p. 33.
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no heaven. The closest thing to heaven 1s the commissar's
notion of a determined, earthly utopia, which, when real-
ized, has become a living hell. To say the end justifies
the means 1s to say in effect that the end is "known," and
therefore that the choice of means 1s optional because

they will all result in the same "end." If the end indeed
does Justify the means, therefore, the argument against the
commissar's means invariably sounds far less convincing
than if the reverse were thought to be the case. This 1is
all the more true 1if the present 1is conceived simply as a
way station to the "known" future. The commissar's neur-
otic attachment to a futuristic symbolism thus has pervert-
ed political ethics in part because he sees this symbolism
as "determined" in the sense that his end, a future order,
is "known" beforehand.

Koestler's rejection of determinism is based upon
his exceptionally knowledgeable and sensitive insight into
the philosophical awareness that directs and guides modern
science. Modern physics has destroyed the concept of a
determined universe as it was understood before the latter
half of the nineteenth century. But an abandonment of de-
terminism does not necessarily mean the acceptance of free
will. Instead, Koestler observes, science has replaced the
laws of causality with the laws of probability and has in-

terpreted the latter "in a smugly rationalistic manner."260

2601114, , p. 295.
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Science thus has accepted neutrality in ethics rather than
having assumed the burden of responsibility implicit in a
notion of free will. It has been the fate of communist
revolutions in the twentieth century that the symbolism of
the future and the legitimacy that attaches to its ethics
were conceived by Marx at a time when a determined physic-
al universe was accepted scientiflc coinage. In thls way
the seeds of the corruption of the Russian Revolution had
always been inherent in the works of Marx.261 As with any
deterministic philosophy, Marxism is "a system which, once
you have stepped inside its maglc circle, deprives your
critical faculties of any ground to stand on."262

Because Marxism is a completely closed system of
thought, there is no logical escape from it. Facts are
deprived of their value as evlidence by a scholastic proc-
ess of dialectical arguuient, while'objections are 1lnvalid-
ated by a shifting of the argument to the psychological
motive behind the objection.263 This excessive rational-
ism by which Marxlan determinism is defended by the com-
missar mentality has become a dangerous anachronism in the

twentieth century. But the results of this outdated mode

of thought have been partly redeemed in that, as a

2611p34., p. 27.

262Koest1er, Arrow in the Blue, p. 260.

2631134., pp. 260-261.
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consequence of its political ethic, "sclence has been forced
by 1its own development to recognize its limltations, and
thus to make room again for the other way of knowing, whose
place it usurped for almost three centuries."26u By
"other way of knowing," Koestler seems here to mean a sort
of intuitive mysticism which he describes as an "oceanic
‘feeling;"265 For Koestler, this "oceanlc feeling" 1s ex-
perienced midway between submission to a Lockean theory
of knowledge and an Aristotelian epistemology. It 1is
never explicitly defined but 1is assumed to exist somewhere.
If the commissar indeed believes in determinism
and fhe certainty of a future utopia, he does not neces-
sarily act as if he believes in them. Both destiny and
freedom, Koestler believes, are rooted in our experience
with the world and universe around us. The conflict be-
tween them on the existential level is not between "ob-
Jective" versus "subjective" thought and feeling, but
between two instinctual primary experiences. The former
is concerned with the need for an "explanation" of nature
in the face of its apparent chaos, the latter with ethical

systems. Even for the commissar, whether or not he ac-

knowledges it, "the concept of free choice is implicit in

264
Koestler, Yogi and Commissar, p. 2U5.

265Koestler, Arrow in the Blue, p. 105. Koestler
attributes his use of this term to Sigmund Freud, for whom
it meant a mystic or religious experience.
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all systems of moral values and ethical imperatives."266

The conflict between destiny and freedom admits no final
solution, and any pragmatic solution can only be tempo-
rary. Part of the answer lies, as Koestler puts it,

"first to realize that a certain admixture of ruthless-

ness is inseparable from human progress."267

Although Koestler never specifies what is meant by
"human progress,"” his acceptance of the notion of "progress"
in the first place shows his recognition of the strength
of the commissar's program for action to achieve the goal
of a heaven on earth. Our experlence with the world may
be symbolized only in terms of hell or purgatory, but the
hope of achieving heaven cannot be stilled and is in fact
"experienced" as a psychological longing for it: there
can be no concept of "progress" unless there is progress
toward something, either existential or transcendental.
For the commissar it is obvious that thls progress is of
an existential nature to be realized in time. Furthermore,
stemming as it does from a very real primary instincet,
the fact that there is much truth to the commissar's claims
has been tacitly acknowledged by Koestler. The result

might well be described as an unresolved ambivalence toward

the actions of the commissar and the conflict between

266Koestler, Yogi and Commissar, p. 220.

267Koest1er’, Trail of the Dinosaur, p. 13; italiecs

mine.
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268
destiny and freedom.

On the sclentific level of rational discourse,
Koestler 1is satisfied that the question of determinism ver-
sus indeterminism has been safely laid to rest with the
presumption in favor of the latter. But in the world of
politics, Koestler seems far less certain that his argu-
ments carry much weight. To reject the commissar is to
embrace the yogl, along with all the sense of impotency that
the exclusive reliance on means characterizes in him. To
vacillate between the two means paralysis. When confronted
by the need to act, the yogi 1s always on the defensive
against the commissar. The "unwarranted, dogmatic belilef
in the rationality of the individual is the ultimate reason
why democracies are always on the defenslive against total-

26
itarian opponents." 9

The commissar symbolizes the darker side of the

human personality that mixes into the equation a certain,

2681n his autoblography Koestler wrote, "Astrology
is founded on the belief that man is formed by his cosmic
environment: Marx held that he 1is the product of his so-
cial environment. I believe both positions to be true."
Arrow in the Blue, p. 3.

269Koestler, Trail of the Dinosaur, p. 215. Robert
Gorham Davis, "The Sharp Horns of Koestler's Dilemma," The
Antioch Review, IV, No. 4 (Winter, 1944-1945), writes that
in Koestler's argument with the commissar he has

". . . a sense of coming off badly, of not being able
to find the terms in which his truth could prevall a-
gainst the cool logic of the party liners. In his

work he rehearses this argument again and again, with
a compulsive need to win it. But . . . he never does.

(p. 504)
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necessary ruthlessness for progress. The difficulty appears
to rise whenever the ruthlessness in the mixture becomes
excessive, although we never know except by experience what
"too much" means. For the end can justify the means, at
least sometimes and on a very small scale, "when the re-

270

sults are predictable with reasonable certainty." The

industrialization of Russia under Stalin, for example, is

271

defensible as an end, even 1if the means are not. Where,

then, is the line to be drawn?

Within this web of his own approach, Koestler can-
not answer the question in the abstract. Rather, 1t must
be considered with each set of circumstances each time
the problem arises anew; 1t 1s a real and not an abstract
problem without consequences. The cholce, as he said,

represents "a conflict which we face at each step in our

daily 1lives."

The Repentant Sinner

The story of Arthur Koestler's personal experience
with the Russian Revolution and its intellectual backwash
most likely lies somewhere between the unique and the uni-

versal iIn bilographies of twentieth century European

270Ibid., p. 237; Koestler, "Dilemma of Our Time,"
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intellectuals.272 Both his acceptance and subsequent re-
Jection of the Communist Party were repeated by others many
times over during the 1930s under both similar and differ-
ing circumstances. From his own personal perspective, part
of the uniqueness of his rejection of Communism lay 1n his
having returned to the fold as a prodigal son, and his dis-
covery that he was no longer welcome back. As he observed
of the liberal intellectual community's reception of
Whitaker Chambers, "For though it 1is sald that one repent-
ant sinner causes more rejoicing in Heaven than ten right-
eous men, here on earth the public spectacle of a repentant
sinner causes at least a feeling of embarrassment, at worst
a feeling of revulsion."273 This is due, he believes, to
the curious fact that an ex-Communist or an ex-Catholic is
despised because he has "lost faith," whereas the convert
is hailed because he has "embraced a faith."27u The content

of whatever is accepted by faith thereby 1s judged to be

272Meyerhoff‘ has commented, "Koestler is not, as he
would like us to believe, the lone prophet crying in the
wilderness; he 1s like the rest of us. His talent has al-
ways been to dramatize his own 1life as if it were the march
of history." p. 596. Koestler entered the German Communist
Party through the elaborate inter-war Party system organized
by Willi Miinzenberg. An excellent treatment of this Party
network and its operation is Helmut Gruber, "Willi Munzenberg's
German Communist Empire 1921-1933," The Journal of Modern
History, XXXVIII, No. 3 (September, 1966).

2
73Koestler, Trail of the Dinosaur, p. 56; Invisible

Writing, p. 189.
27“Koestler, Invisible Writing, p. 391.
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less important than the acceptance of "falth" itself.

If it is the fate of the ex-Communists to be de-
spised upon their return to civilization, 1t is also their
duty to inform others of their experiences in the promised
land of the Party. The obligation is much like that of
the Platonic philosopher who returns to the cave to tell
others of his experience with the light of truth, but 1in
the case of the "ex," the urgency appears greater. Since
Koestler tends to see his own autobiography as a miniature
version of the spiritual and political aberrations of the
European soul and society in general, we should do well to
keep in mind hls dictum regarding any analysis of the body
of European politics: "One cannot arrive at a correct diag-
nosis 1f one starts with the assumption that the patient

is sane."275

Koestler's description and analysls of the opposite
pulls of the yogli and the commissar are not simply the fan-
ciful creations of his imagination. He has related as an
early and continuing sensation an internal conflict between

the activism of politics as a vocation and the more quiet

275Koestler, Trail of the Dinosaur,.pp. 215-216.
Atkins, p. 42, concludes that "in his heart Koestler
remains a Communist, but his Communism 1s the pristine
variety of the theorists, not the distinct sample displayed
by Soviet Russia." This seems to be a bit strong, although
there do remain certain similarities; these, however, may
or may not necessarily be attributable to Marx or Marxism

per se.
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life of scholarly contemplation.276 He has experlenced

both at different times, but he relates that originally he
saw the problem as one of combining the two attractions at
the same time. Reflecting on this conflict in later years,
he describes the experience as an ego-dictated, compulsive
need to "achieve identity between the subject who knows

and the object of its knowing."277 As a Marxist, he saw

the resolution of the conflict in the unity of theory and
practice--a united relationship between ideas and their im-
lementation in practice. He experienced within himself a
raging moral torment from which he could find no inner re-
lief. It was the recognition of what he regarded as morally
unacceptable instincts in his own person that led him to

an early obsesslon with utoplan visions of the future.278
Rebellion against the existing order and faith in a utopian
future were both firmly implanted in the very fiber of his
being long before he ever considered Communism to be a way
out. It was, however, these early experiences that guided
his conversion at a later date.279 It would no doubt be

.inaccurate to suggest that they "caused" the conversion,

but they did make it easier when the opportunity arose.

276
277

Koestler, Arrow in the Blue, p. 104,

Ibid., p. 79.
278oestler, Invisible Writing, pp. 217-220.

2T9oestler, Arrow in the Blue, pp. 271, 348.
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When he jolned the Communist Party in 1931, Koestler
relates that his knowledge of the universe was "an open book,

printed in the language of physical equations and socilal

determinates."280 He

« « « 8till regarded happiness as a problem in social
engineering. Russla had undertaken the greatest en-
gineering experiment in history. . . . Marxlst theory
and Soviet practice were the admirable and ultimate
fulfillment of the nineteenth centurg's ideal of Prog-
ress, to which [he] owed allegilance. 81
Progress through engineering was to be the result of properly
applied scientific technology, which included, of course,
the sclentific analysls of soclety itself. The determined
universe was ethically neutral as was science qua sclence.
Free will, meaning the acceptance of responsibility for
one's actions, as he phrased it, was not absent from his
equation; but he rejected it precisely because, as he said,
"I was not yet ready to accept the burden of freedom."282
If neither choice, between that of the yogi and
that of the commissar, 1s particularly desirable, Koestler
nevertheless leaves no doubt about which one he prefers

when confronted with the necessity of choice. As he puts

280xoest1er, Invisible Writing, p. 15.

281Koestler, Arrow in the Blue, p. 279.

282Koestler, Invisible Writing, p. 295. Erich
Fromm has suggested that it 1is a dangerous 1llusion to pre-
sume freedom to be a common human aspiration. "Is there
not also, perhaps, besides an innate desire for freedom,
an instinctive wish for submission?" 1In Erich Fromm,
Escape from Freedom (New York: Farrar & Rinehart, Inc.,
1941), p. b.
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it some years later, "In the face of revolting injustice
the only honorable attitude is to revolt, and to leave 1n-

w283

trospection for better times. The revolutionary im-

pulse from which the commissar's ethics springs 1s 1tself
a noble quality in men, if the results are not always so
desirable. Koestler defends his earlier assocliations with

the Party on the grounds that

. « « to be attracted to the new faith was, I still
believe, an honorable error. We were right for the
wrong reasons. . . . There is a world of difference
betweegua disenchanted lover and those incapable of

love.?2

He discounts those who would condemn his decision simply
because it turned out to be wrong. The "fallacy of the
perfect cause," he contends, is an ill-informed notion
that does not take into account the genuine situational
realities and predicament inherent in the human condition.
A belief that only the perfect cause 1s worth fighting for
is absurd; "to live, even to die for a perfect cause is
a luxury permitted to few."285

That faith in the mission and the purpose of the
Party filled a spiritual void in Koestler's 1life there can

be no doubt. He experienced his youth and early manhood

before joining the Party as an "age of longing" for

283
284

Koestler in Crossman, p. 17.

Koestler, Arrow in the Blue, p. 274.

285Koestler, Trail of the Dinosaur, p. 51.
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absolutes in the absence of God.286 He found the meaning

he had been searching for in the movement and became the
"true believer" he had always wanted to be. He said:

A faith 1s not acquired by reasoning. . . . Reason
may defend an act of faith--but only after the act has
been committed, and the man committed to the act. . . .
Devotion to pure Utopia, and revolt against a polluted
society, are the two poles which provide the tension
of all militant creeds. To ask which of the two makes
the current flow--attraction by the ldeal or repulsion

by the social environment--é; to ask the old question
about the hen and the egg.2

If God is dead, in the sense that Nletzsche meant
it, and the need for a faith 1s inherent in man, as Koestler
believes it is, then the embarrassment and revulsion with
which the "ex" 1is received is at least understandable. 1In
an age of longing, one god may seem to be as good as another
at first, and this may have been the case with Koestler:
in the case of a choice between Fascism and Communism in
1930, even a man-made god must have looked better than a
pact with a man-made devil.

When he lookxed back on his association with the
Party in later years and sought to assess his subsequent
attitudes toward it, Koestler concluded that, after all,

he had perhaps been more a rebel than a revolutionary. He

286l(oest1<=:r, Arrow in the Blue, pp. 51-52.

287Ibid., p. 271; Crossman, p. 15. Aristotle, it
should be remembered, suggested that the hen came first be-
cause a thing is that by which 1ts nature tends 1t to be-
come in its most developed form. The point 1s relevant
here because a more systematic probing of the problem by
Koestler might have revealed a deeper comprehension of all
that is involved in rebellion and faith.
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seemed to make the same sort of distinction that Albert
Camus made later in The Rebel, but without the precilse,
systematic and careful lines between the two that character-
ized the thought of Camus. Rather than seeing the conflict
in terms of revolt against God by a refusal to accept the
limitations inherent in the "givenness" of the human con-
dition, however, Koestler saw the distinction as different
levels of passion developed in seeking the ultimate purity

of the cause:

The rebel is an enthusiast; the revolutionary, a
fanatlic. Robespierre, Marx, Lenin were revolutionaries;
Danton, Bakunin, Trotsky were rebels. It 1s mostly
revolutionaries who alter the natural course of his-
tory; but some rebels leave a subtler and yet more
lasting imprint on it. At any rate the rebel, for all
his tiresome fulminations and enthusiasmg 1s a more
attractive type than the revolutionary.? 8

The revolutionary from this perspective is simply a fana-
tic rebel, but the difference in degree 1is somehow suffi-
cilent to Koestler to constitute a difference in kind. In-
tellectually he still pictures himself as a rebel, but his
is more in the nature of an academic, politically passive
rebellion than an active participation in the rebel vocation.
After he left the Party in 1938, Koestler for all
intents and purposes bade farewell to activism in politics.
He spent some ten years passionately writing political nov-
els and essays, spoke on the BBC, served in the British

army during World War II, and maintained membership in at

2881p14., p. 272.
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least one organization which futilely attempted to ald vic-
tims and refugees from totalitarian countries.289 By the
time the final volume of his autobilography was published in
1954, any remaining traces of the rebel in his soul served
contemplation and were quite divorced from active politics.
The question whether or not Koestler remained a
Communist or Marxist after he formally left the Party is
less important than the emphasis he attached to motivation
in relating his experiences and the significance he subse-
quently attached to certain symbolic references. By his
own admission he remained a rebel who considered his motives
in the first place to have been noble in purpose largely
because of the attractiveness of the utoplan future involved
in Communist thought. 1If he later rejected the methods
of his comrades, perhaps it was because, as he said, "It
seems to be a general law in polities that hatred 1lncreases
in proportion to the amount of shared convictions and in-

230 The loss of faith in a god that failed left

terests."
him for some years afterward with a feeling of spiritual

emptiness. The Party had served a necessary function which

289Sonia1 Orwell and Ian Angus (eds.), In Front of
Your Nose, 1945-1950: The Collected Essays, Journalism,
and Letters of George Orwell, Vol. IV (New York: Harcourt,
Brace & World, 1968), pp. 70-T77, 120-122. Also involved in
this group were George Orwell, Bertrand Russell, and Victor
Serge.

290Koestler, Arrow in the Blue, p. 257; Invisible
Writing, p. 28.
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was not easily replaced.291

To fill this vacuum has required a major intellec-
tual effort on the part of Koestler. If he has fallen
short of complete success and consistency, he should not
be faulted too severely. Merely to see the dilemma clearly
in this era is no small task. How is one to reject the
commissar without embracing the yogi? Between them is only
purgatory.

In his few brief allusions to what he has described
as the "oceanic feeling," Koestler comes near to belief in
God, but he does not quite make it. He 1is something akin
to a sympathetic agnostic who would like to believe, having
ceased to be an outright atheist, but who cannot quite do
it. Although he does not know if God exists, "only a fool
would deny dimensions of reality unknowable to man, which
may add up to a coherent whole; but . . . only a saint
would attribute it to the qualities of benevolence and

292 "Ultimate reality," whatever it may be, is not

love."
open to knowledge by human reason. It is instead a "text

written in invisible ink; and although one could not read

2gll(oestler', in Crossman, pp. 66-75. A French Com-
munist, Roger Garaudy, perhaps quite accurately described
Koestler's feelings 1in a scathing attack on him when he
wrote, "A world is being born, and I have been shut out--
I have shut myself out. Can there be any greater despair?"
In Literature of the Graveyard: Jean Paul Sartre, Francoils
Mauriac, André Malraux, Arthur Koestler (New York: Inter-
national Publishers, 1948), p. 55.

292Koest1er, Drinkers of Infinity, p. 172.
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it, the knowledge that it existed was sufficlent to alter
the texture of one's existence."293 The contradiction in-
volved here--that an ultimate reality is unknowable, yet is
"known" to exist--1s not apparently obvious to Koestler.
As a result, he never asks how it 1s that his reason has
established for him the existence of an "ultimate reality"
which he has elsewhere said is unknowable by reason. It
would seem that he is on the verge of an eplstemological
discovery of substantial proportions. But he falls back in-
stead to an argument for morality in those political deci-
sions not guided by a reasoned faith but by a "leap of
faith," as Kierkegaard put it, or an irrational faith un-
supported by reason.29u "I am not sure," Koestler says,
"whether what philosophers call ‘ethical absolutes' exist,
but I am sure we have to act as if they existed."295

Without a clear conception of social ethies informed,
at least 1In part, by reason, Koestler has no alternative but
value relativism with certaln values arbitrarily raised to
the level of an absolute, which, since the values have no
intrinsic worth in themselves, must 1n essence be justified
irrationally. What he seems to be attempting is a cure

for value relativism, implicit in the scientific method as

293Koestler, Invisible Writing, p. 35M.

29Y%oestler, Drinkers of Infinity, p. 213.
295

Koestler, "Dilemma of Our Times," 3.
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he understands it, by value relativism divorced from its
scientific methodology. The new, arbitrary values must be
supported by faith alone since he has ruled out reason as
a defense. In part, this is no doubt a reaction against
the heavy rationalism encountered in his experiences with
actual commissars. But in spite of his experiences, it
must be judged unlikely that value relativism 1s a satis-
factory cure for itself; 4if it is a source of the modern
dilemma in ethics, more of the same is unlikely to do any-
thing other than compound the problem. An ethlc of poli-
tical action rooted in irrationality 1s not likely to in-
spire the sort of faith Koestler really -<eems to want.

To point out inconsistencles, however, is to say
only that Koestler is like most other persons. It is im-
portant to note that Koestler's leaving the Party fractured
and ultimately broke any unity of theory and practice be-
tween his intellect and political activities. He certainly
did not react to Stalin's purges of the 1930s as if he were
a value relativist. Rather, his reactions were very much
what we probably would expect of any genuinely civilized
person under the same circumstances. The dilemma in his
writings 1s not focused on the actions that should be taken
to counter the commissar's Jjustification of ends over means;
it is to challenge the very structure of the commissar's
basic thought, the pattern of ideas which has led modern

man to the edge of the abyss.
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The Law of Detours

Koestler's first novel explored the dilemma of
revolutionary ethics, the problem of ends and means, in a

setting that was essentially allegorical. The Gladiators

tells the story of the Spartacus uprising in the Roman
Empire and its eventual failure. It is his only novel 1in
which the setting is outside of European civilization in
the twentieth century. But, of course, the problems he
seeks to highlight are contemporary. He 1is not concerned
really with Rome, but with revolutions and why they fall.
The work is interestingly un-Marxian in its fundamental
sense--a distinction noted at the time by a number of Marx-

296 Koestler 1s concerned, as he

ist-oriented reviewers.
is in all his novels, with the ideas of elites rather than
the actions of masses. He appears to presume that what-
ever the great bulk of people actually do in politics 1is
more likely to reflect some leader's ideas than a class

consciousness in the Marxist sense. The Gladiators lacks

what was termed at the time "socialist realism." Not only
do the followers of Spartacus lack a genuine class conscious-
nessness; whenever they do manage dimly to perceive their

social or political situation, they instinctively follow

296Robert Gorham Davis, wrote:

"The Gladiators is not a proletarian novel as that
term was used during the 1930's. Its central interest
is not the situation and struggles of the masses . . .
and the effect of the book 1s not to move the reader to
active identification with the mass struggles of
his own time." (p. 506)
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a choice of action that is scarcely in their best interest.

The theme of The Gladiators 1s revolt that turns into revo-

lution in quest of a utopla and ultimately fails.297 The
central question Koestler asks is: Why did 1t fail, es-
pecially when Rome was so obviously corrupt?

Spartacus 1s portrayed as a victim of the "law of
detours" which dictates that the leader on the road to uto-
pia must be "ruthless for the sake of pity."298 The idea
of the "law of detours" 1s the closest Koestler comes in
any of his writings to a systematlc attempt to explain revo-

lutions in general. The concept 1is vague in The Gladiators,

and he never again picks the terminology up in his sub-
sequent work. What he seems to be saying 1s that the revo-
lutionary must be willing to perform surgery, removing from
the political community those diseased elements that would
undermine the revolutlionary dream. A true revolutionary
leader must harden himself against the suffering of others.
He must not show compassion for his fellow men lest he be-
tray The Cause for the sake of concrete morality. "He will

have to make detours whose point 1s lost on others; for

297The only review of The Gladiators to note this
distinction between "revolt" and "revolution" was the full-
length study of Koestler by John Atkins, p. 117. However,
Atkins then turned around and challenged the view that
Spartacus should be seen as a prototype of the modern revo-
lutionary. 1Ibid., p. 118.

298koestler, Invisible Writing, p. 267.
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he alone can see, while they are bl.’md."299 It 1s a cross
which the just man must bear in leading hls people into a
promised land; "the worst curse of all is that [é revolu~
tionary] must tread the evil road for the sake of the good
and right, that he must make detours and walk crookedly so
that he may reach the straight goal."300 It is a harsh law
imposed upon the Just man by the necessity of progress.

The failure of the revolution led by Spartacus is
attributable to his misplaced compassion. The pull of the
future 1is not strong enough for some of his followers, who
begin to question the value of the utopia: "What kind of
Justice 1s it that we are to go on swallowing but our own
spittle, drinking our own sweat, always gazing into the
future instead of embracing today," they complain.301 Dis-
sident elements begin to surface, with different vislons
and the desire to choose a different path to the future
than Spartacus intends. They create discord among the fol-
lowers and cast doubt on the wisdom of Spartacus.

The logical step in the law of detours would be to
purge these elements that weaken the purity of the leader's
faith. But Iinstead of slaylng the leaders and followers
of this rebellion within the revolution, Spartacus compro;

mises. He heals the fission, saves many lives, and dooms

299Arthur Koestler, The Gladiators (New York: The
Macmillan Co., 1939), p. 192,

300
301

Ibid., pp. 163-164.
Ibid., pp. 300-301.
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the revolution.3o2 In effect, he compromises the future
with the present, in favor of the latter.

The results prove fatal, because the revolution has
depended upon unswerving faith in a more nearly perfect

future. For revolutionaries, the lesson of The Gladiators

is clear-~-conventional morality that substitutes the worth
of the individual for the good of mankind has no place in

revolutionary ethics; the end must not be made subordinate

to the means.

Darkness at Noon

Without a doubt, the best-known and most powerful

work by Arthur Koestler is his masterplece, Darkness at
Noon. The physical action of this second novel 1s slight;
it consists of the arrest, interrogation, trial, and exe-
cution of Commissar Rubashov during one of the Moscow
purge trials of the 1930s. Rubashov's eventual end 1s
known to the reader from the very beginning, the time of
the arrest. The central problem of the novel, as well as
its exceptional drama, is presented not in its physical
detail, but as a psychological study of Rubashov and his
reaction to Ivanov and Gletkin, his interrogators. Revo-

lutionary ethics 1in Darkness at Noon are gulded by the

lessons of Spartacus, who falled because he made the end

subordinate to the mcans and failed to follow the law of

302Ibid., pp- 300-301.
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detours. Now Ivanov, Gletkin, and Rubashov hlmself are
set at the opposite end of the spectrum; Rubashov 1s wit-
ness to the failure of revolution when it does follow the
law of detours and the means are always subordinate to the
end.303 He sees the failure of the Russian Revolution,
the revolution he helped make and which now demands his
life as a sacrifice, as a fallure rooted in pure reason
that has kept its vision of the future clear and thereby
has so corrupted the present that even the noble end will
never justify what has happened.

Following his arrest, Rubashov is one of the purge
victims who has been selected to make a public confession
at an open trial. There will be no unobtrusive, backroom
demise for one of the highest ranking commissars in the
government. His will be different; he is a true bellever

who has made the revolution his very 1life. He can be

303N. L. Rothman, "Three Stages of the Soviet Mind,"
Saturday Review of Literature, XX1V, No. 5 (May 24, 1941).
In an excellent review, Rothman described the novel as three
stages in the unfolding of the Russian Revolution, person-
ified in Rubashov, the protagonist, and Ivanov and Gletkin
as hls interrogators:

"Rubashov, now imprisoned and under questioning
in one of the famous Moscow trials, seems clearly to
represent the Communsit of Time Past. Ivanov, his
first interlocutor, is a transitional figure, the Com-
munist of, shall we say, Readjustment. And then the
admirably inhuman Gletkin, first Ivanov's assistant
and then his successor, holds the stage triumphantly
as the Communist of the Present." (7)

It might also be accurate to describe Gletkin as the Commun-
ist man of the future.
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trusted not to betray everything he has lived for by some
foolish aberration in public. Between his arrest and the
public trial, the very heart of the novel, Rubashov's great
task in the interrogations is "to work his thoughts to a
conclusion, to come to terms with the past and future."3ou
How he works his thoughts to a conclusion within the closed
system of thought that Marxism has structured for him gde-
serves careful scrutiny.

Rubashov is one of the original Bolshevik revolution-
aries who knew Lenin long before the eventual Bolshevik
triumph. But by the 1930s, Lenin is long since dead, and
most of his original followers are either 1n exlle, with
the other heretics, or dead following some sort of public
trial or hidden assassination. To Number One, a euphemism
Koestler reserves for Stalin, Rubashov has become "soft and
sentimental" and is no longer useful for the task at hand,
of putting theory into practice. So he is to be "pushed
out of the movement, into solitude and the outer darkness."305
This is simple enough for Rubashov to accept. He has al-
ways adhered to dictates of his own reason, which are synon-
ymous with those of the Party. He thinks to himself:

The movement was without scruples. . . . Her cause

had many twists and windings; such was the law of her
being. And whosoever could not -follow her crooked

30“Arthur Koestler, Darkness at Noon (New York: The
Macmillan Co., 1941), p. 108.

3051p14., p. 37.
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course was washed on the bank, for such was her law.
The motives of the individual did not matter to her.
« » « The Party knew ogly one crime; to swerve from
the course laid out.30

Hiw own task is to fill in the blanks of this grand
theory and make them amenable to the specifics of the situa-
tion in which he now finds himself. For he has no serious
doubts about the "principle that the end justifies the
means," a principle which remains the only rule of political
ethics:

Anything else 1is just vague chatter and melts away
betweer one's fingers. . . . Whoever is burdened with
power and responsibility finds out on the first occa-
sion that he has to choose [between the opposite poles
of human ethles] ; and he is fatally driven to the

- + .« baslc principle that a collective aim justifies
all means, and not only allows but demands, that the

individual should in every wag be subordinated and
sacrificed to the community.307

If it 1s now Rubashov's turn to make the ultimate
sacrifice, he 1s ready as he has always been.

The Revolution is Truth and Truth is the Revolution
for Rubashov, as it is for any true believer. But something
has obviously gone wrong. What is 1it? Approvingly, Rubashov
concludes, "We have replaced decency by reason.“308 Is that
not what science is all about?--to substitute the ."»cadent

tradition of reason in nature for one of reason in man? 1In

306Ibid., pp. T4-75.

307Ibid., pp. 156-157.

308Ibid., p. 175.
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mulling it all over, Rubashov writes in the notes he is mak-

ing in his cell:

Premises of unimpeachable truth had led to a result
which was completely absurd. . . . Perhaps it was not
suitable for a man to think everything out to its
logical conclusion. . . . Looking back over his past,
it seemed to him now that for forty years he had been
running amuck-~the running amuck of pure reason. Per-
haps it did not suit man to be completely freed from
old bonds . . . and to be Sglowed to tear along
straight toward the goal.3

The failure of the revolution, if indeed it is a fallure,
lies somewhere 1in a defect of reason.

As Rubashov contemplates his personal dilemma within
the context of the Marxian Revolutionary Idea, he knows from
the beginning, in his own mind, that he can never renounce
the movement. By baslcally accepting the Marxian paradigm,
Rubashov has already committed himself to a logic and philo-
sophy of history which the Party claims to represent legiti-
mately. "The horror which No. 1 emanated, above all consist-
ed of the possibility that he was in the right, and that all
those whom he killed had to admit, even with a bullet in
the back of theilr necks, that he conceivably might be in

n310 There is no certalnty outside the Party.

the right.
Thls means that his own personal motivations are of no con-
sequence whatever. The greatest fear 1is of'the sheer noth-

ingness that exists outslide the revolutionary movement.

3091p14., pp. 258-259.
310Ibid., pp. 14-15,
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Number One could never dream up a horror that would make
that vacuum preferable to his cause, no matter how it might
look to unfortunate outsiders. Rubashov mulls over in his
mind, repeatedly:
And what if, after all, No. 1 were in the right? If
here, 1n dirt and blood and lies, after all and in
spite of everything, the grandiose foundations of the
future were being laid? Had not history always been an

inhumane, unscrupulogs builder, mixing its mortar of
lies, blood and mud? 11

Manipulation by the Party of the Marxist symbol of
the future is probably the strongest pull on the mind of
Rubashov. He is caught in a tangled web of historical de-
terminism informed by reason run wild. It 1s reason with-
out "ethical ballast," and therefore is not properly reason
at all. Reason in the hands of the Party is the enemy of
any and all forms of subjectivism, and good intentions are
of no consequence:

He who 1s in the wrong must pay; he who is in the
right will be absolved. . . . We have learnt history
more thoroughly than the others. We differ from the
others in our logical consistency . . . we concentrated
all our efforts on preventing error and destroying the
very seeds of it. Never in history has so much power
over the future of humanity been concentrated in so few
hands as in our case. Each wrong idea we followed is
a crime committed against future generations.312

Although everyone in the Party started from the same
point of intellectual departure, the works of Marx, the

only defense against heresy when divergent interpretations

3l11pi4., p. 127.

3121p14., pp. 98-99.
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arise 1s to look to the Party as the official interpreter,.

What 1t says on matters of falth and morals is ex-cathedra.

The justification for confidence in the Party turns out in
the end to be based on the same irrational faith that Party
converts think they have escaped through science.313

Pure reason, without 1limit, 1s an ancient attribtute
of God; whoever would imagine he possesses reason without
limits must, it seems, be mistaken or make his own mind
synonymous somehow with that of God. If a single indivi-
dual's mind cannot be imagined to fit the mold, then "the
people" may be substituted to fulfill the function previous-
ly assigned to God, and some variation of "the volce of the
people is the voice of God" may be a logical influence. For
Rubashov, of course, the Party represents the voice of the
people, and Number One is the voice of the Party.

Languishing in hils cell, Rubashov recalls the time
when his faith in the Party was unshaken. He once criticized

a young Party worker who had likewise questlioned the ultimate

wisdom of the Party in certain programs. His rebuke was

3131p14., p. 100. Stanley Rosen, Nihilism: A Philo-
sophical Essay (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1969),
has observed in this connection:

"When reason cannot speak of its own goodness but
must have recourse to convention, sentiment, or ideocl-
ogy, it strengthens the indictment of reason as evil.
If good and evil are equally unreasonable, then it 1is
impossible to discriminate among the varlous senses
in which reason may be said to be 'beyond good and
evil'. And the result is nihilism." (p. 57)
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harsh, but captured the essence of what the Party stood for.

The Party can never be mistaken. . . . You and I
can make a mistake. Not the Party. The Party, comrade,
1s more than you and I and a thousand others like you
and I. The Party 1s the embodiment of the revolution-
ary ldea in history. History knows no scruples and no
hesitation. Inert and unerring, she flows toward her
goal. At every bend in her course she leaves the mud
which she carries and the corpses of the drowned.
History knows her way. She makes no mistakes. He who
has not absolute fg}ﬁh in History does not belong 1in
the Party's ranks.

The instrument of progress 1s the reason embodied
in the Party. Rational means toward the end of history,
symbolized as a classless soclety, are the exclusive prop-
erty of the Party; whatever it does 1s right and Just, and
whoever opposes it is by definition wrong. The reasoning

of the Party is faultless:

All our principles were right, but our results were
wrong. This 1s a diseased century. We diagnosed the
disease and its causes with microscopic exactness, but
wherever we applied the healing knife a new sore ap-
peared. Our will was hard and pure, we should have been
loved by the people. But they hate us. Why are we so
odious and detested? We brought you the truth, and in
our mouth it sounded a lie. We brought you freedom,
and it looks in our hands like a whip. . . . We brought
you the progige of the future, but our tongue stammered
and barked.

Ivanov, Rubashov's first interrogator, 1s something

31u1b1d., pp. 43-44, Because the vision of an ideal
society on earth 1s dependent upon movement in time, it is
irrevocably linked to a theory of the progress of history.
For an essay on Darkness at Noon in this context, see the
excellent article by Frederick J. Hoffman, "Darkness at Noon:
the Consequences of Secular Grace," The Georgla Review, XIII,
No. 3 (Fall, 1959); see also Voegelin, The New Science of

Polities, passim.

3151p14., p. 58.
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of a transitional figure in the novel. Like Rubashov, he

is one of the original Bolsheviks; he can talk with
Rubashov of shared experiences. Their concept of the Party
1is determined by their devotion to the same noble principles
that attracted them to the movement in the first place. The
appeal Ivanov makes 1s as a comrade to a fellow comrade who
is still a true believer. "The greatest temptation for the

like of us," he says, "1s to renounce violence, to repent,

to make peace with oneself."316

There are two concepts of ethics for Ivanov, and they
are at opposite poles; he has opted for the role of the
commissar rather than the yogi. His challenge to Rubashov
leaves no doubt regarding the stakes of the interrogation--
why a public confession 1s necessary in preference to a
quiet murder. The future of humanity is intimately woven
into the fabric of Rubashov's opposition. He says:

In the o0ld days, temptation was of a carnal nature.
Now it takes the form of pure reason. The values
change. I would 1like to write a passion play in which
God and the Devil dispute for the soul of Saint
Rubashov. After a life of sin he has turned to God--
to a God with the double chin of industrial liberalism
and the charity of Salvation Army soups. Satan, on the
contrary, is thin, ascetic and a fanatical devotee of
logic. He reads Machlavelli, Ignatius of Loyola, Marx,
and Hegel; he 1s cold and unmerciful te mankind, out
of a kind of mathematical mercifulness. He 1s damned
to do that which is always most repugnant to him: ¢to
become the slaughterer, in order to abolish slaughter-
ing, to sacrifice lambs so that no more lambs may be
sacrificed. . . . To strip himself of every scruple

3161p14., p. 152.
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in the name of a higher scrupulousness, and to chal-

lenge the hatred of mankind because_of his love for

it--an abstract and geometric love.
The abrupt disappearance of Ivanov from the narratlive dces
mitigate his influence on Rubashov. The Party has seen fit
to liquidate Ivanov, even before Rubashov, quietly and with-
out the bother of a public trial. His removal, however,
serves only to isolate Rubashov even more from his own
past; 1in effect, he no longer has the physical link with
the past that Ivanov provided.

Gletkin, Ivanov's successor, is a different kind

of person from either Rubashov or Ivanov. He is the "New

Man" that Marx spoke of, the man of the future--perhaps even

Nietzsche's Ubermensch. To Rubashov,

« « « Gletkin was a repellent creature, but he represent-

ed the new generation. . . . That was the generation

which had started to think after the flood. It had

no traditions, and no memories to bind it to the old,

vanished world. It was a generation born without um-

bilical cord. . . . And yet 1t had right on its side,318
This is the generation of the "modern Neanderthalers," who
look at Rubashov and the old Bolsheviks much the same way
the first man must have looked at the monkeys who preceded
him. For the new man, previous generations are less than
human and simply do not count in the new equations. The

morality and ethics of the future are so different from thoss

317Ibid., pp. 149-150. Elsewhere Koestler said,
"The worst of madmen is a saint run wild." In Insight and
Outlook, p. 200; Atkins, p. 186.

3181154, pp. 184-185.
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of the past that no rational communication is possible
between them and what remains of the older, bourgeois mo-
rality. "One can deny one's childhood, but not erase 1it.
. . The Gletkins had nothing to erase; they need not
deny their past, because they had none."319 Gletkin 1is a
product of the political-cultural climate created by the
Rubashovs and the Ivanovs; they can no more remounce
Gletkin for hls hard and cruel behavior than they could
a son for adhering to the traditions of his progenitors.
They have created Gletklin and filled his mind with their
doctrines; to turn back now 1n acknowledgement of thelr own
individuality would be a denlial that the end in fact does
Justify the means. Gletkin is the union of theory and
practice.

When Rubashov finally confesses at the public trial,
it i1s not because Gletkin has triumphed over him, but rather
because he has persuaded himself, through an inner debate
on the necessity of the end Justifying the means, that
Gletkin has right on his side. "For those who have changed
the face of history, there [is] no other duty than to stay
here and be ready," he thinks. Silence will only give com-
fort to the counterrevolutionaries, as will denunciation of

the movement--a reversion to "petty bourgeois morality."320

3191p14., p. 189.
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When Gletkin appeals to his sense of duty as a fellow "com-
rade," Rubashov's last barrier breaks down. He cannot re-
sist rejoining the movement, to fulfill its destiny and
his own, even if it means publiely confessing to crimes
he did not commit against the cause and sacrificing his own
existence to this higher calling. If he regrets anything,
it is only that he will not live to see the new future which,
he still believes, will come to pass--at that time when the
modern Neanderthalers will themselves ultimately give way
to the new species of man. "It will probably be several
generations," he writes in his diary,

. . . before the people manage the new state of affairs,

which they themselves created by the revolution. . . .

Until then, our leaders are obliged to govern as though

in an empty space. . . . Woe to the fool and the aes-

thete who only ask how and not why?321

When Gletkin filnally puts a bullet into Rubashov's

head at the end, it is ironic that the question "why?" is
precisely the point Koestler raises--with a changed mean-
ing. Rubashov would answer, "Because of the future";
Koestler himself is silent because he cannot accept the fu-
ture at that price and cannot himself find an answer ade-
quate at a philosophical level to that of the Rubashovs and
Gletkins. The death of Rubashov 1s greeted.by "a shrug of

eternity,” and the answer to "why?" is only silence.322

3211pid., pp. 169-170.

3227p149., p. 267. See Rosen, pp. 28-55, for a dis-
cussion of the relationship between "silence" in this
context and nihilism.
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The compelling terror of Darkness at Noon lies in

the complete hold which the Party ideology exerclses over
Rubashov's mind. Its manipulation of the symbols of the
meaning of history is total in its comprehensiveness. As
such, 1t 1s fair to say that Rubashov and Gletkin as the
representatives of the Party exist in what might be termed

a symblotic relationship with each other. Rubashov needs

the Party in order to ensure his own salvation in history

and would be lost in a pure nihilism without it. The Party,
in its turn, needs Rubashov's sacrifice as a further confirm-
ation of its own unique place in history.

This relationship of mutual dependence holds true
until the time of the public trial and Rubashov's confes-
sion. At that point, the symbiotlic relationship of Rubashov
to the Party 1s changed to a parasitic relationship precise-
ly because he has fulfilled the particular 1deological need
of the Party. He has voluntarily converted himself into a
historical parasite as an act of his own will, which is
itself the consequence of his debate with himself, Ivanov,
and then Gletkin. The results of this transformation of
dependence are known beforehand by both parties to the dia-
logue, who accept without question the consequent logic im-
plied in the change--the physical destruction of the para-
sitic partner.

From the beginning, Rubashov completely accepts

the authority of the Party to make such a determination;
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his task 1s to rationalize the ends of the Party and him-
self and somehow to make the two synonymous. His acceptance
of the final solution in his own demise is itself proof of
his continuing need for the Party even after he has been

consigned to the scrap-heap of history.

The Elaborate Schizophrenia

After the publication and exceptionally strong

reception accorded Darkness at Noon, Koestler published two

minor novels, Arrival and Departure and Thieves in the light,

neither of which achieved the power, stature, or acceptance
of his earlier works. Their lack of literary as well as
intellectual acceptance was not entirely without Jjustifi-
cation. The general quality was less than that of elther

The Gladiators or Darkness at Noon. However, as 1llustra-

tions in a further exploration of Koestler's presentatlon
of the dilemma of ends and means, the works have merit and
deserve at least a brief discussion. Between them, they
do present some additional insight into Koestler's thought,
and they reveal certain strains in that thought which are

often qulte opposed to one another.

Arrival and Departure 1s the story of Peter, a dis-

illusioned ex-Communist who has somehow managed to survive
the Party bloodletting of the 1930s in spite of having "lost
his faith" in the cause. Literally washed ashore in a

neutral country early in World War II, he 1s the personi-
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fication of the homeless intellectual in twentieth century
Europe. He has lost his faith in the absolute purpose of
the Party, and his personal outlook, bordering on nihilism,
has combined with a desperate and relentless search for
meaning in a 1life that has become purposeless in the ex-
treme. Lilke the Hobbesian man he has become, he is motivat-
ed by avoldance of evil rather than pursuit of good. His
political experience has left him with a feeling of betray-
al, and now he recognizes the world he knows as existing
without a visible trace of moral, political, or ethical
authority. There is no one who can tell him what to do or
what to believe--he must discover unaided any answers that
may exist. Every day has become for him the "Last Judgment,"
but with the peculiar irony that "there [is] no one to tell
him whether he [has] succeeded or failed, and no scale to
measure the value of his deeds."3°3

While recovering in Neutralia (Portugal), Peter is
engaged in an intellectual debate by former Communists, a
Fascist, and a psychlatrist, each in his own way attempting
to return him to "faith" in a certain philosophy of existence.
The Communists still empioy the symbolic workers' paradise
of the future in their arguments with Peter; although
strongly tempted, he rejects their faith because he sees it

as a sham, based on his actual experiences with tﬁe living

e
3 3Arthur Koestler, Arrival and Departure (New York:
The Macmillan Co., 1944), p.”180.
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paradise of Russia. Although Bernard, the Fascist, Justi-
fies a Fascist utopia on the same grounds as the Communists,
that the end justifies the means, Peter can never become

a Fascist--the evil inherent in the Fascist commitment 1is
too obvious.

Although the Party has become evil, Peter's motive
for joining it did not betray a tendency toward evil; rath-
er, he was driven by a passion for Justice without limlta-
tion. It was the perversion of this original purpose that
led to his disillusionment with the reality. Nor does the
psychiatrist, Sonia, offer any answers to the problem of
totalitarianism. Instead, she offers "psychological adjust-
ment" through the scientific revelation that all notions
of meaning and purpose are groundless. On the analyst's
couch, he i1s made to believe that his crusading zeal for
Justice has derived from unconscious guilt. The end of his
method is to make the reality of Hitler acceptable by re-
moving any consideration of the "ought" in ethics.32h
The flaw in value relativism 1s that the result 1s a sort
of philosophical anarchism that results inevitably in nihil-
ism, for "had she not torn out of her garden the true know-
ledge of good and evil? Was not her aim to go back to the
time before the fall, when man and woman were naked and

not ashamed?"32” His reJection of the compelling arguments

3241p14., p. 190.

3251p14., p. 145.
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of modern science come apparently from an unexplainable,
innate sense of right and wrong.

Peter does reject neutrality in the face of Hitler,
but the reason in the final analysis is irrational. There
is no "reason" given for jolning the army in active opposi-
tion at the risk of his 1ife. It is simply the avoidance
of a great and malignant Evil. The closing scene is a
romantic image of Peter parachuting into enemy territory
at night on some unspecified secret mission. The act itself,
of opposing evil, has engendered some moderate renewal of
"faith," as he has written in a letter to hls sweetheart:

I']1l tell you my belief, Odette. I think a new

god is about to be born. . . . Praise to the unborn
god, Odette. Don't try to divine his message or the
form of his cult--this will be after our time. . . .
For we are the last descendants 8f Renaissance--Man,
the end and not the beginning.32

Presumably this new god will not fail as did the o0ld ones.

Thieves in the Night may well be Koestler's least

known and most unsatisfactory novel from almost any per-
spective. Basically, it deals with the birth of Israel

in the creation of settlement villages among hostile Arabs.
The story is confused at most points and seems to lack any
unifying structure other than an attempt to.show that in
some cases the end does justify the means, however dis-
tasteful the means may be. 1In the face of overt danger,

"a race which remains objective when its 1life is at stake

3261p14., p. 188.
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will lose 1t."327T The Jewish settlements face the threat
of physical liquidation by a hostile Arab population equally
intent on preserving what it regards, not unreasonably, as
its own heritage.

Despite a certain sympathy for the position of the
Arabs, Koestler's heart 1s with the Jews; they are not
portrayed, however, without flaws. As a persecuted minor-
ity, the Jews have developed an instinctive will to survive
in the Holy Land that they lacked in Europe. On the Conti-
nent they were intellectuals, businessmen, and professional
people. Their social pattern was that of an upside-down
pyramid; there were no farmers, unskilled workers, or
soldiers in the European communities. But in Palestine, all
of that is reversed. Their very survival depends upon them-
selves, which means that they must assume the burden of
their own defense as well as build a workable society from
the ground up.

In terms of means versus ends as a reference for
political action, what Koestler appears to be saying in

Thieves in the Night is that in practice, on a relatively

small scale, the problem becomes one of ambivalence. In
the case of Israel, the end is not utopla or absolute just-
ice, but simply the creation of a state, much like any

other, in which a relatively homogeneous people will govern

327 prthur Kcestler, Thieves in the Night (New York:
The Macmillan Co., 1946), p. 157.
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themselves. To this extent, the forceful, often unscrupu-
lous means used to take over territory seem moderately justi-
fiable. The end here is just, in a context of limited Just-
ice, but the political ethics behind the action is "but an
elaborate form of schizophrenia."328 The dualism between
ends and means seems unbridgeable, and whoever would act

with the foreknowledge that his actlions inevitably will

cause some injustice to someone becomes a consclious neurot-

ic. There is no way out.

The Age of Longing

Koestler's final novel, The Age of Lonpging, marks

an end to his active concern with the problem of revolution-
ary ethics and the dilemma of ends and means. As such, it
may be said to represent his final thoughts on the subject
and, in addition, to answer some critical objections to his

earlier works. As a novel, The Age of Longing does not com-

pare dramatically with Koestler's first novels, nor does it
convey the sense of urgency found in them. However, it does
represent a controlled treatment of the human condition in

a revolutionary situation far better than do Arrival and

Departure or Thieves in the Night. The ideological posi-

tions of the several characters are more varied, subtle, and
believable than in either of the two works that immediately

precede it. Further, as an answer to many of his critics

3281p14., p. 276.
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for whom the Communist god had not yet failed, his polem-
ical exchange with Communist critics in this novel 1s no
less important than the revolutionary setting itself.

As with virtually all of Koestler's novels, The Age

of Longing is not held together by the story, which is sec-

ondary, but by the highly politicized conversations between
various characters. The setting 1s Paris sometime in the
late 1950s. In the background 1s the ever-present strength
of the Soviet Unlon continually threatening to engulf what
remains of a weak, sterile European civilization, which is
reduced now to the endless chatter of coffee houses and
meaningless debates between academicians. Governments appear
impotent or deliberately blind to the consequences of their
polities, intent on a "peace at any price" policy of appease-
ment toward the USSR. To those few persons who correctly
perceive the true danger, such as Jullen and a few other
ex-Communists, the situation 1s one of utter frustration and
helplessness before impending disaster.

Julien has much in common with Koestler personally,
and on the surface at least he appears to be a partially
autobiographical figure in terms of political philosophy.

Like Peter in Arrival and Departure, he is motivated to avoid

evil rather than to pursue good. He has lost his faith in
"the Good," except as the simple absence of Evil, but he
has found nothing to replace the former object of his need

to believe. 1In his confrontation with the dynamic
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revolutionary visions of the Communist Fedya, he can only
respond in anguish, "I have no program to offer."329

Fedya 1s a true believer, confidently and eagerly
awaiting the "Great Change" that Communism at a single
stroke will bring to an imperfect world. Koestler's char-
acterization of Fedya gives substance to the author's idea
that psychological superiority is on the side of those who
fight for any form of change rather than those who, like
Julien, resist it. Unlike Julien, who is tormented by
doubt and disbellef, Fedya knows no ideological turmoil.
A model product of the Communist state, he sees man as the
state writ small and behaves accordingly: change the state
and you will change mankind. It 1is Julien's great mis-
fortune that his opposition to Fedya, a representative of
a revolutionary ethic he desplises, stems from a love-hate
relationship. Julien, too, accepts the idea that a change
of the state will result in a changed man; it 1s simply
that the price Fedya asks is too high.

Contemplation of the consequences of his actions
serves to paralyze Julien's will to act. He has ruled out
certain means of defeating Fedya which Fedya 1s willing to

use in defeating him. Consequently, Jullen considers his

arguments to be those of defense against the superior,

329rthur Koestler, The Age of I.onging (New York:
The Macmillan Co., 1951), p. 354.
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offensive strength of active Evil.

A parallel 1is drawn here to the vulnerability of the
West, brought about through trust in arms against the revo-
lutionary's trust in words.33o The idea of the future is
the ultimate power symbol in the arsenal of revolutlonarles--
whoever has control over its manipulation has might, 1f not
right, on his side. The thoughts of men and the acts they
inspire continually move like pendulums between the sig-
nificant and the trivial; flashes of tragic insight have
inspired men, saints and revolutionaries, to remake hilstory.
But the trivial can be the work of the Devil, able to undo
the work of saints.331 Both Julien and Fedya have been in-
spired by the same "tragic insight"; only Julien under-
stands the full effect of his actions in practice. 1In ef-
fect, contemplation becomes defeatist propaganda. There
must be a way, he thinks, to weld thought and action to-
gether morally.332 An integral part of his political frus-
tration is his 1inability ever to discover a unity of theory
and practice that meets the criteria of morality and justice
on the one hand, and practical effectiveness on the other.

Julien dlagnoses the internal decay of Europe in the

face of an external threat by Russia as the result of a loss

3301p14., p. 113.
3311p14., pp. 307-308.
3321p1d., pp. 138-143.



194

of faith in God. He says, "The reason why Europe 1s going
to the dogs is of course that it has accepted the finality
of personal death. By thils act of abdication we have sev-
ered our relations with the infinite, isolated ourselves
from the universe, or if you like, from God." This 1in 1its
turn has led, not just in the totalitarian state but 1n
any state, to the worship of false gods, to the new Baal,
a reified "Society." The consequence of this act of will
has been the deification of society. "We no longer aspire
toward goodness and charity: we aspire toward 'social in-

tegration'."333

It is in the nature of a definition of "society"
that "economics" is involved--what Julilen calls a "cult of
logistics"--and "expediency," which academicians refer to
under the euphemism of "decision making." There 1is a loss
of knowledge of the Good. Why, then, persist in the neu-
rosis? Julien muses, "When one has acquired a perversion,
one always desplses the normal. "334

Koestler is especlally harsh toward those intel-
lectuals who still believe in the future that will inevitably
follow the "Great Change"; such persons live in a closed
system of thought, usually an ivory tower of some sort. At

a rally of sympathetic supporters of the Soviet Union,

3331p14., p. 136.
3341p14., p. 90.
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Julien remarks about one of the speakers (who bears a strik-
ing resemblance to Jean-Paul Sartre), "He is a Professor of
Phllosophy. He can prove everything he believes, and he
believes everything he can prove."335 He has a faith, but
it 1s the most peurile kind-~faith in his own intellect to
solve the riddles and insoluble dilemmas of his own existencs
and of the human condition as well. It 1s the sort of faith
that Koestler finds beneath contempt.

When Hydie, Fedya's American lover and an ex-Catholic,
asks whether it 1is not better to believe in a mirage than
to believe in nothing, Julien answers, "No," because mirages
lead people astray.336 But he is not able to say for cer-
tain what a mirage is or why 1t is in error. His reason is
ineffective against irrational faith, and he himself, there-
fore, must rely on irrational reasons for opposing Fedya.
The "Great Change" bellevers have the future on their
side, whereas Julien can appeal only to the polluted past
and an imperfect present.

It is significant that Hydle, the closest thing to

a heroine in The Age of Longing, 1is herself an ex-believer.

Her fall from faith, however, is from religion and Catholic-
ism rather than from the Party. She was attracted origin-

ally to Fedya and his faith in the future because he seemed

335Ibid., p. 81; Arrow in the Blue, p. 288.

3361p14., p. 91.
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more "real" than those others who lacked such faith. He pro-
vided the necessary substance to fill the vold she experienced
most painfully--the loss of her own falth. Her association
with Jullien and the few others who correctly assess the
situation leads Hydie to the sudden realization of the ter-
ror that Fedya represents in his role as an instrument of a
revolutionary ideology which has subordinated means to an
end. It is precisely because he is more "real" that he must
be fought, because the evil in his actions is also real and
takes form in him.

But to save someone from drowning you must know
how to swim yourself. To save Europe it would seem that a
viable substitute for Fedya and revolution must exist. But
Koestler offers none. Hydie Jjoins Julien in the end as they
prepare to return to the underground to fight the Russian
invasion as others had done before against Hitler. The revo-
lution is an evil to be fought, as was the earlier Third
Reich, but with less specific reason. It simply has to be

done-~-an act of faith 1itself.

Chemistry and Salvation

In his first novel, The Gladiators,-one of Koestler's

>

characters decried his condition with the anguished statement
of what seemed to him to be incontrovertible fact:

God created the world in five days, and He was 1n
too much of a hurry. Many things went wrong in all this
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hufry, and when He arrived at the making of man, on
the sixth day, He was irritable and tired perhaps.337

Almost thirty years later, the author repeated the theme
in a work which was written to appeal to the scientific-
academic community rather than to a philosophical, or 1lit-
erary-academic readership:

I would prefer to set my hopes on moral persuasion

by word and example. But we are a mentally sick race,

and as such deaf to persuasion. . . . Nggure has let

us down . . . and time is running out .3

Between these two statements lie thirty years of

thought and reflected experience with the problem of the
human condition. This notion that somewhere in the process
of evolution something has gone wrong with the human species

1s one of th. themes appearing consistently in Koestler's

work, from The Gladiators through the most recent. Nature,

he observes, has made mistakes before: witness the dino-
saur. But the defect in man, an apparently predisposing
instinet toward self-destruction, is, without doubt, Nature's
greatest error.

Koestler's dlagnosis of this most important defect
in human nature has not changed noticeably since he first

began writing. What has changed 1is his interpretation of

337Koest1er, The Gladiators, p. 163.

338Arthur Koestler, The Ghost in the Machine (London:
Hutchinson & Co., Ltd., 1969), pp. 338-339; see also Arthur
Koestler, The Act of Creation (London: Hutchinson & Co.,
Ltd., 1964}, for a complementary work on the same general
theme.
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the dilemma of ends and means in human experience, manifested
in an ever-increasing anxiety that appears in hls reflections
on the ultimate solution to the dilemma in society. Perhaps
signs of concern indeed were perceptible in his early writ-
ing; but 1t 1s a fact that in his most recent work he is
prepared to explore the psychological nature of man in an
effort to improve the human condition through scientific
discovery.

He notes that we cannot expect to witness in the
foreseeable future what he regards as the rising of neces-
sary changes in human nature by way of evolutionary mutation.
Biological evolution ceased after the Cro-Magnon epoch, and
current or future change must be induced by artificial
means.339 Objections no doubt will arise in some quarters,
but these are based on prejudices which must be overcome by

340

education. Koestler writes:

I do not think that the 1dea of a cure for homo

sapiens 1s utopian. It is not inspired by sclence fic-
tion, but based on a realistic assessment of recent

advances in several convergent branches of the life
sclences. . . . We can only hope to survive as a specles
by developiﬂ% techniques which supplant biological
evolution.3

Our age is unique, Koestler says, both in terms of the

quantitative increase in population, which only exacerbates

33%1p14., pp. 326-327.

3401p14d., pp. 327-328.

3811p14., p. 327.
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ancient problems, and in the qualitative changes in our
scientific ability to cope with them. "“No generation of
man ever before has witnessed in its lifetime such chz—mges."s‘u2
He says repeatedly that because evolution has failed badly,
we must apply our reason, that 1s, science, to correct 1it.
It should be noted that Koestler, in his further-
ance of the use of reason in science, is not referring to
a scientifically oriented value relativism. On the con-
trary, he pictures the application of science in extracting
men from the limitations of the human condition as the in-
sertion of very specific values in the scientiflc ethos.
The behavioral purge of words such as "purpose, sensation,
image, good," and so on, from the vocabulary of a new and
emasculated conception of "science" predates the ideologic-
al purges of totalitarian politics;3u3 and, in fact,
Koestler has noted the existence of a link between these
two phenomena. Regardless of the merits of the proposed
solution, it is not an offspring of "value relativism" as
the term is commonly used. Koestler 1s opposed to the
"chemical" solution put forth by Huxley and others, and

sees hils alternative as qualitatively different.

Koestler proposes the introduction of pharmacologlcal

3u21bid., p. 320; see also Arthur Koestler, "Evo-
lution and Revolution in the History of Science," Encounter,
XXV, No. 6 (December, 1965), 38.

3u3Arthur Koestler, The Ghost in the Machine, pp. 5-9.
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pills that will create in the individual "a state of dynamic
equilibrium in which thought and emotion are reunited and
hierarchic order 1is restored."3“u The pills will not be
forced upon anyone, but their beneficent results will be

so obviously desirable that everyone will soon want to par-
take of them.3u5 An equilibrium between thought and emotion
is expected to nullify the defect of aggression which must
be regarded as the principal evil to be avolded.

The idea of a "good" to be followed in this scheme
is less important than the "evil" to be shunned. Koestler
has said:

Aggression may not be beyond our reach to correct.

« « « Any condition that can be expressed in psychologic-
al terms should be accessible to physiologlical remedies.
I don't think it is Utoplan at all to hope that out of

our laboratoriﬁg will come a breakthrough in neuropsycho-
pharmacology.3

For Koestler, the continuation of soclety without conflict
is the highest ambition of man. The negation of this evil
i1s a kind of inverse good in itself.

The ldea of the absolute value of nonaggression is

34%1p14., p. 336.

3451p14., pp. 337-338.

3ubArthur Koestler, "A Conversation with Arthur
Koestler," Psychology Today, IV, No. 1 (January, 1970), 84,
The utility of psychological integration through chemlstry,
or any other means, appears to be at odds with Koestler's
prior critique of psychology, in Arrival and Departure, on
precisely this point. 1In the novel, Koestler had criticized
Sonia for her attempts as a psychologist to persuade Peter
to "adjust" to the world as it is through essentially the
same integration of "thought and emotion."
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accepted by Koestler as a result that follows, he belleves,
from his concept of purpose in the act of creation. The
difficulty with the modern world 1s that the hlerarchical
ordering of life 1n society has collapsed; the pills he

has described will reestablish this essential requirement.
He begins with the observation that "wherever there is life,
it must be hierarchically or'garlize:-d.“:sl'7 From this point
of departure, he notes that "the first universal character-
istic of hierarchies is the relativity, and indeed ambiguity
of the terms 'part' and 'whole' when applied to any of the

subassemblies.“%8

The hierarchical construction of 1life in soclety
gives Koestler's later work an implied teleology and con-
ception of the future which is more ambltiously explored
than in his novels, even though the concept remains some-
what confused or contradictory.3"9 An essential character-
istic of hierarchies 1s the fact that controls at the higher
level meet their own "demands" and determine in part the

"demands" to be met by processes at the lower 1eve1.350

347Koest1er, Ghost in the Machine, p. U7.

3uBIbid., pp. U47-48. Koestler seems not to have no-
ticed or to have become aware of the fact that in his discus-
sion of hierarchies 1in the organization of soclety, he is
following in the ancient footsteps of Aristotle and Thomas
Aquinas, for example.

3“9Arthur Koestler, Act of Creation, passim.

3501bid., pp. 287-288; Carl R. Hausman, "Understandir:
and the Act of Creation,'" Review of Metaphysics, XX, No. 1
(September, 1966), 109, in an essay review of The Act of
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Koestler's implied teleology 1s to be found in this discus-
sion of the concept of levels of understanding. Each stage
of this understanding is like a component which at least par-
tially satisfies the demand for intelligibility by virtue of
a whole to which it belongs. The construction of hierarchies
terminates ideally in one all-embracing law.351 Koestler
proposes this all-embracling law to avoid a mechanistlic or
deterministic view of the process of creation, but he does
not wholly succeed. The apex of his hierarchy stops short

of the highest Good, or the notion of God. Although Koestler
notes the idea of God in passing, he does not make Him an
integral part of creation itself; the creation that concerns
him 1s human creation as a process of discovery. As a re-
sult, Koestler's concept of creation 1is oriented toward man,
and 1s centered exclusively on man and his role in the

process.

Because the demands of the higher direct the needs

Creation, adds to Koestler's reasoning the idea that "inso-

far as the component 1s explained by the whole upon which

it depends, the explanatory scheme includes ends or results

that make the dependent thing intelligible." Koestler never
makes this important poilnt.

351Hausman puts it this way:

"If a process develops by realizing or actualizing
what is potential, it develops toward a purpose or end.
In changing according to that which is latent, it 1is
given its way of change and its terminus by that which
would be actual in the future if the change reached
completion. 1In short, potentiality implies a final
cause."”" (107)
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of the lower, 1t follows that the highest attribute of man
must be reason. It 1s through the use of reason éhat we

are able to comprehend the defect in man and the breakdown
of the evolutionary process. Given that this is the case,
the rational course of action is to make perfect or at least
to improve "man," the tragically defective creature that
Nature has created.

From this, Koestler makes the leap of falth into
a sclence, discovered by man in the act of creation, that is
capable of solving the problem of human aggression, that is,
the universal human failing that is a product of man's own
will. In Koestler's hierarchical order, man stands at the
apex and saves himself through the chemlical engineering of
modern sclence. The purpose of the pllls 1s to ensure the
affirmation of the values man creates through his own high-
est level of understanding.

Several aspects of Koestler's prescriptions for sal-
vation through chemistry need to be observed in their con-
trast to his earlier work. First of all, it may be said
fairly that Koestler still is looking for the "Great Change"
which, at a single stroke, will solve the problem of the
human condition as a dilemma of ends and meéns. The great-
est difference, however, is that whereas he rejected the
Communist Revolutionary myth--that of changing man by chang-
ing society, he subsequently has chosen to change soclety

through changing radically the nature of man. In lieu of
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faith in the Party, or in God, Koestler has embraced faith
in Science, although Science is now infused with values
created by man's own ingenulty. Science is a new god, per-
haps one that will not fail this time.352

It has been argued plausibly elsewhere that the "dyn-
amic equilibrium" between thought and emotion which Koestler
has argued for has a bullt-in blas against change in the
existing structure of society.353 If this 1s an accurate
assessment of the implications of Koestler's pills, then
an ironic conclusion may be drawn: that Koestler, after hav-
ing abandoned the ethics of Communist Revolution because of
a conflict of ends and means, has once again become a revo-
lutionary, but this time with the aim of preventing revolu-
tion! Through a revolutionary change in men, revolutionary
change in society will no longer be necessary. Second, it
ought to be observed that Koestler's emphasis on the desir-
ability of social harmony for its own sake 1s a theme that
George Orwell noted shortly after Koestler's first novels
appeared. In a remarkably penetrating essay, Orwell de-
scribed the basis of Koestler's thought as a hedonism "which

leads him to think of the Earthly Paradise as desirable.

352ppthur N. Gilbert, "Pills and the Perfectibility
of Man," The Virginia Quarterly Review, XLV, No. 2 (Spring,
1969), 323. In commenting on Koestler's pills, Gilbert ob-
serves, "Nowadays we seek salvation on this earth and ideal
pillls are merely a reflection of that fact."

3531b1d., p. 326.



205

Perhaps, however, whether desirable or not, it 1sn't pos-
sible."3%% 1f Orwell 1s correct, that hedonism directs a
great deal of Koestler's thought, it may be that the idea of
pills as a solution for what ails mankind is not so far re-

moved in spirit from the substance of his earliest thought.

Ends and Means Reconsidered

The impact of Koestler's commentary on revolutionary
ethics and the dilemma of ends and means is understood bet-
ter, perhaps, when 1t 1s contrasted specifically with the
furious responses his work provoked. The real nature of
the issues involved and the systematic structure of revolu-
tionary thought which Koestler described so forcefully in

Darkness at Noon were brought into sharper relief by many

of his critics.355 The frankness of many of the attacks 1s
in itself revealing, but the criticisms also serve to indi-
cate that his creations of Ivanov, Gletkin, and Rubashov are

not solely figments of his imagination. The revolutionary

35”George Orwell, Critical Essays (London: Secker
and Warburg, 1946), p. 141. Orwell went on to point out
that what Koestler falled to see in his works is that al-
though "all revolutions are failures, they are not all the
same failures."

355Simone de Beauvoir, The Mandarins (New York: The
World Publishing Co., 1956), an example of an interesting, if
highly unreliable portrayal of actual events, 1s a novel that
purports to deal with a series of real dialogues and con-
versations among Koestler (Sacriassine), Sartre (Debreuilh),
and Camus (Person) over the meaning of the Moscow trials.
In Beauvoir's novel, Camus reverses his attitudes toward
Communism and begins to oppose the Communist political doc-
trine as a direct result of Koestler's revelations.




206

philosophy expounded by both Gletkin and Rubashov as arche-
types was echoed repeatedly by Koestler's harshest critics.
They deserve at least a brief mentlon, not necessarily for
their own sake, but as an extended commentary on Koestler's
elaboration of the problem of ends and means. How far,
after all, can people be prepared to strive toward revolu-
tionary goals?

John Strabhey, an English Marxist, was perhaps as
mild in emotional response as any of Koestler's critics

when he termed the effects of Darkness at Noon as “reaction-

ary." Strachey did not deny, and even admitted, that every-
thing Koestler sald was true about Stalin's regime; however,
he added that it never should have been committed to print,
where the susceptible public could ponder its implications.
Shortly before his death Strachey wrote:

This was the first book to begin to reveal the far
reaching consequences upon the mind and spirit of the
West of the rejection of Communism. It revealed that
Communism could not be rejected without re-emphasizing
Just those aspects of life which had been least em-
phasized and not only by Communism. And that might
mean calling into question the whole rationalist tradi-
tion. The values which the book began to_preach were
subversive of much more than Communism.356

Strachey is certain that he represents the ration-

alist tradition that he correctly identifies Marxism as a

356John Strachey, The Strangled Cry (London: Bodley
Head, 1962), p. 14. Koestler replied to Strachey's rational-
ism with the observation that he "identifies 'reason' with
the materialistic and mechanistic philosophies of the last
century. Now these, of course, are as dead as mutton." 1In
Drinkers of Infinity, p. 285.
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part of.357 Rejection for him means reversion to the bar-
baric Middle Ages and to metaphysicai speculation. In effec:,
it 1s antiscientific and hence by definition irrational.

By far the most bitter attacks on Koestler in lest-
ern Europe have come from France. Roger Garaudy, a merter
of the French Communist Party, and Maurice Merleau-Ponty,
a Party sympathizer and Marxist-oriented philosopher during
the 1930s and 19‘403,358 can be singled out as particularly
virulent--and comprehensive--crifics. Garaudy descrites

Darkness at Noon as "that detectlive story with a metaphys-

ical plot." His criticism begins with the premise that
"the problem is abstract, that is, false."359 He sees cor-
rectly that the ultimate aim of Koestler 1s the destruction
of the Soviet Union, which Garaudy equates with the true
democracy. To accept Koestler's philosophy of ends and

means "robs us of the virile and positive joy of adherence

357Michae1 Oakeshott, in his essay on rationalism,
has remarked that the two general characteristics of ration-
alism are the politics of perfection and the politics of uni-
formity. The former predisposes the rationalist toward
utopias and the latter toward a stultifying totalitarian-
ism. "Political activity 1is recognized as the imposition
of a uniform condition of perfection upon human conduct."
In Michael Oakeshott, Rationalism in Politics and Other
Essays (New York: Basic Books Publishing Co., 1962), rro.

-6. This would appear to characterize Strachey quite well.

3581n later years, Merleau-Ponty retreated somswhat
from his earlier uncritical acceptance of the Communist
Party; however, he never renounced it completely and re-
mained pro-Marxist to hls death.

,3596araudy, p. 50.
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and creation."36o Koestler 1s a reactlonary to the Marxist
way of thinking, because he questions the proposition that
the end will justify any means. He 1is decadent and irra-
tional because the Party alone 1s the embodiment of the
idea of History. The revolution has begun, and there can
be no turning back or shrinking from the costs 1ts success
entalls. Garaudy offers an able defense of Stalin and
Gletkin in his criticism.

The most sophisticated attack on Koestler and de-
fense of the implications of the Moscow trials, however,
comes from the brilliant pen of Maurice Merleau-Ponty. Only
two categories of men exist in hils world view: reactionaries
and revolutionaries; Koestler 1s one of the former and
Merleau-Ponty is one of the latter. As a revolutionary, he

freely accepts the

« « . common assumption of all revolutionaries . . . that
the contingency of the future and the role of human

3601bid., p. 55. Leon Trotsky made a similar observa-
tion some twenty-seven years before Garaudy on the necessity
of the end's justifying the means and on the rationale of
Party terror. There is a difference, he wrote,

", . . between the White Terror and the Red . . . which
in the eyes of a Marxist is of decisive significance.

The White Terror is the weapon of the historically reac-
tionary class. . . . The Red Terror 1is a weapon utilized
against a class, doomed to destruction, which does not
wish to perish. The White Terror can only retard the
historical rise of the proletariat. The Red Terror hast-
ens the destruction of the bourgeois. . . . One must be

blind not to see this, or a swindler to deny it."

In Leon Trotsky, The Defense of Terrorism (London: George
Allen & Unwin, 1921), pp. 60-61. This rationale for a de-
fense of terrorism is echoed also by Merleau-Ponty.
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decisions in history make political divergences inegu-
cible and cunning, decelt and violence inevitable.361

It is a "necessity" in the purest and strictest sense of
the term that there be no deviatlion in constructing the fu-
ture in terms of the revolutionary vision. "The present
and the future," he wrote, "are not the object of science

but of construction or action. . . . The future is only

probable but it i1s not an empty 2zone in which we can con-

n362 As such, Merleau-Ponty

struct gratuitous projects.
rejects out of hand Koestler's ldea that the Party ideology
has led to some of the greatest crimes in history. He ex-
plains that "a revolution does not define crimes according
to the established law but in accordance with the law of
society it wishes to create."363 In other words, the only
valid criticism of Gletkin would depend on whether or not
the public trial and execution of Rubashov advances or re-
tards the future society the Party 1s creating. Because
the Party by its actions has decreed that Rubashov has be-
come a parasite to the cause and can return to the good
graces of the Party only by accepting its terms of his own

death, the case cannot be debated seriously except by a

reactionary.

361Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Humanism and Terror: An
Essay on the Communist Problem (Boston: Beacon Press, 1969;
First French edition, 1947), p. 96.

3621p14., pp. 94-95.
3631p1d., p. xxxii.
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To Merleau-Ponty, the fatal flaw in Koestler's work,

particularly in Darkness at Noon, is his rejection of the

Marxist distinction between subjective and objective con-
siousness. "Gletkin," Merleau-Ponty wrote,

. » o+ 8Stands for humanity conscious of its own material
roots; he is the realization of what Rubashov had al-
ways spoken. . . . Once humanism (Gletkin) attempts to
fulfill itself with any consistency, 1t becomes tgﬁns-
formed into its opposite, namely, into violence.3

Institutionalized humanism, that is, revolutionary govern-
ment, 1s the embodiment of an objective consciousness but
not the perfected consciousness of the future; hence, the

love of mankind will appear, to the outsider, as irrational.

He went on to say:

The trials remain on a subjective level . . . be-
cause they bear upon facts still open toward the future,
which consequently are not yet univocal and only defin-
itively criminal in character when they are viewed fgom
the perspective on the future held by men in power.3 5

By definition, this excludes both Rubashov and Koestler.

The Moscow trials only make sense between revolution-
aries, that is to say between men who are convinced
that they are making history ang who consequently al-
ready see the present as past.306

36uIbid., pp. 11, 13.

3651p14., p. 27.

3661p14., p. 29.

"The Moscow trials are . . . but a phase in the po-
litical struggle and an expression of the violence in
history . . . and they necessarily had an arbitrary look.
It 1s always that way. . . . Since, in respect to the
future, we have no other criterion than probability,
the difference between a greater or lesser probability
suffices as the basis of political decision." (pp. 30-31)
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What Koestler has done in his work has been to gilve
meaning to words which Merleau-Ponty rejects out of hand as
subversive to the objectlive reality of Communism. To give
meaning to words is to introduce the subjective element in-
to a rational analysis of history. In his criticism,
Merleau-~-Ponty points this out:

Honor, dishonor, sincerity, falsehood--such words have
no meaning for the man of history. There is only ob-
jective treason and objective merit. The traitor 1s
he who in fact deserts the country of the Revolution
as it stands, its leadership and its institutions.

All the rest is psychology.367

As Merleau-Ponty describes Koestler's fallings,
Koestler's inability to accept the "objectivity" of Gletkin's
actlons springs from his fundamental bourgeois liberalism,
which is in direct contrast to revolutionary ethics. Koestler
is an unrellable guide to a discussion of violence because
"all discussion from a liberal perspective misses the prob-
lem since 1t professes to be relevant to a country which
has made and intends to continue a revolution whereas 1lib-
eralism excludes the revolutionary hypothesis."368

Bourgeols liberalism cannot stand in judgment of
,the acts of revolutionaries because it i1s the product of a
decadent and historically doomed class. The source of the

violence is not to be found in the actual perpetrators of

terror, the Gletkins or Stalin or the Party; rather, the

367
368

Ibid., p. 4.

Ibid., p. xvii.
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cause lies in the reactionaries who refuse to accept the
historical place of the proletariat in society, that is,

of course, liberals such as Koestler. The violence, however,
will "be transcended in the violent creation of a new or-
der."369 In the choice between Burke's "rights of men"

and Paine's "rights of Man," Merleau-Ponty accuses Koestler
of holding to the former, while he, in the name of a higher
truth, has embraced the latter. This may mean that certain
men will havé to be sacrificed for the sake of mankind, be-
cause "either one wants to make a revolution, in which case
one has to handle what it involves, or else one seeks at
every moment to treat every man as if he were an end in him-
self."370 A characteristic of bourgeois liberalism is the
treatment of "man as if he were an end in himself."

A future reilgn of humanism requires terror in the
present; to the outsider who cannot understand this, the
future is opaque and can be but a nightmare. This 1s what
Merleau-Ponty views as the future for Koestler--a nightmare.

Although Merleau-Ponty concedes that the future is
not "clearly defined in any sort of programmatic way," there
can be no doubt that it will be radically different from the

present. Furthermore, 1t will be rational "because it 1s

the extrapolation and conclusion of the logic of the

3691p14., p. 35.
3701p14., p. 85.
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present."371 Knowledge of the future can be reconciled only
with probability from absolute knowledge at the end of His-

tory. According to Merleau-Ponty,

+ + « The dictatorship of the truth willl always be the
dictatorship of a group, and to those who do not share
it, it will appear purely arbitrary. A revolution, even
when founded on a philosophy of history, 1s a forced
revolution and it 1s violence; correlatively, opposi-
tion_in the name of humanism, can be counterrevolution-

ary.372
Thus, the end will always justify the means for the true
revolutionary, because the end will always be the rational
reconstruction of a second reality out of his individual
will.

Clearly, the various criticisms of Koestler are of
uneven caliber, reflecting various levels of understanding
regarding what he 1s all about. The most comprehensive
of these have been given above. It 1s one measure of the
force and power with which Koestler presents the revolution-
ary dilemma of ends and means that the response to him has
been what it is. It would not stretch the imagination to
say that the frankness of the ideological criticism from
Marxists 1s the highest tribute that can be paid. If
Koestler had not touched a raw nerve among his critics,
their commentary would no doubt have been far less bitter.

In addition, the boldness of the critics in making explicit

3M1p14., p. 36.
3721p14., pp. 92-93.
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what all too often has been merely implicit in their thought
may eventually be as valuable in the refutation of Marxism

as anything Koestler has written himself.

Epilogue

No doubt there is a difference between the Koestler

of Darkness at Noon and the later Koestler, after the publi-

cation of his memoirs. But 1t would be easy to focus on
superficlial differences and miss the underlying continuity
of his thoughts, attitudes, and bellefs. Both the older and
the younger Koestler are essentially pessimists, but the
mature author calls himself an "optimistic pessimist," if
such a thing exists. Translated into some sort of social
philosophy, what this seems to mean 1s that although he
no longer believes in the perfectibility of men, he does
believe in the perfectibility of society. Exactly how im-
perfect men are going to build this heaven on earth through
modern chemistry simply pushes the 0ld question of ends and
means back one level to who is going to adminiéter the pills;
wisely, however, Koestler avoids another discussion of ends
and means in this context. Unable to solve the eternal prob-
lem earlier, there 1s no reason to believe that he would
be any more successful now.

In essence, I would have to argue that there is less
difference between Koestler in later life, as opposed to his

days in the Party, than might at first seem to be the case.
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He still seems to belleve that the future will be different,
except that now there 1is a note of desperation, because the
future is not ensured by the laws of history but must be
the fruit of these imperfect men in whom he has so little
trust. What probably has always been a latent nihilism in
his Marxism surfaces here to some extent, and the prospects
of a future as chaotic as the past seem to offer positive
proof of the meaninglessness of the whole course of human
development. If there 1is no "pot of gold" at the end of
the rainbow, no heaven on earth, what can it all mean?
Having long ago disposed of the idea of a morality
of existence external to men's will, Koestler seems to have
spent his later years 1in search of a god that will not fail.
But it 1is still to be a god created out of the egotism of
men's own will: a projection into the future of existence
of a pattern that is radically altered from the "givenness"
of things. To this extent at least, Koestler remains a
rebel 1n the sense that Albert Camus has used the word;
he 1s the enemy of things as they are, of the givenness of

the most fundamental aspects of the human condition.



CHAPTER IV
IGNAZIO SILONE: PRIMITIVE CHRISTIAN REBEL

"The people who are born in this district are really
out of luck," a doctor in a village near Silone's boyhood
home is known to have said. "There's no halfway house
here; you've either got to rebel or become an accomplice."373
What he meant, of course, was the choice between rebellion
against the local government, the land owne¢rs, and the
state, or the joining of forces with this establishment.
Silone chose to rebel. To his mind, all other
avenues were effectively closed. "According to circum-

stances," he wrote,

. « « rebellion can lead to the foreign legion, to
simple delinquency, to the art of the cinema, or e-
qually to a monestary or to political extremism. What
defined our rebellion was the choice of comBanions.
Outside the Church there were the cafoni.37

Silone described his rebellion as a combination of

hatred and love: hatred for things as they are and love

373Crossman, p. 96; "Ignazio Silone" is the pen
name of Secondino Tranquilli.

374 1gnazio Silone, quoted in R. W. B. Lewis, "Fiction
and Power: Some Notes on Ignazio Silone," The Kenyon Review,
XVII, No. 1 (Winter, 1955), 34~35. The cafoni are the peas-
ants of Italy; see also Iris Oriso, "Ignazio Silone: A
ggudy in Integrity," Atlantic, CCXIX, No. 3 (March, 1967),
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for things as they should be.375 The explanation of his
motivatlions, Silone has written, lies in the nature of the
social and intellectual environment of his youth, in the
rugged, mountainous Abruzzi of Southern Italy. The conven-
tional attitude in the Abruzzi toward the state and regular
governmental authority has been one of "reinforced distrust,
diffidence, and skipticism in the peasants' minds."

For them, the State became the irremediable creation

of the devil. A good Christian, if he wanted to save

his soul, should avoid, as far as possible, all con-

tact with the State. The State always stands for swind-

ling, intrigues and privilege, and could not stand for

anything else. Neither law nor force can change it.

If retribution occasionally catches up g%%h it, this

can only be by the dispensation of God.

But rebellion in such an atmosphere is far from an
expression of hopelessness. In Silone's district the heroes
are St. Francis of Assisi and Joachim of Fiore, and the
cafoni live in perpetual anticipation of another saint or
prophet to lead them, if only temporarily. According to
Silone, "The ashes of skepticism have never suffocated . . .

the ancient hope of the Kingdom of God on earth, the old

expectation of charity taking the place of law, the old

375Crossman, p. 97.

3761p1d., p. 92. A Christian state, Silone has
written, is a contradiction in terms. In a truly Christian
soclety, "love would replace law." In Ignazio Silone,
"Self-Portrait in Questions and Answers," Partisan Review,
XXI, No. 6 (November-December, 1954), 697 Thereafter re-
ferred to as Silone, "Self-Portrait").
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w377

dream of Giloacchino de Fiore. To be a rebel, then,

means to follow in the footsteps of saints and prophets;
to become an accomplice of the powers that be is to make a
pact with the devil. The good Christian has no choice;
rebellion is the only honorable path of existence.

The dilemma of ends and means, as Silone expresses
the concept, is a tension between theory and practice, be-
tween unreality and reality, and between personal ethics
and the laws of expediency. In all of his creative writing
this single theme, in a variety of manifestations, reappears
consistently. The pull of the future 1s symbolized as
"sociallsm," as a theory of social and economic organization
gulding personal ethics, but at conflict with the harsh
realities of social existence. Silone writes:

The phenomenon which most impressed me when I
arrived at the age of reason was the violent contrast,
the incomprehensible, absurd, monstrous contrast between
family and prilvate life--in the main decent, honest,
and well-conducted--and social relations, which ggre
very often crude and full of hatred and deceit.3

It was not that "Truth" and "Justice" were terms foreign

to the people of the Abruzzi-~they were often discussed at

377Crossman, p. 97. Michael Harrington, "The Poli-
tical Novel Today," The Commonweal, LXIII, No. 4 (October
28, 1955), cites his Interview with the author to the effect
that Joachim of Fiore has been one of Silone's most consis-
tent heroes. Silone has remarked that in all of Italian
history, Joachim of Fiore, together with St. Francis of
Assisi, is the person most stimulating to him; 1in Ignazio
Silone, "Self-Portrait," 696.

378Crossman, p. 82; see also Walter Allen, "Ignazio
Silone," The London Magazine, II, No. 1 (January, 1955), 64,
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school and church and during public celebrations, but the
discussions always appeared to lack reference to the "real"
world as Silone experienced it. Such abstract concepts did
not appear to reach the daily social intercourse of the per-
sons he observed.

The tension was symbolically crystallized for him
in his recollection of a catechism class he attended for
boys who were being prepared for confirmation. The class
was presented in the form of a puppet show which depicted the
adventures of a child who was being persecuted by the devil.
Frightened by the devil, the child hid under a nearby bed.
At that point, the devil unexpectedly turned to the confirm-
ation class and asked his audience where the child had fled.
The horror-struck boys replied that the child had left the
village. Their reply, of course, was not true, but their
lie had been motivated by a simple desire to save the child
in the play. They were very much surprised, therefore, when
the parish priest was not altogether pleased with their de-
ception of the devil. They had told a lie for good ends,
he told them, but it remained a lie. He responded to the
situation with the admonition that one must never tell a
lie. "Not even to the devil?" the boys askéd in astonish-
ment. "A lie 1s always a sin," the priest replied. No end,

however noble, will ever justify corrupt means.379

3790rossman, pp. 84-85.
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Although, at the time, Silone did not accept this
answer to the problem of ends and means, to the already
growing spirit of his rebellion were added the seeds of dout:
that institutionalized ethics could ever be made compatible
with the everyday realities of soclal existence.

According to Silone's dialectics of the human con-
dition, one cannot be a good Christian and a good Catholic
nor, at a later date, a good Soclalist and a good Communist.
A fundamental incompatibility exists between the ideas that
originally foster ethics and thelr practical organizational
manifestation. As a result, individual morality can be
practiced only through rebellion against society. The young
men of southern Italy like himself, "if they have a minimum
of sensitiveness in human relationships, tend toward anarchy

380 It is significant to note that rebellion

and rebellion."
for Silone, as contrasted to that of Arthur Koestler, is

an act of necessity due more to physical, that is, social
circumstances than to anything else. Koestler's man revolts
because of the logic inherent in a particular ideology,
whereas Silone's fictional characters revolt because of theilr
social and economic situation, regardless of ideology; what-
ever path they may follow in terms of a theoretical justi-

fication for revolt--Christianity, Communism, simple anarchy,

or whatever--the initial impulse 1s the incongrulty betwec:

3801h44., p. 95.
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the person himself and what hls environment demands of him
and takes for granted about him.381

The absence of an integrative community in the sense
of the Greek polis suggests the essence of Silone's man.

The intellectual quest of Silone and of the characters in
his novels is a ceaseless, and frultless, search for a gen-
uine community in socilety.

It is a characteristic of the modern, bourgeois
state system that the individual does not experience an or-
ganic relationship between himself and soclety as in fact
it is ordered. The individual person of consclence always
experiences the state as an antagonist to be overcome by
the act of rebellion. For Silone, then, the spiritual com-
munity is the ideal which, though not realized as fact in
the physical sense, is nevertheless the inspirational source
of values and the goal toward which the political activist
strives.

Genuine political activism, directed by the quest
for a dominance of the spiritual over the physical, is rad-
ical; but although it may give the outward appearance of
anarchy, it in fact is motivated at its fundamental level
by a search for a higher degree of order. 1In his youth,
at least, Silone regarded this higher order not only as de-

sirable, but as attainable. "Why can the will of the people

381On this point, see Elaine Hoilsington Johnson,
"The Political Novels of Ignazio Silone," The Personalist,
XXXIV, No. 1 (Winter, 1953), 42-43.




222

only express itself sporadically?" he asked; "Why can it
not become a permanent and stable basis for the reorganicza-

382

tion of public 1life?" He concluded that the organizatior.

of society was at fault. "There is an abyss between the
nature of man, his destiny and what society makes of him."383
The society that molds men, of course, 1s determined
whereas man's nature is not. In the modern setting, it 1is
a bourgeoils society that shapes men, at least in the West-
ern world. Hence, the form of the rebellion 1s dictated by
the actual order of the peculiarities of the bourgeois state.
The state's two most devious features are capitalism and a
society that is the very opposite of "community" as it 1is
properly understood. The ideal spiritual community, there-
fore, is one built on a combination of socialism and commun-

ity, which may take the place of society or may be a higher

form of soclety.

Socialism and Soclal Consclousness

Although as a matter of practical necesslty it may
be necessary, from time to time, to make concessions to the
present social order, it does not thereby follow that it is

necessary to make "peace" with it. True social consciousness

382Crossman, p. 89. On the Hegelian-like unity of
the opposites of "order" and "anarchy" in Silone, see
Francis Hope, "Ignazio Silone," The New Statesman, LXVIII,
No. 1741 (July 24, 1964), 120.

383Ignazio Silone, "The Fox," in John Lehmann (ed.),
Italian Stories of Today (London: Faber and Faber, 1959),

p. 51.
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is directed by an idea of a more perfect future under so-
cialism, and 1t expresses itself through rebellion. "Pru-
dence may condition our acts," Silone concedes, "but not

our consciences."38u

By "socialism," Silone does not mean the exclusive-
ly secular socialism that was expressed in nineteenth cen-
tury thought by such figures as Lasalle and Marx; he is
referring to a more nearly medieval ldea of soclalism that
takes as its symbol the 1life of the Christian in a primitive
Christian society.385 To Silone, soclalism means group
adherence to the example of Christ as opposed to the example
of bureaucracy typified by the Soviet Union. Thus, to the
author, social consciousness must wage perpetual war with
things as they are and will continue to be until the attain-
ment of a genuine spiritual community in the form of a non-
bourgeois society built on a foundation of soclialism.

The theory and structure of socialism differed for
Silone from that of the Communist Party with its bureau-
cratic organization. The idea of the former was the spark
that prompted his association with the Italian Communist

Party and gave him reason for leaving it after ten years.

2
“8ngnazio Silone, Emergency Fxit (New York: Harper
and Row, 1968), p. 104,

385Long after he had left the Communist Party, Silone
defined socialism as "the elimination of the economic and
social obstacles which at present impede human freedom."
In Silone, "Self-Portrait," 697.
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It is necessary, then, to keep the concept of socialism,
on one hand, and that of Communism, on the other, distinct
in Silone's thought. By keeping them separate, it will be
easlier to observe the permanent as well as the transient
aspects of Silone's political activism.

Long after this experiences with the Party and his
rejection of the means employed by Communism to achleve its
ends, he was able to write:

My faith in socialism has remained more alive than
ever in me. In its essence, it has gone back to what
it was when I first revolted against the old social
order: a refusal to admit the existence of destiny,
an extension of the ethical impulse from the restricted
individual and family sphere to the whole domain of
human activity, a need for effective brotherhood, an
affirmation of the superiority of the human person

over all the ggonomic and social mechanisms which
oppress him.3

The problem of socialism, as Silone reflected af-
ter his experiences with Communism, lay in its organization.
The implementation of socialism required organization, but
the organization of socialism into the bureaucratic re-
sponsibilities established by Communism had doomed the
Russian experiment.387 As he phrased it, "The seeds of
socialism which bloomed in the October Revolution had been

smothered by a bureaucratic totalitarian state."388

386Ig;nazio Silone, "Farewell to Moscow," Harper's
Maga=ine, CXC, No. 1194 (November, 1949), 99; Silone,
Emergency Exit, p. 98; Crossman, pp. 113-114.

387Nicola Chiaremonte, "Return to Fontamara," Parti-
san Review, XXI, No. 3 (May-June, 1954), 308.

388Silone, Emergoncy Exit, p. 104,




225

Socialism failed to survive in Fascist Italy be-
cause it was purely rhetorical, "backed by words rather
than force, which filled the political vacuum with organi-
zation."389 It is one of the tragedies of the movement
that it cannot succeed without organization; yet once it
is organized, the bureaucracy takes it over and cynically
manipulates its goals to suit its own purposes--normally,
to make peace with the present. Silone wrote:

Socialism reminds me of the hunter who went to
shoot quail and found wolves instead; he had the
wrong ammunition. Socialism and Communism have lost
much of their contact with reality. They have suf-
fered their worst defeats from forces which they
thought had nothing to do with dialectical material-
ism or the class struggle, and which, for that reason,
they refused to take seriously.390

The rescue of socialism requires the toughness of
mind always needed to battle apparently impossible odds.
At times faith alone is all that sustains the true be-
liever; "soclalism, seeking its mighty goal, wanders in
the labyrinth of ideological ism's and often goes astray,
loses its strength or is untrue to itself by assimilating

false and completely alien elements."391

The future does belong, however, to soclalism, and

3891gnazio Silone, "Rhetoric or Life," The Nat:ion,
CXLIV, No. 17 (April 24, 1937), U459.

3901gnazio Silone, "Things I Stand For," The New
Republic, CVII, No. 18 (November 2, 1942), 582.

3911gnazio Silone, "Marxism from Another Angle,"
The Commonweal, XLVIII, No. 22 (September 10, 1948), 523.
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indeed, the present also, if people only will see what plain-
ly 1ies before them. "For the Socialist," Silone says, "the
main cause of the historical c¢risis which humanity 1is now
undergoing originates in the strident contrast between the
real development of soclety and its political organization."392
In other words, the structure of the state and soclety are
preventing and aborting man's attempts to realize his ful-
lest potentiality in a soclalist order. As a consequence
of this contrast, no organic relationship exlsts between
the individual and bourgeois soclety; the net effect is ali-
enation and nihilism. As Silone surveys his native Italy,
he finds it in "an advanced state of exhaustion” due to its
inability to bridge the gap between man and his spiritual
community in socialism.393
The greatest danger posed by the decadence of capi-
talism is that its materialism borders on nihilism which,
in turn, is the root of the decadence of our 1:1me.39!l It
is important to keep this point in mind, because when Silone
joined the Communist Party in 1921, his motivation sprang

in large part from what he considered fascism to be--the

incarnation of nihilism. Years later, he repeated the

3921pnazio Silone, "Catholics and Socialists," The
Commonweal, XLVIII, No. 4 (May 7, 1948), 70.

3931pnazio Silone, "Fiction and the Southern Subsoil,"
Italian Quarterly, I, No. 2 (Summer, 1957), 33.

39"8110ne, Emergency Exit, p. 112.
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lifelong conviction that "fascism in 1ts various forms

meant . . . the elevation of nihillsm to power."395 As with
the materialist ethic of capitalism, "nihilism 1s the deep
conviction that there is no objective reality behind faith

. and that the only thing that counts is success."396

Nihilism is less an ideology than a condition of the spirit
which is at the opposite pole of socialism in a genuine
spiritual community.397 So pervasive 1s this corruption

of the spirit that it has prevalled, thus far, in all efforts
to institutionalize socialism. In 1942, he wrote:

It may well be that fascism will be conquered by
force of arms, and nevertheless will develop in the
victor states--perhaps even with a democratic or
socialist mask, under the form of 'Red fascism'. 8
History is made by men, not by social determinisms.39

In the battle against nihilism, the importance of arms and
modern weaponry is less important than the meaning of
words. If words are considered meaningless, according to
Silone, then nihilism is the result. In no small measure,
it may be said that Silone conceives one of his major tasks

to be that of explaining and interpreting the meanings of

3951b1d., p. 113. Silone's close personal friend
Iris Origo argued that he never considered fascism to be a
logically consistent ideology, but rather a doctrine of per-
sonal power which Mussolini shifted at his own convenience.
Origo, pp. 89-90. This interpretation of Silone lacks justi-
fication in the light of Silone's own statements on the

subject.
3961p14., p. 112.
3971b1d., pp. 113-114. _
398Silone, "Phings I Stand For," 583.



228

words. This is no less true for "soclalism" than for
Christianity. To make words mean something requires a

commitment against those forces that would rob them of the

value they represent.

The Road to Communism and Back

"It is really true," a revolutionary acquaintance of
Silone has remarked, "that any road can lead to Communism
nowadays."399 In later years, Silone recalled the inevita-
bility inherent in his conversion to Communism. Rebellion
in Italy after World War I meant membership in the Communist
Party; the choice of companions defined the scope and na-
ture of the rebellion. Social conscience dictated rebellion,
and to be an organized rebel meant to become a member of the
Party. Like Koestler's experience, Silone's conversion to
the new faith was rooted in his previous existence and
was not the result of Party indoctrination. He wrote, "One
usually learns the new ideology later in the Party schools,
after having already embraced it in an act of faith."uoo
No doubt young Silone would have been a rebel regardless
of the existence or nonexistence of the Party, but the Party
was there, to shape and direct the course of his rebellion
until 1930, when he finally left the movement.

Joining the Party was an emotional commitment for

399
400

Crossman, p. 81; Silone, Emergency Exit, p. 44,

Silone, Emergency Exit, p. 118.
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Silone in which the promised goal was redemption of the poor
cafoni. As a Marxist working for the proletariat revolu-

tion, Silone considered the revolution to be neither deter-
mined, in the sense that one need not work for 1t to happen,

nor a game of chance--it rested in an intellectual twilight

between certainty and probability.

I know that winning my bet doesn't depend on chance,
but on the skill and strength of the players. . . . And
that's why I participate not only as a bettor, but as a
player as well, as a player entirely absorbed by the
game and who hasugigered himself. All of himself . . .

except his eyes.

In 1921, Secondino Tranquilli became editor of

Il Lavoratore, a Communist daily newspaper in Trieste. Dur-

ing the next year, the paper and its premises were burned

by the Fascists, and his brother was arrested and finally
beaten to death in a Fascist prison. After that, Tranquillil
went underground with the Italian Communist Party and adopted
the pen name Ignazio Silone. Ironically, it is the name he
has used exclusively ever since.

In spite of what he regarded as the "horrid atmos-
phere" of Russia under Lenin and Stalin, an approach to
socialism that differed substantially from what he had ex-
pected, Silone stayed with the Party long after he rejected
what he saw. The reason was simple and was shared equally
by Koestler and others. What if Stalin, after all, were

right? What Silone described as total commitment toward "the

K0lrp1a., p. uu.
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creation of a ncew world" in Russla, to be the springboarad
for a new world everywhere, took primacy over what his rea-
son rejected.u02 How much the philosophy of Lenin and Com-
munism influenced his thought on the nature of political
development as a fundamental part of his total perspective

can be seen in a statement made many years after leaving

the Party:
There 1s no road sign on the path of progress
which forces the peasants of the South to pass through

the phase 'national middle class' before going ahead.
It is ridiculous to dﬁmand that history, llke nature,

not permit any Jjumps.
He admitted as much when he reflected on his experiences in
the Party:

It is not easy to free oneself from an experilence as

intense as that of the underground organization of the

Communist Party. Something of it remains and 1eaveﬁ

a mark on the character which lasts all one's life.}04

In 1932, when Silone finally detached himself from

organized Marxism in Italy (he had formally left the Commu-
nist Party in 1930), most of his contemporaries in European

intellectual circles were beginning to take Communism more

uozCrossman, pp. 100-106. Silone later described
his own attachment to the cause when he wrote that "Marx-
ism is the opium of the people," in "Things I Stand For,"
583; see also Jiirgen Riihle, Literature and Revolution: A
Critical Study of the Writer and Communism in the Twentieth
Century (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1969), p. 473.

uo3Silone, "Fiction and the Southern Subsoil," 33-34;
see also Alfred G. Meyer, Leninism (New York: Frederick
A. Praeger, 1962), especially pp. 262-269.

Loy

Crossman, p. 113.
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seriously than they had before. Ilis timing 1s worthy of
further note in that it occurred before the time of the mass
public trials that so revolted Koestler. Silone left, in
part because he believed that the bureaucratic apparatus

had thwarted the socialistic impulse of the original move-
ment and had perverted 1t to its own purpose.uOS Socialism
qua socialism was not only distinct from the Communist Par-
ty, but, Silone went on to argue, the Marxists in Western
Europe were not, in many respects, very different from mem-
bers of other political parties."06 In point of fact, the
decadence of the Party lay in its transition from a noble
idea to the application of that idea, which reflected the
conventions of any other political party. To that appraisal
Silone added, "From method to ideology: therein lies the

decadence of Marxism."uo7

A passionate commitment to social justice was the
impetus for Silone's Joining of forces with the Communists,

and the same commitment determined his decision to forsake

u05It is interesting to compare Silone's views on
reasons for the decline of socialism in Russia under the bu-
reaucracy with those of Victor Serge, a fellow fallen-away
Party member. Serge wrote that the Party workers who cor-
rupted the system they inherited from the Bolsheviks did so
because "at bottom they cared exceedingly little about the
future . . . desiring only to live in comfort and without
complications"--that is, in the present. 1In Victor Serge,
From Lenin to Stalin (London: Martin Secker & Warburg Ltd.,

1937), p. 6b.
4o6

Silone, "Marxism from Another Angle," 521-523.

4071p14., 521.
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the Party. Justice for Silone meant “"socilalism" within a
strong spiritual community, binding men together in harmony.
It was a vision that others would have called utopian, but
one that he would have termed "Christian realism." The cor-
ruption of Marxism, as he experienced 1t, was in the incon-
gruity between ends and means. He had jolned because he
envisioned within Communism a Just "end" to the problem

of the poor. The purity of Party doctrine, however, had
become fouled by its contact with reality. 1In the final
analysis, Party activity, as he experienced 1it, contrasted
sharply with its professed morality. If the ideology was
true, then the reality had to be false. "Was the 1life in

the Abruzzi," he asked rhetorically, "any less real than

the historical pr'ocess?"l'08

He left the Party not so much because of an opposing

ideology as because the same motivation directed both his

own radicalism and, as he saw it, the radicalism of the
original Marxism. The difference for him was embodied in
the additional element of Christ in his part of the equation.
He wrote, "The rediscovery of our Christian heritage in the
midst of the social crisis of our time remains the most im-
portant acquisition of our conscience in the last few

years."ll09 One of the most significant differences between

4o8
409

Chiaremonte, p. 309.
Silone, "Fiction and the Southern Subsoil," 36.
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Silone and Koestler regarding their attitudes toward the
Party and Communism lies in the fact that for Koestler the
problem is more of the nature of pure ideology--it is a
debate of the contemporary intellectual with himself. For
Silone, the problem of Communism is the Party's promise to
transform the world according to Justice and to redeem the
poor. For him, leaving as he did before the Moscow trlials
of the mid-1930s, the problem is not one of an abstract
philosophy of history and human nature, but of pragmatic
eriticism of the Party's failure to fulfill its original
promise. He measures the viability and "reality" of 1its
programs by the extent to which life in the most backward
villages has improved as a result of its work.

After Silone left the Communist Party altogether,
and had the time he needed to reflect on his long associa-
tion, he began to perceive the menace of the Party as part
of a larger political problem-~the decadent spirit of the
age, which turned all politics, whether Right or Left,
toward totalitarianism.ulo He saw the intellectual refu-
gees from Communism as an entirely new social group in the

European political tradition, better able to understand the

410pypring World War II, as an exile in Switzerland
where he resided after fleeing Italy in 1930, Silone con-
sidered the Allies to be fighting "a private war against
Fascism," while he and his cohorts had concluded that what-
ever the outcome, "the fight against the danger of total-
itarianism [would] certainly not end with this war." 1In
Emergency Exit, p. 105.
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menace of totalitarianism--its true nature as well as the
most effective means of combatting it--because once having
been enmeshed in the web of its dialectilcs, they knew what
it represented as only insiders could. Silone wrote:
Ours is no isolated case. Our number is a growing le-
gion. . . . It 1s 1like an encampment of refugees in
no-man's land, a camp that is exposed to the elements.
What do you suppose refugees do from morning to nipght?
They pass most of their time telling each other stories.
They are not very entertaining stories, but they tell

them, ﬂgfe than anything else, in an effort to under-
stand.

To have been a part of the movement 1is 1like having
been vaccinated effectively against its disease. Outsiders
lack such immunization, for the most part, and are too apt
to be fellow travelers or to sympathize with the aspirations
of the Party to achieve an earthly city of God.lll2 In the
end, "the final struggle will be between the Communists and

the ex—Communists."ul3

The Political Novels of Ignazio Silone

The political novels that Ignazio Silone has written
are quite different both in their substance and style from

those of Arthur Koestler. A number of reasons for this can

"1l1p14., p. 127.

ul?ln commenting on the gullibility of "outsiders"
such as Sartre and Merleau-Ponty, Silone wrote, "We Italians
are astonished at the admiration the Italian Communist Party
enjoys in France. Stupidities are, of course, more bearable
if they are expressed in a foreign language." Ibid., p. 137.

u13Silone, "Farewell to Moscow," 99; Crossman,
p. 113.
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be advanced, but one of the most signiflcant surely must be
the different images of men that are conveyed by the use of
certain carefully chosen words as well as the manner in
which social reality 1s structured. For Koestler's charac-
ters, dialogues and conversations are all-consuming ideolo-
logical debates in which the souls of the participants are
involved. These debates assume their crucial significance
because no matter how abstract they seem to become, the
ideas involved have consequences. The debates are literally
a matter of 1life or death for the participants. By contrast,
in Silone's work, whatever the stakes involved are, the reac-
tions of the characters are more emotional, and even poetic,
than rational. Silone's men tend to "feel," whereas Koestler's
characters "think." The difference is subtle, perhaps, but
it 1is quite important if we are to gain a proper perspective
on Silone, his political views, and the particular manner in
which he places his concept of the future within the context
of his creative writing. Because his writing has far more
symbolic significance than that of Koestler, it is more
important to keep in mind his use of symbolism and the way
he manipulates it for optical effects. Silone 1s less ob-
vious than Koestler about what he has to sa&; he relies
more heavily on hidden meanings, interpretations, and im-
plied constructs.

Silone always has considered himself at least as

much a Europcan as an Italian, and his fiction reflects
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this. He has denied strongly that anything but the weakest
link exists between himself and any previous Italian writ-
ers. He does not see himself as a representative of any
particular literary "school." 1In this regard, he has

written:

In my development as a writer, even in my technique,
far more than schooling and reading, the experiences
of life have had a decisive influence. . . . If I had
had a different life ... . I should not have written
what I have written. 41l
This statement appears to mean that although Silone is
aware that he 1s a product of his experiences, those exper-
iences in turn are a product of historically conditioned
circumstances. In the mountainous Abruzzi of Sllone's
childhood and young manhood, the only symbolism that had
universal significance among the people was that of the
Bible and Christ. Nothing else existed by which they could
relate the meaning of their 1lives to the events of the
world around t:hem."'15
As a novelist, Silone tends to search for types
rather than individuals. He 1s interested in demonstrating

the speclies homo sapiens within the individual about whom

he writes, rather than concentrating on the characteristics
of individuals within the species of man. As a result,

many of his characters often seem rather abstract and unrea:,

uluSilone, "Fiction and the Southern Subsoil," 35.

ulSPaul Potts, "Not Since Dante: Ignazio Silone--A
Footnote," New Road: Directions in Europcan Arts and Letters,
No. 4 (1946), p. 78.
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lacking the flesh-and-blood reality of a Rubashov or a
Gletkin.u16 It 1s important, however, to remember that in
Silone's work as a political novelist, the process of bring-
ing out the dominant characteristics of men in a particular
man also serves to emphasize his principal concern with pol-
itics--the ethics of political action. The search for the
"type" rather than the individual also reflects a basic
supposition that the individual is essentially shaped by
his society and particular historical circumstances. His
characters represent a sort of Universal Man because they
share the same awareness of the dilemma of the human condi-
tion as all of their contemporaries. And in Silone, the
additional element 1is offered of the immutability of the
condition of the poor. Their condition never changes, ex-
cept perhaps for the worse from time to time, and this has
made the dilemma of the human condition, up to the present
at least, the same now as in the past. Silone's charac-
ters live in a labored social setting which 1s artificial
and yet quite natural--artificial because it falls to con-
form to the exacting standards of Christian justice and
natural because the peasants have never experienced ano-
ther order and can only imagine it.

The portrayal of what Silone regards as the "uni-

versal" in man also reveals another characteristic that

”16Sidney Alexander, "It 1s Still, Alas, Good Fri-
day," The Reporter, XIX, No. 3 (September U4, 1958), uUl-45,
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needs to be made explicit in that it clarifies hils concept
of the future. This 1s the distinction between "prediction"”
and "prophecy." Properly understood, prediction in 1ts

most common usage implies some sort of knowledge about the
future, although such knowledge need not be precise. The
more nearly precise the prediction the greater the congruity
will be between the experienced event or object and the
foreknowledge of it. But "prediction" per se 1is not a

part of Silone's concept of the future. Instead, his work
conveys a spirit which more properly may be classified as
"prophecy." Prophecy differs from prediction in that the
prophet does not disclose knowledge of the future, but
knowledge of the Absolute. In short, the prophet satisfies
a longing for knowledge of the Good or God.

Silone's heroes form an unusual blend of radical
individualism and everyman. Unlike Koestler's principal
characters, the protagonists of Silone's novels convey no
tension between the seemingly contradictory aspects of
their character. Rubashov, for example, is at war with him-
self; his mind wavers between sanity and insanity. Piletro
Spina, Silone's archetypal hero, represents.a more integrat-
ed personality and is anything but neurotic. But Pietro
is alienated against society--what some would call "reality"--
and is at war with the world. Truth for Pietro is the know-
ledge of how a person should live and only incidentally how

the world should be transformed.
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The source of Pietro's alienation is the 1ncongru-
ity between his ideas about reality and his experience with
it. The future, conceived of as a rather vague notion of
socialism, is arrived at not so much by a knowledge of the
advance of history as by a knowledge of the right order of
spiritual and material priorities as God intended it.

At this point, prophecy and prediction begin to
blend together somewhat, but the emphasls remains clearly
on the former. The right order of the future 1s seen througn
the eyes of a prophet who structures it in accordance with
an eternal, universal essence of things which we most com-
monly refer to as God, or the Creation of God.

As noted earlier, when Silone broke with Communism
it was because of the sharp differences between the professed
morality of the Party and its actual practices, the disagree-
ment over ends and means and the priorities emphasized. The
Party had substituted Silone's longing for the satisfaction
of knowledge of the absolute with a vulgar prediction that
was becoming more manifestly false with each passing month.
Communism had become an ideology like many others and had
lost its social consciousness by its betrayal of sociallism.

Silone's literary work in its most 1immediate form,
then, became an effort to restore to revolutionary political
ethiecs that most important element, the spirit of prophecy.
He wrote some time later, "If my poor literary work has

any meaning, in the ultimate analysis, it consists of this:
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. . . a time came when writing meant, for me, an abso-
lute necessity to testify, an urgent need to free my-
self from an obsession, to state the meaning and define
e o anch that sti1l continues. il o
His novels and short stories should be read as an effort
to define the nature of the rebel's ethics and his role as
a soclal reformer.

It is worthwhile to remember, while attempting to
interpret Silone's political novels, that history forms
more than a background to the dilemma confronting the char-
acters: it is the dilemma. History establishes the moral
climate of the time and thereby dictates the expression
of social consciousness 1in the rebel.u18 But history in
Silone is not considered to be a force of splritless nihil-
ism. What Silone experienced and rejected as a member of
the Communist Party was the myth of social salvation through
political activism.u19 He discovered that the manifestations
of social consciousness in this activism are not ends in
themselves, but often instead are unwittingly misdirected
individual actions toward a higher end. This end 1s one of
spiritual salvation more often than not, in spite of the
sordid realities of politics.

Silone's characters, from Fontamara through The Fox

and the Camellias, move through the eroded wasteland of

u17Crossman, p. 81.

ulaElaine Hoisington Johnson, 41.

ulgLewis, 26-28.
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their time, revealing a collective evolutlion of thought away
from an analytical vision of society and toward a poetic
social view. What this means for the rebel is that, in
Koestler's terminology, political ethics moves from the
commissar to the yogi, from the active to the contemplative
end of the spectrum. The views reflected in Silone's work,
early in his writing and later, use the same imagery,
Christianity, and appear to move toward the same end, so-
cialism. But Christianity and socialism both assume sig-
nificantly different meanings or connotations for Silone in
the 1950s than they had had early in the 1930s, when he

first began to publish.

What Must We Do?

The narrative of Fontamara tells a simple story--
the fate of the village of Fontamara under Fascist rule.
But the simplicity is deceptive, for a subsurface tension
erupts finally in the end, between the conscious awareness
of the peasants toward politics and what may be called the
"objective" development of even‘cs.u20 The daily lives of
the people of the village are controlled by outside forces
that they perceive only dimly, if at all, and then only in

the most grotesque forms. Their patterned, traditional

uzolgnazio Silone, "Return to Fontamara," The Renort-
er, XXXI, No. 7 (October 22, 1964), 27-28. A different
version appeared earlier; cf. Silone, "Return to Fontamara,"
Tomorrow, VIII, No. 2 (1949); see also Chiaremonte, 307.
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values act as a prism that distorts what they see into some-
thing unrecognizable. The point that Silone is attempting
to make in Fontamara 1s the often brutal disparity between
reality for the peasants and the theories or 1deologies that
attempt to explain that reality.

In its most elementary sense, the novel traces what
may be called the growth of a collective social conscious-
ness among the cafoni in the poorest section of Italy. Al-
though the fact should not be overly drawn, neither should
we neglect to point out that this first political novel by
Silone has a strongly Marxist flavor in its over-all soclal
orientation. The impact of Marxism as a paradigmatic con-
struct recedes in his later writing, although we can argue
that it never disappears entirely. The problem of the ca-
foni, and most important, Silone's analysis in depth of the
problem, bear the unmistakeable imprint of an author who
has served for some ten years within the ranks of the Party.
This 1s not surprising, even in view of his departure from
formal Communism, if we remember that Silone evaluated his
writing at the time both as a "decisive break" and "a vaster
allegiance that still continues.” What his writing reveals,
then, is a tradition of change within a broader framework of
continuity.

Insofar as it is the purpose of theory to change
practical reality, a notion that prompted Silone both to

accept and to reject Communism, the reader is to measure the
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impact of an ideology on the Fontamarans by the magnitude
of change it brings to their dally 1lives. Neither Christian-
ity nor Communism affects the lives of the people to any
significant extent. "The things that go on keep changing,
every day," says one of the cafoni, but "the one giving the
orders is always the same. The law is always the same.
Sometimes it changes 1ts name, but it is always the same."u2l
The reason for this is simple, and the symbolic comparison
of the law to Marxian ideology is obvious:

The law 1s made by city folks. It is administered

by Jjudges who are all city folks. It 1is interpreted

by lawyers who are aﬁl city folks. How can a peasant
ever be right, then?722

The question is essentially rhetorical, because, of
course, the peasant can never be right. The law, the the-
ories, are made by men who have lost their awareness of the
realities of the poor, if indeed they ever had any contact
with those realities. Fontamara is a grotesque little vil-
lage, buried in the squalor of the most abject poverty in
Italy. But how much more grotesque, Silone implies, 1is the
"historical world" of the intellectuals who have convinced
themselves that their theory both explains and changes the
structure of society when in fact it does nelther. We are

reminded here of Koestler's professor of philosophy who

AZIIgnazio Silone, Fontamara, trans. Michael Wharf
(New York: Harrington Smith & Robert Haas, 1934), p. 22.

4221p34., pp. 71-72.
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can prove everything he belleves and believes everything
he can prove.

The truth of an ideology for Silone 1s to be meas-
ured by the degree to which it corresponds to the reality
1t intends to describe or explain. The modern proletariat,
he has written elsewhere, belies the myth that it has some
sort of sacred liberating mission. The contemporary worker
has become "the deus ex machina of modern politics."u23
Why does the worker not conform to the Marxist ideal of
class consciousness? "Why don't onions grow from sunflower
seeds?" asks Elvira in Fontamara; "Naturally if the seeds
are real sunflower seeds, then sunflowers are the only
things you can grow from them."u2“

In Fontamara, Silone marks a major deviation from
Marxist thought. The poor cafoni, the rural proletariat
in a very real sense, lack a class consciousness; they
have never understood what is going on around them and they
behave in some very un-Marxian ways. Thelr situation indeed
may conform to Marxist theory in that it 1is determined whol-
ly by their economic condition. The difference lies in
the nature of this economic condition rather than in wheth-

er or not it is in fact the crucial aspect of their exist-

ence. The tragedies that befall the people of Fontamara

u23Silone, Emergency Exit, p. 121.

!
ue'Silone, Fontamara, pp. 150-151.
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are the result of their total dependence on their limited
means of livelihood. Thus, the Fontamarans can make choices
only in the most minor and peripheral areas.u25 The cafoni
represent uncritical and unreflective innocence. They

have not yet acquired a true socilal consciou.sness.u26 The
acquisition of consciousness is determined by the unfold-~
ing of specific historical events.

The lack of reality that pervades the political
discussions of the Fontamarans is juxtaposed to the Italian
Fascist state, but it could as easily be that of any total-
itarian state, Red or Black. A series of dlalogues and
conversations takes place between the cafoni and represent-
atives of the government, but the discussions are devoid
of meaning. The only conversations that make sense are
among the cafoni themselves. No vertical communication can
occur because no shared beliefs or experiences exist to
guide in interpreting and clarifying various meanings of
words held in common by superficial definitions. Talk de-
rived from pure reason, as typifled by that of the "elty
folk" does the peasant no good, serving only to enslave him

further. As the Fontamaran Berardo puts 1t:

u25For an excellent discussion of this point, see
Nettie Sutro's "Epilogue" in Ignazio Silone, Mr. Aristotle,
trans. Samuel Putnam (New York: Robert M. McBride & Co.,

1935), p. 217.
u26Lewis, p. 37.
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The farmer he reasons. The farmer can be persuaded.

He can be persuaded to work beyond the limits of his

physical capacity. He can be persuaded to go without

food. He can be persuaded to give his life for his

boss. He can be persuaded to go to war. He cun be

persuaded that hell 1s in the next world. You can

see for yourself how it works outﬁ Look around you

and you can see how it works out."27

It is impossible for the farmer, the worker, to

relate to the ideas of the educated, sophisticated city
man. In relating their experiences with such a man, the
peasants note that

. . . whenever he talked he was a city man, he could-

n't help from being a city man, he couldn't help talk-

ing like a city man. But we were farmers. We under-

stood everything like farmers, that is, in our own

way. . . . We hold conversation and we don't under-

stand each other. . . . We talk the ﬁgge language

but we don't talk the same language.
Given this situation, the complete breakdown of reason
must occur in communications between persons representing
different layers or segments of socliety. The result is that
social consciousness, whenever it comes, can manifest it-
self only as an emotional outburst which, despite Silone's
denials, must be considered to represent the very anti-
thesis of reason. The only legitimacy that eventually pre-
vails rests with the side holding the greatest coercive
power--the "biggest stick," so to speak.

What passes for law in Fontamara is a travesty of

the word; but in its arbitrary application by the Fascist

u278110ne, Fontamara, p. 94.

4281p14., p. 13.
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state, it initiates 1its own destruction. After the land
owners have stolen the village's supply of water, Berardo

cries:

If there is no law against robbers, then we have
reached the very end. . . . When the laws of the gov-
ernment are not valid any more and those who should
make them respected are the first to violate them,
then there must be a return to the law of tﬁe people
. God helps those that help themselves!?29

It is the "apge of the Bank," as Berardo puts 1t; the
"AntiChrist" has been made manifest.u30 And the time has
come to rebel.

It is significant that the first peasant actually
to rebel is Berardo. Although he never fully understands
the meaning of its mysterious "city folk" doctrine, he
joins forces with the Communist Party to right the wrongs
done to the Fontamarans by the land owners. Berardo 1s the
most alienated of all the cafoni, the poorest of the poor,
a totally landless and propertyless peasant. He 1s the
only one to argue for violence, because he has "sunk a
level below other farmers." He is shunned completely by
the others: '"no practical man would listen to him, not even
to contradict him."ll31 But by the end of the novel, Berardo

has become the character closest to a full grasp of the sit-

nation. His is the most nearly developed social consciousness:

4291ps4., p. 229.

4301p14., p. 228.

u311b1d., p. T4.
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in the village. He understands that the Fasclstl enforce-
ment of will, which they call "law," can be their undoing.
When Innocenzo, a government lackey, posts the warning, "All
Discussions Forbidden," Berardo asks him pointedly what
would happen if the farmers obeyed the letter of the

Fascist decree:

What's there to keep us from simply cutting you down
right in your tracks? . . . All that keeps us from
doing it 1s our reasoning about what a murder can
bring down on us. But you, Innocenzo, have written
on this placard with your own hand that from now on
all discussions, that is, all reasoning, is forbidden.
You have broken the thread your own safety hung

As a result of his own total alienation, Berardo has struck
upon the fatal weakness in all totalitarian regimes. (In
1934, when Fontamara first appeared, Silone was not overly
optimistic that the mere articulation of thlis flaw was
sufficient to bring down the Fascist regime. The future
that he had projected from Berardo's awareness of a social
consciousness was hardly promising.)

Berardo's social consclousness develops slowly at
first, but it gradually gains momentum and intenslity. As
it unfolds, a pattern appears and begins to take shape in
his mind; 1in time, the appeals of the Communist Party
prove to be irresistible--not ideologically but emotion-
ally. Berardo understands neither the abstract reasoning

nor the complicated dialectics, and such understanding

4321514., p. 95.
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never becomes necessary. Communlism alone 1n all of PFascist
Italy "recognizes" the farm and city poor.

But although the Party fills the longing 1in s
soul to combat the injustices he has experlenced, it also
proves to be his personal undoing. Arrested by the Fascists
in a case of mistaken identity while in the company of
fellow Party workers, Berardo, like Silone's own brother,
later 1s beaten to death in prison. Before his death,
the meaning of his social consciousness reveals itself to
him as a quest for unity among the Italian poor.

. « It means solidarity. It means strength. It means

liberty. . . . We need just one thing: Unity. All

the rest will come of itself.
Berardo's soclal consciousness has reached its particular
maturity together with the transformation of his earlier
fatalistic 1dea of the future, conceived as an extension
of the miserable present, into the concept of a qualita-
tively better future. His future of social awareness is
one free from conflict, where farmer and worker are united
by common human bonds into a community which, however im-
precisely articulated in the present, approaches a social
condition that may reasonably be termed a utopia or
earthly paradise.

Berardo's death 1s not entirely in vain. Raffaele

Scarpone has inherited Berardo's mantle of leadership

4331b14., p. 287.
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and has helped to organize an anti-Fascist, Communist Party

newspaper in Fontamara, called What Must We Do?u3u The

symbolic meaning of the death of Berardo with regard to
the welfare of the poor is likened in the minds of the
peasants to the meaning of Christ on the Cross. Combined
with the activity of the Party organization in Fontamara,
the "martyrdom" of Berardo suddenly galvanizes the people
into action.

But before they can act, the full wrath of the
Fascist state is brought down on them. The town literally
is destroyed, and the people elther are killed or scattered
into the hills. The end is sudden, but not altogether
unexpected; the discrepancy between the Party's 1ideology
regarding the role of the proletariat in an uprising and
the actual sources of proletarian strength and power has
proved to be fatal. The Fontamarans had a newspaper and
the Fascists had guns. The very act of regaining thelr
souls cost them their lives, and neither they nor the
Party can offer an explanation of what actually went wrong.
For the survivors the future looks hopeless, and Silone
concludes Fontamara on a note of despair for a better fu-

ture:

u3"The similarity between this title and Lenin's
famous polemic, What Is To Be Done? is more than coin-
cidence. But note also that the changed verb form sub-
stitutes a somewhat fatalistic present tense for the more
optimistic futuristic component of Lenin's work.
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After all this suffering and all this fighting,
all these tears and all this anguish, all this blood,
all this hate, and all this hopelessness, what must

we do?43

But no answer is forthcoming.

How Can You Condemn the Future?

Without question, Pietro Spina is the most complex
and interesting of Silone's flctional characters. The fact
that his experiences are strikingly similar to actual oc-
currences in Silone's life adds an autoblographical element
to the scholarly quest for significance 1n Pietro's view
of the future of his social and political environment.
Pietro 1s the protagonist of Silone's second and third

novels, Bread and Wine and The Seed Beneath the Snow.

At its basic level, Bread and Wine is the disarm-

ingly simple story of the miserable failure of Pietro's
attempt to change his soclal environment. He has a posi-
tive effect on the lives of the people with whom he comes

in contact, but the soclety and government he opposes re-
main as arbitrary and cruel at the end of the novel as

they were at the beginning. Pietro appears, to the peas-
ants and authorities alike, as a law unto himself; but this
is only partly true, and is deceptive of the truth. In com-

menting on the meaning of his protagonist's 1life, Silone

u358110ne, Fontamara, p. 299; see also Irving
Howe, "Again, The Bitter Fountain," The New Republic,
CXLIII, No. 11-12 (September 12, 1960), 27-28.




252

has remarked that "Pietro Spina is not seeking God . . . he
is pursued by Him.""36
Like Silone, Spina is a former Communist who has
remained devoted to the ideals that prompted his rebellion
and Party affiliation long after the Party has betrayed its
corruption. Pietro, however, always has been more prag-
matist and Party worker than Marxist and theoretlcian;
"actually, theory had always bored him."q37 Silone intro-
duces Pietro as a person who is physically 111 and attach-
es symbolic significance to his weakened condition. Piletro's
sickness is wholly physical, a result of his 1ife in the
city. At this early stage in the narrative he is a loyal
Party member. His disease is curable, because at heart
Pietro is a "country man," and his return to the Abruzzi
countryside to recover marks the beginning of his cure.
Although Pietro's illness is physical, its progress through
his body is related to a sickness of soul and spirit. Vhen
Pietro begins to recover his soclal consclousness through
direct contact with the cafoni rather than through Party

ideology, his soul 1is restored and he begins to recover

u368110ne, Emergency Exit, p. 106; Origo, 92.

u37Ignazio Silone, Bread and Wine, trans. Gwenda
David and Eric Mosbacher (London: Victor Gollancz Ltd.,
1964), p. 48; the editlon used throughout 1is a revision
of the original work that first appeared in 1937. Silone
made a few, essentially stylistic changes that did not alter
the nature of the book. The best critical review and analy-
sis of Bread and Winc is James T. Farrell, "Ignazio Silone,”
The Southern Review, IV, No. 4 (Spring, 1939), 771-783.
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physically. His formal relinquishment of Party affiliation
later on marks symbolically the restoration of his health.

The narrative of Bread and Wine proceeds on two lev-

els, the secular and the spiritual. Pietro Spina's acti-
vities unfold on the first level; God pursues the soul

of Piletro on the second. The mixture of asread and wine
comprises both the staple diet of the peasants and the sac-
ramental food of the eucharistic feast. Thus it 1s that

the very diet of the poorest peasant leads Pietro dally into
communal union with Christ outside the formal Church.

The peasants in Bread and Wine surpass the Fonta-~

marans in subtlety and complexity, but as peasants, all
share the same basic dilemma. Their world is determined

by the active economic forces that surround and engulf them.
They are apolitical and uncomprehending of the message of
salvation that Pietro is urging them to embrace: "To them,
Socialism just mean[s] being together. To work and eat

as much as they [can] hold [is] their most radical idea--
to work and sleep in peace, without catastrophe the next

."u38 Their lack of response does not represent an out-

day
right rejection of Pletro's message; it is simply that
"politics is a luxury reserved for the well fed.“u39

In time, Pietro leaves the Party; however, he does

4381p14., p. 177.
4391p14., p. 239.
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not abandon the poor. Indeed, his rejection of Communism
marks an affirmation of his concern for the peasantry.
Their Party--the former organ of proletarian salvation--
has become corrupt and unworthy."ho Pietro never wearies
in his attempts to build bridges between his quest for an
ideology and the activities of his former Marxist alliles,
but he does not succeed. His failure to find spiritual
renewal in the Party brings him closer to the peasants around
him. He cannot communicate with them by appealing to class
conflict or the arguments of dialectical materialism; he
can speak meaningfully with the poor only to the extent
that he abandons formal Marxist doctrine and submits to
the humanitarian impulses that first directed the young
Marx and outraged his conscience.lm1
Marxist ideology reflects an estrangement from real-
ity--in Silone's world, from God. The rejection of such un-
reality is the first step toward discovering and doing the
will of God. Don Benedetto, Pietro's boyhood teacher and
the retired village priest, admonishes him:
You're the only one in this part of the world who can
save the honor of the Church. . . . This would not be
the first time that the Eternal Father felt obligated
to hide Himself and take a pseudonym. As you know, He

has never taken the flrst name ﬂﬁd last name men have
fastened on Him very seriously. 2

Lo

uhlEdmund Wilson, Europe Without Baedeker: Sketches
Among the Ruins of Ttaly, Greece and Enpland (New Yorik:
Doubleday and Company, 1947), pp. 100-101.

Ibid., pp. 218-219.

uu2Silone, Bread and Wine, pp. 273-274.
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The God Who pursues Pietro 1s similar to the God
of early Christian thought. He 1s shorn of the worldly
ornamentation that is characteristic of the organized church-
es. Christian organization for the worship of God has suc-
cumbed to an emphasis on present means for proximate ends,
a fate similar to that of Party organization for the per-
petuation of Communism; consequently, it has suffered the
same type of corruption. And the corruption is manifested
in the increasing incongruity between doctrines of the "Ab-
solute" and the actions that doctrinal interpreters con-
sider to be necessary in times of restlessness or crisis.
Pietro asks:

Is it possible to take part in politics, to serve
one party, and to remain sincere? Hasn't truth become
for me the party's truth? and Justice, party Juztice?
Has not the organization ended up by extinguishing in
me all moral values, which are held in contempt as
petit bourgeois prejudices, and has not the organiza-
tion itself become the supreme value? Have I then not
fled the opportunism of a decadﬁﬂt church to fall into
the Machiavellianism of a sect? 43

His separation from the Party is difficult because he has

Lk But in the recovery of his spiritual

loved too deeply.
health and his social consciousness, he finds not the end
but renewal and a new beginning.

The turning point in Pietro's relationship with the
Party comes, significantly, when the implications of his

conception of the future are challenged and he recognizes

4431p314., p. 110.
A4h1p14., p. 206.
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the validity of the attack. A former revolutionary comrade

scornfully throws down the gauntlet:

What are you? A future bureaucracy. You aspire
to totalitarian power, too, but in the name of differ-~
ent ideas, which means just different words, and for
different interests. If you people win . . . we'll
just go from one tyranny to another.

Taken aback by the forcefulness of this verbal assault,
Pietro trembles as he asks the most fateful of all revo-
lutionary questions: "How can you condemn our future?"

He means, of course, the Party's ldea of the fu-
ture, and within himself he already knows the answer. But
the actual reply crystallizes his thoughts and prevents
his ever again serving the Party as a good Party man. The
former comrade makes the reply:

Our future is other countries' pasts . . . the present
black inquisition will be followed by a red inquisi-
tion. There'll be red censorship instead of the pres-
ent one . . . your future bureaucracy will identify
itself with labor and Socialism and will persecute
anyone who continues to think with his own head. . . .
It's not your idea&n but it is your fate. There'll

be no escaping it. >

Pietro's vision of a future social order under Com-
munism which corresponds to his own conception of a just
socialism has been destroyed. Its loss signifies the end
of his vocation as a professional revolutionary. Without
this one sustaining concept to justify all of the "neces-
sary" acts of the past and present, Pietro cannot remain

in the Party. He must contrive now to be a rebel against

U451514., pp. 210-211.
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injustices, that is, against society as he experlences it;
he can no longer call himself a revolutionary--a profession-
al worker within a specific political party of revolution-
aries. As a revolutionary he has lived psychologically in
the future, but as a rebel he is fated to live in an eternal
present. The difference can hardly be overemphasized.

But Pietro's fall from the Party causes only a mo-
mentary emotional pain; more significant is the restora-
tion of his social consciousness and, symbolically, his phy-
sical health. Another former Party worker reflects Pietro's
awareness of the failure of the revolution:

Why have all revolutions, every single one of them,
ended as tyrannies? . . . Every idea is crystallized
into formulas for the purpose of propagation; 1t 1s
entrusted to a body of interpreters for its presenta-
tion . . . the Job of resolving doubts and repressing
deviations. And thus every new ldea ends up as an
obsession, immobile and regressive. When this ldea

becomesuﬁge state's officilal doctrine, there's no
escape.

Apparently, then, "justice" cannot be organized without be-
coming injustice in the very process of organizing. Bureau-
cracy has killed the revolution.

With his awareness of this to sustain him, Pletro
can begin to recover his intellectual and spiritual strength.
He goes in search once again of "the idea of good" and for
the highest good, God. "I didn't believe in God anymore,"

he said, "but I began to want God to exist with all my being.

W461p14., pp. 211-213.
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I had need of Him to escape the fear of chaos.""u7 His form-
er faith in the Party has been all that has kept him from
nihilism, and now, with it gone, he needs to restore his
faith in an eternal Absolute if he is to escape the fear of
nothingness. Betrayed by a Judas-figure at the end of the
novel, Pletro 1is forced to escape capture by the Fascist
police through flight into the fury of a midwinter storm.

As he runs from hls predators, the snow, which here symbol-
izes purity and Nature's protection of hunted innocence,
covers his tracks, making him impossible to follow. Nature,

or God, welcomes his return to reality, and offers him pro-

tectlon.

The School for Dictators

Between the publication of Bread and Wine in 1937,

and The Seed Beneath the Snow in 1942, Silone wrote a book

on Fascism, patterned after the Dialogues of Socrates. En-

titled The School for Dictators, it stands out among his

works as the only truly systematic attempt he ever made to
understand modern totalitarianism in all its complexities.
It is not one of his better works, and his method of pres-
entation, a seriles of "Socratic dialogues," clearly is one
in which he is not comfortable.

Although, as a whole, the book tells us little about

totalitarianism that has not been said better by others, it

487 1p14., p. 291.
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nevertheless provides valuable insights into Silone's per-
ception of the nature of Fascist totalitarianism. For all
its weaknesses, it is a better political tract than André
Gide or Stephen Spender, for example, could have put to-
get:lfxer».l”'8 The underlying pessimism and despair of the
work reflect accurately the thoughts of Silone on the eve
of World War II.

As a whole, the book does not require exhaustive
analysis; however, it does shed additional light on Silone's
thoughts about the future and about the direction in which
Western civilization is headed. Silone's material is de-
veloped in a series of dialectical propositions regarding
the nature of polities. The two principal discussants are
an American professor and an intellectual theorist who prob-
ably is inte:nded to represent the rest of the Western world.
Professor Pickup 1s a would-be dictator who 1is touring
Europe in search of the Machiavellian keys to power; and
Thomas the Cynic stands prepared to answer any of the pro-
fessor's questions, or at least to engage in discussion

about them.

"Today's democrats no longer have any ideal to work

uuBThe School for Dictators has not received the
extensive reviews that have greeted most of Silone's works,
particularly his early novels. The best critique, perhaps,
is Francis Hope, in The New Statesman, 119-122.
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for," remarks Thomas the Cynic.l“19 They have no future,
only a past; and that is the source of their difficulties.
Marxism has taken over modern democratic theory with the re-
sult that we now have the supreme confusion of "democratic
totalitarianism," where "in due course the end is replaced
by the means.“"'50 By "means" in politics, Silone 1is refer-
ring to "power." To a great extent, this 1s essentially
what Fasecism is and what Communism has evolved into with
the growth of the Russlan bureaucracy.u51 Thomas observes:
The true political man wants power for power's sake;

all voluptuousness lies, for him, in the exercise of
power. . . . Since all his facultles are concentrated
on this one point, to the masses he easily appears as
an extraordinary man, and thus becomes a leader. In
the same way, those who concentrate completely on God
become saints, and those who live only for money be-
come billionaires.“S2

This observation is significant, for it glves voice
to Silone's contention that the difference between sanity
and madness lies in the quality of the object. The very
opposite of concentration on power, concerned as it is with

"this-worldliness," 1is concentration on God and the will of

uugIgnazio Silone, The School for Dictators, trans.
Gwenda David and Eric Mosbacher (24 ed.; London: Victor
Gollancz Ltd., 1964), pp. 43-44, This edition 1s a slight
revision of the original, which was published in New York by
Harper & Brothers in 1938. Togetler with the cutting of
topical references to the 1930s, the new edition contains
a Preface to the Second Edition which is considerably more

optimistic in tone.
450

Ibid., pp. 49-50.

451supra, p. 255.

4521p14., pp. 68-69.
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God before that of men. From this point of view, saintli-
ness is at least apolitical and often is antipolitical; in
its pure form it is situated at the contemplative rather
than the activist end of the political spectrum.

The most significant omission in The School for

Dictators reflects Silone's falilure to consider the union

of saint and power-seeker in a single individual. Silone
never fully takes it into account in his writing; 1n con-
trast to Koestler's representation of this theme, Silone's
silence is a notable shortcoming. The dilemma that the

good man in Silone must confront is that of living in a

world of porer-seekers while he longs for a world of God.

The two worlds can be united only in ideology, never in prac-

tice.
Pessimism in The School for Dictators 1s partly the

result of a loss of faith in "progress" as an ordering prin-

ciple. Says Thomas:
Nobody believes that any more. Every thinking person
now knows for certain that the alternative--decline

and destruction--is also possible. This is the spirit-
ual plight of the elite in almost every civilized coun-

try today.”53
Indeed, how does the disappearance of progress as
a viable socilal and\political principle affect the future?
Despair of social improvement, Silone suggests, is the fore-

runner of totalitarianism. "When . . . everyone 1s at the

4531p14., p. 33.



262

end of his tether, the totalitarian party bursts upon the
scene."usu On several occasions, Thomas the Cynic admon-
ishes Professor Pickup to remember that politics cannot be
reduced to mere technique for the manipulation of power.
But it is doubtful, perhaps, that he fully convinces him-
self, let alone anyone else.

The two points he most forcefully emphasizes are
that external, historical forces ultimately shape men's ac-
tions, and that abstract theorizing tends only to confuse
specific issues. On the first point he states that "the
efforts of the best propagandists [to establish totalitar-
ianism] would be as harmless as the buzzing of flies, were
it not for the decisive collaboration of wartime holocausts
and unremitting poverty."u55 And abstract ideologies are
worse than useless--they are dangerously fraudulent:

The only way to eliminate concrete problems 1s to
solve them, not to ignore or disguise them . . . [to
take] refuge behind the emblems of a distant age in
which social contradictions are 'symbolically' re-
i:%ved,f?zn are :symgoiicai%y: b{gt?er:,dagd ca?itaé-us5

pro s are 'symbolically' eliminate s a fraud.

To avoid fraud in political action requires genuine

familiarity with the "realities" of evil. It means seeklng

usuIbid., p. 42. The parallels between this analysZis
and that of H. G. Wells, Mind at the End of Its Tether, are
obvious. Wells also attributed the disorders of the mocern
world to the fear of nothingness and the absence of an or-
dering principle behind the various ideologies. Totalitar-
ianism is nihilism incarnate.

4551p14., p. 100.

4561p14., pp. 90-91.
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goodness rather than power. Silone agrees that social con-
sciousness requires activism; but after the publication of

The School for Dictators, his writing reflects more acutely

than before the awareness that activism itself necessitates
some ‘sort of compromise between manifestations of Good and
Evil. The Good cannot be pursued without somehow becoming

tainted. Pietro Spina, as he appears in The Seed Beneath

the Snow, is far less politically active than in Bread and
Wine, and as a result he is more saintly. But by avoiding
activism, he has acquiesced in Evil and thus has sinned by
omission.

With a sophistication that has grown as his work
has evolved, Silone portrays the basic dilemma of the good
man of social conscience as a human predicament that 1s im-

possible to reconcile.

There's No Way Out

In The Seed Beneath the Snow, published in 1942,

the reader finds Pietro Spina where Silone left him at the

close of Bread and Wine. Piletro survives the blizzard by

taking refuge in a cave that serves as a stall for animals.
The symbolic allusion to the birthplace of Christ, a shel-
ter in which Pietro's "presence . . . seemed perfectly

natural,"457 is not lost on the character development of the

u57Ignazio Silone, The Seed Beneath the Snow, trans.
Frances Frenaye (2d ed.; New York: Atheneum, 1965), p. 58.
The original edition was published by Harper & Brothers in
1942, All citations herein refer to the Atheneum edition.
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protagonist. His physical recovery after he has survived
the rigors of the snowstorm symbolizes his intellectual re-
birth following the experience of purification by the snow.
The corrupting influences of the Communist Party are behind
him now, and he is ready to begin again with a more highly
developed social consciousness.

He is saved from the cold outside the cave by Infante,
a peasant who 1s physically unable to speak, and who repre-
sents the most lowly of the cafoni. It 1is Infante who is
there for the other peasants to abuse and to exploit. His
lowly status contrasts sharply with that of Plietro, who is
revered among the poor farmers as'something of a mythical
hero. Piletro's family represents the old nobility of the
area, and his grandmother, who lives in a nearby village, is

possessed of genuine noblesse oblige in the finest tradition

of her class.

The contrast between Pietro and Infantc¢ is symbolic
of the difference between Christ and man. The affection
that develops between Pietro and Infante produces the under-
lying tension of the novel. Pletro is torn between the love
of one man for another in whom he sees his own humanity,
and the greater love for all mankind. The theme of this
novel is the crisis in political activism that results for
Pletro when he 1s confronted with the choice between one man

and mankind. Whom shall he serve?
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As a Communist, Pietro discovered that the Party
dictated activity in every area of the individual member's
life. He was possessed by the Party. Now he becomes aware
that his spirit 1is possessed by God: men do not mix God
into their lives; rather, "it 1s He who mixes Himself
in."u58 The will of God now directs Pletro's actlons:

"No one's free any more," he says; "Don't you understand?
Even if I didn't want to have anything to do with politics,
politics would have something to do with me. There's no

way out."u59

Pietro's life among the villagers of the Abruzzl
has the often unintended effect of upsetting thelr regular
activities. His very iresence 1s a threat to the powers
that rule the countryside, and they wish to punish him for
antigovernmental activities during his period in the Com-
munist Party. The political task that he has set for him-
self is to arouse the people to claim their rightful heri-
tage as productive citizens of the area. But he puzzles
them. To these nonideological farmers, "he makes a truly
contradictory impression, of a man at home and at the same
time a wanderer, almost an :Lntr'uder-."u60 God has mixed Him-
self into Pietro's 1life in the form of soclal consciousness,

and Pietro cannot escape his destiny.

4581pid., p. 238.

4591pid., p. 1.

460y),14., p. 191.
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The collective portrait of the peasants that emerges

from The Seed Beneath the Snow differs noticeably from that

of Fontamara and Bread and Wine. These cafoni are far more

aware of political ideologies and of thelr subtle differenc-
es. To be sure, thelr outlook on the future remalns pes-
simistic; they believe that tomorrow "everything will be
like it was before. . . . As long as there are carcasses,

461 They have always been con-

there'll always be vultures."
sclous of being poor and of belng peasants, but in this nov-
el they are also cognizant of the negative aspects of having
a saviour, even an honest one like Pietro, in thelr midst.
Some would echo the sentiments of Donna Maria Vincenza--
that "the cures nowadays are worse than the illness."u62
Silone gilves the peasants a curious mixture of sophisticated
class consclousness, which was lacking in his previous
novels, and an individualism that also was absent before,
Whereas before, Silone's peasants were usually portrayed as

mere objects or as pawns in the hands of an ideologist, the

farmers in The Seed Beneath the Snow come to 1life more as

people, even to the extent of showing some of the natural
failings of human nature.
Sciatap, for example, opposes Pletro's attempts to

free Lhe peasants from their economic and spiritual bondage

461
k62

Ibid., p. 232.
Ibid., p. 123.
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because their freedom will interfere with his own power to
strike fear into their hearts. Sciatap, a peasant himself,
is also a police informer who works not for money or greed,
but for the increase of his own personal power. "Why can't
you understand," he says, "what it's like for me, a poor
peasant, to be able to make these people afrald, to see
them turn pale, without being able to call the police and
463

have me arrested."

The struggle to free the cafoni from the forces
that oppress them is not strictly between Pietro and the
poor on the one side and the government on the other. Wills
clash also within the peasantry, and not all disputes are
motivated solely by ideology. Sclatap cynically dismisses
ideologies with the remark, "Aren't ideas, whatever they
are, a luxury? Sure they are . . . they're just another
rich man's toy."usu It is perhaps more difficult to sym-
pathize with these peasants than with those of the earlier
portralts, but a basis exists now for a great deal more
empathy.

The overlapping aspects of competing ideologies and
historical complexities mitigate and weaken the impact of
Pietro's message of deliverance. Pride, greed, and spirit-

ual blindness obscure the significance of his social message

in their eyes. Pletro eventually fails, as have the other

463
Loy

Ibid., pp. 292-293.
Ibid., p. 296.
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saviours over the past two thousand years. Donna Maria

exclaims, "How can I be so confused that I can't distinguish

good from evil‘?"u65

When Infante is mistaken by a peasant for Christ
personified, another asks, "Why can't we see Him?" The
reply comes back that the elaborate doctrines built up to
defend or identify goodness serve only to hide it, because
its essence 1is simplicity.

They taught us to tell a donkey from a mule, a cor-
poral from a sergeant, and a priest from a bishop, but
not to recognize Jesus in the fields or on the road.

The priests taught us to imagine Him in the wrong way
« « « 80 that ﬁgging Him on the streets no one would

recognize Him.

Goodness, in whatever form it takes so that men may
see it, is not always recognized. How can Pletro help these
people if they do not understand him? The answer is academ-
ic in one sense, for Pietro never has the opportunity to
carry on his mission. Infante accldentally kills his fa-
ther, who has returned to claim him and to use him agaln as
a virtual slave. When the police arrive, Pietro confesses
to the crime to save Infante from prison. In the end,

Pietro has chosen one man over mankind as his highest expres-

sion of personal ethics. But it 1s the universal quality

4651p14., p. 125.

u661bid., p. U436. Silone's disdain for the formal
trappings of the Church is portrayed further in another peas-
ant woman who exclaims, "How can I be a Christian 1f He ap-
pears before me and I don't even recognize Him? What rood
were baptism, catechism, christening and communion?" 1Ibid.,

p. U433.
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of man in Infante that has made the choice meaningful.

And He Hid Himself

The spirit of man, like the person of Christ during
Holy Week, is forced still to save itself by hiding in a
variety of disguises. This 1is the theme of Silone's short

play, And He Hid Himself, which appearaed in 1945. The soul

of man, more than ever, seeks soclalism; and socialism,
in order to save itself from the wolves of cynicism, Com-
munism, and Fascism, "has gone beyond the narrow boundaries

of the bourgeois spirit and has rediscovered 1its Christian

ancestry."ub7

In this play we meet the character of Pletro Spina
for the final time. Rather than beginning the play at the

point where The Seed Beneath the Snow ended, however, Silone

returns to the time of Bread and Wine to re-explore Pletro's

soul as a more complex entity than it had appeared to be
earlier. Although the principal character 1s the same, and
we are reintroduced to some of the minor characters, the
story itself 1s altogether different.

Theoretically, Pietro Spina has not aged since

Bread and Wine; but Silone has aged, and his creations re-

flect this fact. Not only is Pietro more complex and mature

in his thought; his break with the Party is even more

u67Ignazio Silone, And He Hid Himself: A Play in
Four Acts, trans. Darina Tranquilli (New York: Harper &
Brothers Publishers, 1945), p. vi. :
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decisive, as 1s his commitment to the larger cause, that of
socialism. The imagery of Christ and the pursult of Pietro's
soul by God assume added significance. More than ever,
Pietro represents the recurrent possibility of goodness in
man regardless of the political labels that may be attached
to him. He 1is one of the elect, pure in spirit, with a
rough exterior that hides his inner goodness.

Although the ever-present cafoni are represented
in the play, they are pushed to the background of the story.
They are commented upon extensively by the principal char-
acters, but usually from second hand and always at a dis-

tance. And He Hid Himself presents the world of Pietro's

conversations with other intellectuals and professional peo-
ple; it is a universe away from the peasant society. To the
local farmers, "the Spina's have always been a bit macl."%8
Sanity, when surrounded by insanity, always appears to be
unusual and irrational. Although the ideas which Pietro
represents and fights to achieve are as old as Christianity,
they appear novel in the modern age. His landlady believes
that "he has made himself a special law. . . . He has taken
for himself the right to do it. He has made himself a new

469

standard of right and wrong." In spite of his surface

radicalism, Pietro does not represent a new ordering

u68Ibid., p. 3; Silone emphasizes this point re-
peatedly throughout the play.

4691p14., p. 42,
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principle; rather, he represents a return to the cornerstone
of Western civilizatilon.

Silone's break with the Party takes on an increased
significance when we consider it together with his redis-
covery of Christianity. In the play he is careful to em-
phasize not.only that Christianity 1s impossible within the
Party framework, but also that the new generation of rebels
against injustice has not shared Silone's experiences and
therefore has not had the opportunity to learn what Silone
knows about the Party. This makes Pletro's confession of
his Communist past all the more lmportant to the protagonist,
and to his creator as well. Pietro says:

When you've been through hell and you come back to

the land of the living, it's your absolute duty to
tell the others what you've seen. If you go through
hell the flames scorch your hair and it stays scorched
ggiizgr 3£t:rwar?sé gggn?n?s mustn't stop you from

g what you'v

Part of what Pietro has experienced and has been
compelled to bear witness to has been the corruption of
ends and means by the Party: "A revolutionary party . . .

a revolutionary movement, if it's not to betray 1ts mission,
in certain cases has got to be merciless to the point of

471

cruelty." The more theories of socialism attempt to be

"secientific," the more they become a dogma that threatens

4701p14., p. 96. It is worth noting that The God
That Failed appeared just four years after the publication
of this play.

4711p14., p. 93.
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to destroy the very men whom the 1dea is supposed to serve.
It is the values of soclalism that are permanent and able
to resist the transitory character of dogma.u72

Previously, freedom for Pletro meant soclal freedom
to liberate the poor from the bondage of their economic con-
dition. Although this has remained his goal, his definition
of freedom has acquired a certain depth that it lacked in

Bread and Wine and that came into view only dimly in The

Seed Beneath the Snow. This new interpretation offers a

freedom that is not determined by specific historical con-

ditions. Pietro explains 1it:

Men have always been unhappy, humiliated, down-
trodden and exploited in the same way; but all right,
what if it were? Why shouldn't 1t be possible to have
done with it once and for all? 1Isn't the struggle to
be free--just think this over--isn't the strugﬁle to
be free already, in itself, a kind of freedom?973

In general, the future for Pietro is not quite as

bleak as it appeared in Bread and Wine. Whatever the cir-

cumstances, the goodness in him will be able to emerge from
hiding. To a large extent, this conception of freedom has
helped Silone break Pietro Spina away from the determined
universe in which he previously resided. The change is

decisive also in that Silone's characgers since And He Hid

Himself have never completely returned to a world where

freedom depends entirely on social environment. As Pletro

u72This point is elaborated in Silone, Emergency
Exit, p. 99.

u73Silone, And He Hid Himself, p. 10.
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concludes in the play:

You can live under a dictatorship and be free,
provided you struggle against the dictatorship. Even
under a dictatorship, the man who thinks with his own
head is a free man. . . . On the other hand . . . you
can live in the most liberal state on earth, but if you
are inwardly slothful, callous, compliant, you are not
free at all; despite Ehﬁ absence of any violent coer-
cion, you are a slave.?7l

Future in What Sense?

In A Handful of Strawberries, more than in any of

his other novels, Silone has attempted to come to grips with
the relationship of his conception of the future to his
association with and separation from the Party and to his
notion of social consclence.

The principal figures are Rocco, a high-ranking
member of the Italian Communist Party, and Don Nicola, an
unconventional village priest and Rocco's boyhood friend.
The central drama concerns Rocco's withdrawal from active
participation in Party activity and subsequently from formal
association with the Party. During the process, in which
Don Nicola acts as a spur to his conscience, Rocco is forced
to separate the transitory aspects of Party ideology from
the enduring, permanent values that led him to Join. 1In the
end, Rocco discovers that one of the strongest bonds between
Party line and social consciousness lies in the idea of a

"future liberation." But for Rocco, future liberation has

474 1p14., p. 23.
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come to mean a future unencumbered by the apparatus of the
Party and free from the corrupting influences of an inhuman
bureaucracy. Most important of all, it 1is a future which

is no longer imagined to be immanent. In Bread and Wine,

Pietro Spina had been motivated by the immanence of future
social liberation.
Rocco and Don Nicola are more than just boyhood

friends. They share the same social conscience.

Their schoolmates called them "the absolutists." They

were indeed fanatical about the few things to which

they were not indifferent. For a while 1t looked as

though Rocco too would choose the path of theology.

. . . But politics suddenly and secrg%%y, like some

violent disease, took hold of Rocco.
Politics for Rocco is linked irrevocably to a mixture of
theology and a "violent disease" that possessed him like a
demon. Like so many others who rebel, he has done so from
a conviction that has led him to expect the Kingdom of God
on earth.u76 The purpose of striving to comprehend the
Absolute is to change the world in accordance with it
rather than simply to understand the world as it is. And
this view is compatible with the Marxian-Party articulation
of the function of philosophy as Rocco understands it. Thus,
although the origins differ, Rocco's goal and that of the

Party appear to mesh perfectly, and Party ideology becomes

4751gnazio Silone, A Handful of Blackberries, trans.
Darina Silone (New York: Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 1953),

p. 76.

A761p14., p. 75.
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synonymous with Rocco's preconceptions. Don Nicola has much
the same view of the function of Christianity, but despite
being in disagreement with most of his superiors in the
Church, he has found his fulfillment in the role of a
parish priest.

Rocco's major problem, and the source of his spirit-
ual torment, lies not in joining the Party but in leaving
it. His period of withdrawal takes place during the closing
days of World War II; the Fascist government is collapsing,
and the Communists are working to fill the void. The simil-
arity in practice between the two ideologies dlscourages
Rocco and brings out his long-suppressed doubts. Because
his defection from the ranks of the Party 1s causing a
growing scandal, the Party attempts to suppress him by send-
ing various functionaries to appeal to his faith in the
Party's future. "The Party is History," says Oscar, the
first of the inquisitioners; "How can you limit its powers?
History 1s always heart.less!"“77 "The Party is History on
the march," says another; "Outside the Party there is noth-

478 Rocco has committed heresy, the Capital Sin. He

ing."
has passed judgment on the ethics of Party activity, and

as Ruggero, the final inquisitor, puts it, "No one has the

“771p14., p. 119.
4781p14., p. 141.
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!
right to pass judgment on the acts of the Revolution."'79

Rocco perceives the Party argument that the end
justifies the means as a fatal compromise with the "present."
It enshrines bureaucracy rather than the future as the
standard of truth. By "bureaucracy" Rocco means the Party
as it actually operates--the Party as an end in itself
rather than as the agent of the liberation of the poor.

The Party is our true family. Fathcr, mother,

son, ancestor, unborn child. It's our tribe. Our
rule, our sublimation, our supreme salvation from the
individualistic frivolity of bourgeols 1life. . . . It's
the hair shirt with which we discipline ourselves.
It's our communion with the martyrs of our causes.
Our fortress . . . our tﬂsk .« « . our playground . . .
Egypt and Promised Land."490
The infallible criterion of Truth has become the statement,
"Anything that harms Russia is false . . . especially if

e."u81 Rocco leaves the Party because it has be-

it is tru
come a clique of persecutors rather than a haven for the
persecuted. Fascism has given way to a terror of equal
intensity.

Rocco experiences the emotional difficulty of sever-

ing Party associations. To quit the Party means

. . an immediate break, even of personal relationships,
with all the other imprisoned comrades, total isclation,

479
480

uelIbid., p. 218. Stella, Rocco's mistress, says
bluntly, "The Party is the best part of ourselves. It 1s
the Truth. Why resist the Truth?" Ibid., p. 211.

Ibid., p. 220.
Ibid., pp. 209-210.
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more painful than the official kind, and the 1lmpossi-
D ot 15 Thas] Ca eercain cruel erandeur. 182

, .

Rocco finds it morally impossible to remain in a System
that has taken part in so many horrors; but the longing
to believe remains after the object of faith has betrayed
its unworthiness.u83 What can be salvaged?

In the end, the vision of the future which motivated
him originally saves him from nihilism. When he raises his
glass in a toast "to the future Liberation," Don Nicola
responds with raised eyebrows: "Puture in what sense?
Imminent?"

"Whenever it comes," answers Rocco; "Next year, or
sixty or even two thousand years from now."hsu

The Liberation is not imminent in the sense that
we "know" it will happen at a specific point in time; it
is not so much a part of our dally calculations in poliltiecs.
But it is an idea of progress, rather vaguely stated, toward
a specific goal at some point in time. For Rocco, this is
enough to sustain a faith that gives him a sense of personal

liberation in the present and a confidence to face the future,

outside the Party, unafraild.

4821h14., p. 116.
483

usulbid., pp. 308-309. Earlier Rocco has commented
on the Soviet Union: "The trouble is that the new world al-
ready exists, and it's there that the tragedies are happen-
ing." 1Ibid., p. 140.

Ibid., p. 140.
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Beyond the Middle Years

The two most recent works of Silone are compara-
tively short and can easily be treated together without do-
ing violence to either. The Secret of Lucal'85 is shorter

than The Fox and the Camellias"86 and is less "politiczl"

than the latter. The theme might be described as the
eternally recurrent possibility of goodness--that "goodness”
is not an exclusively aristocratic trait.

Luca Sabbatini, which in Italian means "Light of
Sabbath," is released from prison after serving a sentence
of forty years duration for a crime he did not commit. Among
the villagers he is known to be innocent. Andrea, an out-
sider to the town, sets out to discover why, under the cir-
cumstances, Luca went to prison. As Andrea questions the
knowledgeable witnesses in the village, the picture that
emerges is that of Luca sacrificing his freedom to preserve
the honor of the woman he loved, a woman who was married
to another man. In a larger sense, Luca went to prison be-
cause the wielders of formalized power, albeit for the pures:
of motives, invaded his moral and intellectual being without
comprehending his individuality. Luca was treated merely

as an object--a stupid peasant without feeling and without

usslgnazio Silone, The Secret of Luca, trans. Carin:z
Silone (New York: Harper & DBrothers, 19506).

u861gnazio Silone, The Fox and the Camellias, trans.
Eric Mosbacher (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1961).
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sense enough to realize what was happening to him.

Silone's task is to strip away the myths that the
official ruling classes have perpetuated regarding the poor,
and to show that the poor, too, can have the noblest--and
the basest--human qualities. Luca's truc secret 1is that
he has manufactured his own fate, despite what appear to
be overwhelming difficulties, in the face of the immense

487

powers of the modern state. Insofar as a vision of the

future appears in The Secret of Luca, it lies in "goodness"

in people rather than in "society." Sllone does not give
up his larger vision, a future built around a better so-
ciety, but he does appear more realistic in hls assessment
of where the greatest possibility lies for achieving good--
that is, 1in people rather than soclety.

The Fox and the Camellias appeared only three years

after the basically apolitical novel, The Secret of Luca.

Silone returned here to the familiar ground of political
commentary which had characterized hils earlier writing.

It is the shortest of his novels, and the political
dialogues that are presented in it are far less lengthy and
complex than in any of his earlier work. It is as if he
already has saild everything necessary and sees no point to

be gained by repeating himself. The story takes place in

ue?Anthony West, "The Bitter Truth," The New Yorker,
XXXIV, No. 30 (September 13, 1958), 143; this essay review
by West is the best critique of The Secret of Luca that
appeared. '
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Fascist Italy, and Daniele, the principal character, has
taken up arms against the state by Jjoining the Communist
Party undergfound. Unlike Silone's earlier Party workers,
however, Daniele does not share the Party's vision of the
future and was not motivated to join because of it. He 1is
not a "revolutionary," but simply an opponent of Fascism,
and the Party is the only vehicle avallable to combat 1it.
Communism is accepted as the lesser of two evils rather than
as a good in itself. "Don't ask for too much," he says 6f
his Party activities; "After all, we're men, not angels."l‘88
His Party activities are of a clandestine nature,
and his daughter Silvia, completely unaware of his assocla-
tion with the Party, falls in love with Franz, a young
Fascist student. During a visit to Silvia's home in Daniele's
absence, Franz accidentally discovers the Party activities
of her father. Torn by conflicting loyalties to Silvia
and to the Fascists, Franz resolves the tension by killing
himself to avoid betraying Daniele to the authorities.

The significance of The Fox and the Camellias does

not lie in the thought developed in the brief dialogues,
but rather in the character of Franz who, although peripheral
to the dialogue, is central to the theme. The qualities
of loyalty and self-sacrifice can be found in the individuals

of any movement, regardless of the moral structure of the

u88Silone, The Fox and the Camellias, p. 061.




281

movement itself: goodness is an individual quality.

Re-Thinking Progress

Among other things, Marxism is a theory of progress--
progress from the decadence of bourgeois capitalism to the
utopian classless society. To be a good Marxist and a good
Party worker, the true revolutionary created by Silone
must believe in progress and in the Party as its vehicle.
Disillusionment for Pietro Spina, Rocco, and the others
begins when the Party becomes cynical, losing its vision of
the future classless society, and compromising itself with
the present. If the revolutionary himself avoids becoming
cynical, and all of Silone's revolutionaries have, then T
he can assert his belief in the future and in progress only
outside the Party. Perseverence in following a vision is
the source of their disassoclation from the Party and the
basis for the regaining of their liberty and social con-

sciences."'89

For many years after he left the Party, Silone
kept his basic faith in the progress of history toward the
eventual goal of a genuilne sociallsm as he understood it.

As a member of the Italian Socialist Party -after World War II,

u89When Silone discussed the idea of "liberty" with
a fellow Party worker in Moscow during the 1920s, he defined
liberty as "the possibility of doubting, the possibility of
making a mistake . . . the possibility of saying 'no' to
any of the authorities." Horrified, his companion gasped,
"But that, that is counter-revolutionary!" In Sllone,
"Farewell to Moscow," 93. ’
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he worked toward the reconciliation of the anti-Communist
socialist elements in Italy for the purpose of presenting
a united, majority front that would usher in the new Age of
Socialism. The attempts falled, and he left active polities
in 1950, never to return as a participant again.

Exactly when he began to question the concept of

progress is uncertain; hints of it appear in A Handful of

Blackberries. But his first truly systematic exploration

of the meaning of progress walted until 1968, when his ser-
jes of articles on the subject first appeared in English in
Erxcounter-.ug0 The articles deserve a careful consideration
for their perspective on the evolution of Silone's concep-
tion of the future. They offer an insight into what is en-
during and consistent in his thought as contrasted with the
more temporary aspects that are attached to particular cir-
cumstances.
Silone describes himself among the exiles in

Switzerland:

{we] had reached the point of disillusionment at which

many ideals in which we had formerly belleved, foremost

among them the myth of Progress, had lost all meaning

for us. . . . But we still felt an instinctive revulsion

against any concept thﬂt ruled out, a priori, the chance
to resist or to rebel.491 :

ugoThey were also published in book form 1in Silone,
Emergency Exit, the same year.

uglIgnazio Silone, "Re~Thinking Progress," Encounter,
XXX, No. 3 (March, 1968), 5. See also Silone, "Self-
Portrait," passim.
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To rebel was to reaffirm the exlstence of a soclial consclence

that extended beyond Fascist demagoguery.
Political ambition, on any level beyond that of mere

personal ambition, must necessarily aim at shaping the
future. The revolutionary lives in a state of per-

petual expectation.

For himself, as well as the other exiles, the first
task of spiritual recovery has been to restore a meaning to
politics that would shape the future in the desired dlrec-
tion. The future challenge, as he sees it, will be between
the state and society in which "society will attempt to re-
claim thoée of its functions which have been usurped by the
state."u93 By "state" Silone appears to mean the bureau-
cracy and those formal instiiutions which superimpose a
layer of artificiality over a citizenry. There 1s no organ-
i¢ relationship between the state and society, because the
former is imagined as an artifact rather than as a natural
extension of the people who compose it. To continue to be-
1ieve in a better future means disentangling the Marxist-
Communist view from the genuine socialist concept.

Part of the problem with socialist views of progress
in the past has been the fact that economic improvement in
the lot of the ordinary citizen has not prdduced a "new

man." Far from it. "All this does not mean, of course,

4921144, , 4.

u93Ignazio Silone, "Re-Thinking Progress (II),"
Encounter, XXX, No. 4 (April, 1968), LO.
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that the old Adam is insensible to environmental pressures.
It is simply that, in many respects, he reacts to new con-
4
ditions differently from what had been anticipated."ug'
The purely economic, or material, prosperity of the
modern age has brought with it an unparalleled spirituzl and
moral decadence. The problem 1s the result of a threesfold
misconception. First, it is not a function of soclety to
ensure individual happiness:
(ir people] complain of being unhappy, that 1is theilr
affair, but they have no right to expect that prosper-
ity should bring them happiness. What we call harpiness
is a personal thing . . . well beyond Ehe power of any
social order to grant or to guarantee. 95
Second, a distinction must be made between progress in
science and progress in morality:
We may still talk of progress in the natural sclences
and techn:logy, but not in the humanities, at any rate
not if progress 1s assumed to be inevitable. . . . The
"progress" of civilization will always be someth%%g to
be fought for and never to be taken for granted." -?°
Third, and closely related to the other two, is the fact
that the mass consumption of modern technology has chznged
the very nature of the word "progress" itself; 1n the coun-
tries which we assume to have experienced "economic progress,”

"social relations tend increasingly to be dominated by con-

sumption rather than progress."u97 The hedonism this

hol
k95

u%Ibid., p. 39.

Ibid., p. 27.
Ibid., p. 38.

971p1a., p. 31.
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denotes then is made even more onerous by the depersonaliza-
tion of life by insensitive bureaucracies.

The picture of the future that emerges from Silone's
"Re~-Thinking Progress" is notably different from his earlier
views in many essential details. There 1s less emphasis on
happiness as a group or class phenomenon; there is a sub-
dued realization that the state cannot do everything, or
perhaps even very much, to ensure a workable future. But
by far the most significant detail reflects Silone's view
of the future as "de-imminentized"; the new world of social-
ism is pushed back further and further. Silone cannot bring
himself to say that it will not come, but he has stopped
preparing for it. The emphasis on individual happiness
may signal a retreat from the public arena inward toward
himself.

Silone's man in 1968 is considerably more of an

introvert than was Pietro Spina of Bread and Wine. Spirit-

ual fulfillment seems more personal now--unique even--and
less communicable to the outside world. A future that 1is
no longer imminent differs entirely from that of the early
Silone. The de-imminentized future resembles an extension
of the bresent into an indefinite future. 6ne cannot help
but wonder if Pietro Spina or Rocco would have joinéd the
Party if, at the time, they had imagined the future to be

merely an extension of past and present experilence.



CHATTER V
ANDRE GIDE: AN INTELLECTUAL'S PERCEPTION OF THE FUTURE

Of the authors considered in this study to be rep-
resentative proponents and articulators of the modern view
of the future, none has been more influential in internation-
al arts and letters than André Gide. Winner of the Novel
Prize for literature in 1947, Gide alone among the three
possesses stature sufficient to rank his work with that of
major authors in this century. He has been highly influen-
tial in the twentieth century French world view in liter-
ature and in the literary style that has accompanied 1it,
combining an often startling boldness and originality with
an instinct for acting as a catalyst for diffuse moods and
opinions. For many of his contemporaries, Gide undoubtedly

was, as Archibald MacLeish said of him, "la vie de son

temgs."286

Because of the subtle complexities embodied in the
vast collection of his work, André Gide presents a number of
challenges not present in elther Koestler dr Silone. First
of all, unlike the other two, he was not launchzd on his

literary career by an inspirational spark provided by

498, chibald MacLeish, in "Hommage & André Gide,"
La Nouvelle Revue Frangaise (November, 1951), p. 29.

286
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Communism. Gide was an established and recognized writer
for well over thirty years before he felt the attraction of
Communism and the need to participate in 1ts political move-
ment. When he finally did associate himself with the Com-
munist Party, his most productive and significant literary
and artistic achievements were behind him. Hence, it 1is
easier to speak with some assurance about continuity and
change in Gide's thought and to trace a clearly definable
"eonversion" to Marxism through an examination of his novels,
essays, and diary.

In addition, unlike the novels of Koestler and
Silone, those of Gide are not "political novels" per se,
and thus they require a slightly different method of analy-
sis. They must be viewed in terms of the moods and impres-
sions they convey and the feelings they invoke rather than
as plausible dialogues among individuals expressing a height-
ened sense of political activism. This does not mean that
Gide's creative writing, if it 1s studied closely, is with-
out political connotations, buf simply that the political
implications are somewhat disguised in their presentation
and perhaps less obvious than those of Koestler or Silone
in their content.

Finally, it must be noted that Gide, unlike the
others, reflects a greater awareness of the depths of the
intellectual currents of his time and thus manages to touch

upon more of the themes previously developed than either
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Koestler or Silone. Hardly a point examined in the pre-

vious chapters escaped his consclous attention.ugg

The Neurotic Basis of Gide's World View

The central factor in (' "de's work, the one element
that dominates all others, is > often noted neurotic per-
sonalities of his characters. This appears to stem direct-
ly from Gide's own neurotic personality.500 His personal
disorientations were nurtured by long-suppressed homosexual
tendencies together with the influence of a strict and pi-
etistic French Huguenot upbringing on an already intro-
verted personality. As the biography of his childhood dis-
closes, this neurosis made it difficult at times, if not
altogether impossible, for him to distinguish the real na-
ture of the world around him from the unreal in any rea-

sonable sense.501

H99$ee the fine biography of Gide by Justin O'Brien,
Portrait of André Gide: A Critical Biography (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1953). These aspects are particularly well
brought out in Chapters I and II of O'Brien. A good and
brief contrasting interpretation may be found in Gerhard
Masur, Prophets of Yesterday: Studies in European Culture,
1890-191% (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1961), pp. 148-156.

5005ean Delay, The Youth of André Gide (Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press, 1963). This excellent work
is undoubtedly the definitive study of Gide's 1life until
1895, a period which includes the works of his very impor-
tant formative period. Delay approaches hls subject as a
clinical psychologist whose personal friendship with Gide
enables him to include numerous, lengthy conversations, as
well as Gide's own published and unpublished work and
letters.

5011p14., p. 82; O'Brien, p. 11.
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Yet, however vexing this neurosis was from a per-
sonal standpoint, it formed the creative impulse that di-
rected his artistic achlevements.

Reflected in his fictional characters are subsurface
struggles through imaginative reconstructions of reality
which in fact are projections of his own raging lnner tur-

moil. 1In his first work, The Notebooks of André Walter,

his alter ego reacts thus to the real world: ". . . disgust
bordering on nausea on looking at 1ife, the 1life that must
be 1lived! I prefer my dream. My dream."SO2

In order to construct an imaginary world to suilt
his own intentions, Gide recognized early that one of his
primary tasks was to redefine the structure of reality 1t-
self. Nature, in this context, came to mean that which is
"natural" for the individual as opposed to that which is
"natural" for the world as a whole. For example, in the
case of his own homosexual inclinations, if this is "un-
natural" for man as a whole, it then must become "natural”
by the elevation of the particular to the stature of a gen-
eral proposition. What Gide construed to be natural for

the individual in solitude, here meaning himself, must

502pndré Gide, The Notebooks of André Walter, trans.
Wade Baskin (London: Peter Owen, 1968), p. 35. The pub-
1lished date given here is the first English language edi-
tion. The work was originally published in 1891. Citations
of all of Gide's work will be the first English edition
with the first French edition noted whenever appropriate.
(This book is hereafter referred to as Gide, André Walter.)
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also, of compulsive necessity, become the universal standard
for all mankind. Such a goal was raised to the level of
an ontological proposition and became for Gide the core
of his own brand of religious symbolism.503
Furthermore, by having rejected as corrupt "the life

that must be 1lived," he came to identify the essence of
"natural man" as pure soul or spirit, uncorrupted by exter-
nal necessities. The moral man in this scheme resembled
very much the Platonic or Kantian man for whom the ideal
must take precedence over the real or physical man. Again
speaking through André Walter, Glde exclaimed:

The flesh corrupts the soul. . . . New wine cannot be

put into rotting vessels! The flesh lays claim to

the soul unless the soul can win control at the outset.

The soul must be the master and not the slave.508
The object of the dominion of soul over flesh was the
achievement of what Gide referred to as his "primary vision"
of the future by means of an "intuitive knowledge" that such
a future indeed existed.505

It seemed to follow naturally for the development

of Gide's thought that, given the naturalness of homosex-
uality, the conventions of society must be artifacts blocking

the realization of a genuinely natural society. Gilde con-

sidered the personal experience of a struggle between the

203Kenneth I. Perry, The Religious Symbolism of
André Gide (The Hague: Mouton, 1969), pp. 55-%57.

504

Gide, André Walter, p. 3M4.

5051pid., pp. 19, 92-93.
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soul and the flesh in its external manifestation to be a
problem in reconciling natural man with artificial society.
Thus, one of the first consequences of Gide's homosexuzl
behavior was that it placed him on the outer margin of
society as a rebel against all that socliety regarded as

506 There on the periphery, the creation of an

normal.
imaginary world as a substitute for the real world, in which
he felt deficient, was favorable to the creatlion of a cer-
tain type of literature. Within its context, he felt not
only normal, but superior.507 Part of the price he paid

for this confusion between real and imagined experience

lay in his inability, within his "primary vision" of a
future social existence, to distinguish the first realities
of experience from the "second realities" of imagination,

as discussed earlier.508 As Delay has observed, the malady
which André Gide interﬁ}eted as a struggle between soul

and flesh,

. . . can also be considered from another angle, that
of psychological narcissism and the struggle between
dream and 1life. . . . To prefer one's dream to the
world and to contemplate oneself rather than to 1live
is characteristic of Narcissus.>09

506George Israel Brachfeld, André Gide and ths Com-
munist Temptation (Geneva: Librairie E. Droz, 1959), r. 5Z2.

507Delay, p. 242,

508De1ay, pp. 69-70, provides an excellent discus-
sion of "second realities"™ in Gide's psychological make-up,
using the term "second realities" as I have used 1t here.

5091p14., p. 229.
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To overcome the dualism of his experienced exist-
ence--the conflict between the flesh and the spirit--Gide
sought to join the poles of this experience into a single,
unified whole. To do this required the conscious creation
of a "new man" who by his very nature differed from the "old
man" of Gide's experienced past. Gide described him thus:

I would fashion a soul, shape it deliberately. . . . I
would tie such intricate knots, weave such a network
of sympathetic bonds, the separation would be impos-

sible and shared patterns would for ever keep them
side by side.510

The rift in Gide's personality, exacerbated by homo-
sexual tendencies, opened up in him the antagonistic dualism
of the real and the ideal, and pitted them against each
other. The intensity of his emotion was strengthened fur-
ther by the influence of a Calvinist home life that embodied
a stronger than usual belief in sin. Growing up in this
Protestant tradition, the child Gide had learned early to
Judge moral behavior for himself through his own conscience.
Encouraged by this very systematic self-examination, doubt
with regard to the sincerity of feelings and bellefs began
to creep into Gide's conscliousness. And, as Delay notes,
"So began the experience of hypocrisy in the very course

n511

of the most truly moral effort. This constant intro-

spection by such a harsh self-examiner as Gide opened up

51031de, André Walter, pp. 22-23.

511Delay, p. 123. Delay, however, is quick to point
out that introspection "makes no one sick unless he already
is; 1t strengthens the strong and weakens the weak." p. 124,




293

the rift in his personality which led his ego (soul) to

assert itself by rebellion.512

His first novel, Straight 1s the Gate, attracted

wide popular and critical acclaim; 1t revealed what one
eritic termed "Protestantism's most insidlous revenge on its
renegade child."513 The novel is a bold attack on the en-
tire tradition of Gide's own religious heriltage, the Chris-

tianity whose puritanical discipline had predisposed him

w51l

toward "virtue" rather than "happiness. Whereas at

first it may appear to be paradoxical that Gide should
consider virtue to be decadent and worldly happiness to be
the highest good, he did not see it from this perspective.
Indeed, in this case, he reversed those characteristics
traditionally ascribed to the soul and the flesh respective-
ly. For the "natural man" of his primary vision, the attaln-
ment of the happiness he described would carry the individual
beyond mere good and evil in the puritanical sense. The
attainment of happiness was the goal of the ideal man,
whereas virtue was shaped by custom and not by nature.

What organized religions considered to be virtues were for

Gide mere customs that stunted the spiritual growth of the

5127p14., p. 124.

5131p14., p. 483.

514 pnaré Gide, Straight is the Gate, trans. Dorothy
Bussy (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 192B), p. 33; Perry,
p' 950
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individual and would result in eventual tragedy, as 1t had

for Alissa, the heroine of Straight 1s the Gate.

Gide and His Art

One of the first problems confronting the interpreter
of Gide in examining his rich and varied creative writings
is the disentangling of the artist from his work. 1In the
literature on Gide, there have been two basic approaches.
First, Gide himself has been viewed as an interpreter of
literary situations in which the thoughts, deeds, and words
of his principal characters are not to be construed as the
articulation of his own values and beliefs. Justin O'Brien,
his major biographer and the English translator of many of
his novels and the Journals, falls into this general cate-
gory.515 The second approach, and by far the more numerous
in advocates, is to see 1in Gide's writing what Delay has
called "psychobiography," or the development of Gide's art-
istry as "a consideration of the events of his life in re-
lation to hils psychological evolution."516 From the per-
spective of this second approach, the body of Gide's work
is interpreted best as symbolic versions of events or situ-
ations in his own 1life, with his characters as "splinters

of himself."517 It would appear from a careful reading of

515O'Brien, pp. 11-13.

516Delay, p. 10.

5 T thomas Cordle, André Gide (New York: Twayne
Publishers, 1969), p. 49; Harold March, Gide and the Hound
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Gide that the second approach 1s the more loglcal; 1t is
the one upon which I will base my study.

In Gide's own words, the relationship of himself
to his work reflected his 1life, which was the imitation of

his art. The artist, he wrote,
. . . must live his life as he will recount it. 1In
other words, the portrait of him formed by his 1life
must identify itself with the ideal portrait he de-
sires . . . he must be as he wishes to be.518
There can be no doubt that for Gide his works were the prod-
uct of a prior moral order in his own soul as well as the
articulation of that order.

Throughout Gide's creative work, three dominant
themes--religion, morality, and hedonism--prevail. In or-
der to appreciate more fully his relationship to his work
and the importance he attached to it, it 1is important to
discuss these themes briefly before they are more complete-
ly discussed with respect to thelr influence on his idea of
the future. All three of these themes are closely inter-

related for Gide, and to explore fully the meanings he

attached to them, they must be viewed as complementary

of Heaven (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
1952), p. 383. :

518 pnaré Gide, The Journals of André Gide, Vol. I,
trans., intro., notes Justin O'Brien (London: Secker &
Warburg, 1947), pp. 18-19 (hereafter referred to as Glde,
Journals). See also Klaus Mann, André Gide and the Crisis
of Modern Thought (New York: Creative Age Press, 1943),
pp. 48-55; James C. McLaren, "Art and Moral Synthesis:
Gide's Central Focus," L'Esprit Créateur, I, No. 1 (Spring,

1961), 5-6.
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parts of a much larger world view.

In his religious views, Gide rejected all organized
Christianity, Protestant and Catholic allke; he argued for
a return to a more primitive and "original'" Christianity,
which he understood to be a "state of mind" as opposed to
a substantive doctrine.>®l9 The organization of religion,
with its bureaucratic corruptions, was anathema to him.
Regarding his wife's devout Catholicism, he wrote in his
diary about "the slow progress of Catholicism in her soul;
it seems to me that I am watching the spreading of a gan-
grene."520 Although it is not doubt partly true that Gide's
stance on religion “simply mirrored the theological revolu-

n521 more thsn this was in-

tion taking place around him,
volved. By tredition, at least, Gide was a French Calvin-
ist. This factor alone served to place his social status

on the fringes of French culture. One of the most lasting
consequences of his religious education, therefore, became

the intensification of his propensity for feellng estranged

519w. Wolfgang Holdheim, Theory and Practice of the
Novel: A Study of André Gide (Geneva: Librairie Droz,
1968), p. 66.

520pndré Gide, Et Nunc Manet in Te:- an Intimate
Journal, trans. Justin O'Brien (London: Secker & Warburg,
19527, p. 78. He wrote earlier in his diary that Calvinism
can be an excellent school of psychology ". . . on the con-
ditiog that one get away from it." In Gide, Journals, I,
p. 306.

221y, J. Nersoyan, André Gide: The Theism of an
Atheist (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1969), p. 4.
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from the everyday reality of the society around him.522 He

experienced in his creative works a conflict between the
disciplined ethic of Calvinism and the self-assertion of
his own ego which rebelled against such restraints.523

Rebellion against Protestantism reached its creative

height in Straight is the Gate. The principal character,

Alissa, is a childlike creature who must be protected from
life itself. When confronted with the choice between a
real 1life in marriage with Jerome or a spiritual, inner with-
drawal in search of perfect Christian asceticism, Alissa
chooses the latter. The result is tragedy. Alissa's seek-
ing of perfection through love for God turns her will away
from the acceptance of true love for Jerome. On the other
hand, Jerome's love for God only hinders his love for Alissa,
and hence he has abandoned God.

The story itself is simple but the meaning is com-
plex. In seeking God, Alissa has assumed the role of a
fictitious, idealized self which has meant abandoning her
true self. If God were in fact the same as the religious
conception of Him, no problem would exist. But it is pre-
cisely the absence of this likeness that constitutes the
source of the problem for Gide. The surrender of Alissa's

love is not to an object outside of herself (God), but to

522
523

Brachfeld, p. 16.

March, pp. 54-55, 95.
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524 Gide does

a subject--her own intellectual construction.
not condemn Alissa's initial aspiration, which is to conform
to the will of God, nor does he intend that the reader do
so. At the outset, we have a basic character in which

is experienced the very human urge to expand beyond the
limits of the self, and we have an environment which gives
to the goal of aspiration the name "God." It 1s this en-
vironment, purely an invention of society, that directs

the development of a young girl so that her true nature is
deformed.?2? What society calls "God" is simply, in this
context, an inner voice as opposed to an external duty:
there is no object which is "God." Hence, it is concluded
that when man thinks about God, he is in reality thinking
about himself.

Morality, then--true morality as opposed to social
custom--emanates from the individual alone. The institu-
tional notions of good and evil which thwart the free play
of individualism are to be construed, therefore, as the
sources of corruption of the soul. Society as it 1s also
is the enemy of natural man. In the place of religion,
"altruism" should prevail, in which men are expected to
sacrifice themselves for their fellow men.

This sacrifice of the individual man for the abstract

5285 W. Ireland, André Gide: A Study of His Crea-
tive Writings (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1970),
p. 213. .

525March, p. 159.
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man later came to be the basis of Gide's morality within
his Communist affiliation. His code of conduct was radi-
cally individual, especlally after the time of his public
advocacy of homosexuality; and therefore it was profoundly
antisocial. His concept of morality, unconventional in
private, eventually broadened to apply to society at large
and to contain the seeds of revolution.526 Gide fully
understood that he advocated anarchy when he wrote:
Laws and rules of conduct are for the state of child-
hood; education 1s an emancipation. A perfectly wise
city or state would live and judge without laws. . . .
The wise man lives without a rule of conduct, accord-
ing to his wisdom.527
His concept of morality, then, as perhaps with most anar-
chic moralists, was to live an existence as if no one else
were involved; it was, in effect, a morality for the "over-
men" that Nietzsche foresaw.528
Gide's morality, individualistic and antisocial,

was bound to produce certain results 1n society. We have

seen this before, in Arthur Koestler's Darkness at Noon,

but in Gide its transcendent significance 1is even more

526prachfeld, pp. 35, 113.
527Gide, Journals, I, pp. U41-42.

528For an excellent discussion of precisely this
point, together with Gide's relationship to Nietzsche, see
Montgomery Belgion, Our Present. Philosophy of Life (London:
FPaber & Faber Limited, 1929), pp. 109-174; Theseus, in
Gide's play of the same name, exclaims, "Liberty above all
things! My duty is to myself!" In André Gide, Two Lerends:
Oedipus and Theseus, trans. John Russell (New York: Alfred
A. Knopf, 1950), p. 81. '
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apparent. It 1s expressed once again in the dilemma of
ends and means. "Never lose sight of the end," he wrote
in his Journal; "Never prefer the means. . . . Look upon
oneself as a means; hence, never prefer oneself to the
chosen end."529 When we recall that the end of his "pri-
ary vision" is the "natural man" discussed above, the sig-
nificance of his concept of morality increases. The
character, André Walter, records in his diary:
We live in order to manifest, not in order to live.

Ends and means: there is the difference. Morality

consists in identifying that which should be sought

e Lo L O 3o S means, nec an end 530 e

. o o s .
In the case of Gide, this end, it must be remembered, was a
conception of perfection shaped in definite neurotic ori-
gins. Given the percelved deformity of reality, it meant
in practice that morality consisted of the destruction of
reality and the frank substitution of a dream world for 1it.

The sensuous hedonism that appears to cloud all of

Gide's morality resulted directly from his radical indivi-
dualism and homosexual behavior. Insofar as external fac-
tors influence men's actions, they should be overcome 1f

the attainment of pure pleasure and happiness are to be

achieved. "We are shaped by our influences," Gide wrote.

52961de, Journals, I, p. 8.

53OGide, André Walter, p. 102; Belgion, pp. 141,
147-148.
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"We must therefore discern them. Let will be dominant
everywhere: we should do as we please. We should choose
our influences."531 Clearly, he did not envision these in-
fluences as the prevailing soclal customs. Instead, they
were to be a projection of the individual ego onto society
as a whole. Once this goal was attalned, happiness would
result, because the individual would no longer be alienated
from a world he did not create himself. As Gide interpret-
ed it, this was the true message of Christ. "The first
duty of the Christian is to be happy; and so long as he
has not achieved happiness he has not put into practice

the teaching of Christ."532

In Straight is the Gate, Jerome 1s portrayed as one

who desires nothing beyond the earthly, sensual happiness
of union with Alissa--to the point that 1t becomes an ob-
session. Alissa, on the other hand, in sacrificing sensual
pleasure to heavenly rewards after 1life, had given up the
only true happiness. For Gide, Alissa has destroyed her-
self in the quest for a pitiful illusion. Happiness, which
includes sensuous pleasure as its most important component,
can be realized only in an earthly, that is, social exist-
ence. With ideal society viewed merely as a projection of

an individual's own will, such a model must of necessity

5311pid., p. 33.
532Gide, Journals, I, p. 344.
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be an elite as well as hedonistic morality.

Romanticism, Classicism, and Symbolism in Gide

Gide regarded himself as a "classicist" in the tra-
dition of Flaubert and Stendhal in French letters. The
goal of classicism, as Glde defined it, was the "pbroad in-
tegration" of everything which is genuine in the modern
world. "All that classicism refuses to integrate threatens
to turn against us," he wrote.?33 As with so many other
observations by Gide, this statement cannot necessarily be
taken to mean "classicism" in the sense used in this
study.53zl The key distinction to be made for my purposes
closely relates his definition of true literature as "in-
tegration" to the entire structure of his body of work;
it has implications in his approach to the relationship be-
tween subject and object, and in his view of the nature of
knowledge, second realities, and the general problem of
decadence and vitalism.

To begin with, Gide's notion of integration was in-
tegration without selection or discrimination. It tended

to reduce all forms of human experience to the same common

533André Gide, Pretexts: Reflections on Literature
and Morality, selected, ed.,intro. Justin O'Brien (New York:
Meridian Books, Inc., 1959), p. 202.

53“Jean Delay has written, "The meaning Gide gave
to the word 'classicism' is open to discussion; ‘'paganism'
would probably be more exact." In Delay, p. 331.
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denominator with no qualitative distinctions. This feature
of his conception of literature was itself a direct conse-
quence of his identification of the "real" with the sensuous
part of his own ego; experlence was itself defined as
sensory experience. Life, as Gide defined it, was the re-
juvenating "vitalism" of all of man's sensations, and this
view itself reenforced the reduction of sensory experience
to an undifferentlated unity.535

From this it logically followed that the proper
ethical distinction for men to make was not between "good"
and "evil," but between the "authentic" and the "false."536
Authenticity demanded "sincerity" from the individual above
all else. "Oh, to be utterly and perfectly sincere . . s "
he wrote in his Journal; for sincerity was the virtue most
effective toward realizing the true self.537 The exalta-
tion of sincerity as the supreme test of knowledge itself
was thus closely related to the sensuous aspects of Gide's
world view.

The search for authenticity in feeling and the ele-

vation of "sincerity" as an ordering principle in Gide's

work established certain significant corollaries. The most

535Holdheim, pp. 69-73; on this point, see also
Karl Pfleger, Wrestlers with Christ (New York: Sheed &
Ward, 1936), pp. 132-133.

536grachfeld, p. 39.

537Gide, Journals, I, p. 17; _Nersoyan, p. 31.
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important was probably the denial of reason and of rational
discourse between opposing points of view. Reason was asso-
ciated with the Devil in Gide's symbolism: ", . . for the
Evil One is the Reasoner," he wrote.538 Gide did not be-
lieve in the objective existence of God, nor in an objective
Satan; but as a symbol of the imperfection in men's view
of themselves, the Devil provided a useful symbol of deca-
dence which was cited often. Gide shared the Romanticist
conception of knowledge, which tended to reject sclence as
the source of what is true: "The sclences are dangerous,
for they exalt reason, which then speaks up and demands con-
trol."539 By emphasizing sensory knowledge, that 1s, "in-
tuitive knowledge," Gide thereby consciously raised irra-
tionality to the level of an ordering principle; he im-
posed second reality upon actual existence.

That this resulted in a latent and sometimes overt
nihilism is not surprising. 1In the absence of reason as a
source of order, then, the unreasoned projection of a man's
ego outside of himself and onto soclety should be the
source of order. According to Gide's André Walter:

Everyone is right. Things BECOME true as soon

as someone believes in them. Reality 1s within us;
our mind creates its Truths. And the best truth will

u5381b1d., II, p. 187; Delay, p. 286; Brachfeld,
pp. 39-49.

539Gide, André Walter, p. 189.
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not be the one sanctioned by reason. Men are guided
by emotions and not by ideas.540

To Gide, reason fostered limitations; if men were to be-
come gods they could not admit impotence.

So conceived, reason could not avoild destroying any
objective relationship between the knower and the known,
the subject and the object of knowledge. For it 1s in the
nature of sense-perceived knowledge to be unable to recog-
nize distinctions unless it also possesses reason as the
means of discrimination.

Gide's early work appeared during the period of
the strongest Symbolist influence on French literature.

He viewed the task of the creative artist to be that of
symbolizing, of reconciling appearance and reality--"fleet-
ing forms" and 1deal forms.su1 The unity of subject and
object in Gide is more appropriately discussed in the con-
text of Gide's conceptions of God and religion, which will
be explored later in this chapter. It is enough to pcint

out here that Gide and Hume have much in common 1n their

5401p14., p. 43. With more truth than he intended,
Gide concluded this statement with "the true 1is known bty
its fruit, and a doctrine by what it suggests." Nowhere 1is
this more accurate than in an analysis of Gide's particular
world view.

SMICatherine H. Savage, "Gide's Criticism of Sym-
bolism," The Modern Language Revliew, LXI, No. 4 (Octcbver,
1966), 60I-602; see also her excellent article in the czame
vein of symbolism in Gide, "The Ideology of André Walter,"
L'Esprit Créateur, I, No. 1 (Spring, 1961), 14-20; and the
excellent discussion of symbolism in Gide by Cordle, vr.
33-44, 41-45, 65. '
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epistemology at least; 1t was Gide who wrote:

An atmosphere created by me envelops my soul and
unconsciously colors my vision of reality. And, since
it is impenetrable it imprisons me in solitude. And,
since it is variegated, each vision of reality is in-
dividual. A man never sees anythiﬂg but his world,
and he is the only one to see it.5

Because reason cannot thereby establish any subject-object
relationship, it 1s presumed that reason was a fiction in

the first place. In Gide's The Counterfeiters, Edouard's

own neurotic personality wholly dissolves any common-sense
relationship between subject and object as he rebels against

science and reason:

Psychological analysis lost all interest for me from
the moment that I became aware that men feel what they
imagine they feel. From that to thinking that they
1maginﬁ they feel what they feel was a very short
step.243

In Gide's particular brand of romanticism and sym-
bolism, as we have shown, the emphasis was away from a tru-
ly rational conception of knowledge qua knowledge; "what
eludes loglc," he wrote, "1s the most precious element."suu
His habit of introspection had predisposed him to look for
an inner self as the ftrue self, but self-revelation only
heightened the disparity between the real and the ideal.

The real, empirical self became associated wlth decadence,

51'2Gide, André Walter, p. 84; see also the statement
in Journals, I, p. 10.

5u3André Gide, The Counterfeiters, trans. Dorothy
Bussy (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1927), p. 65.

544

Gide, Journals, II, p. b404.
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as had his real, empirical experience with socie’cy."'l'5 If

only the five senses were to be trusted, then the only gen-
uine knowledge came from them.

In his novels, therefore, Gide symbolized this be-
lief by emphasizing the intuitive rather than the rational,
the subjective rather than the objective, and freedom rather
than restraint. Symbolically, he represented the decadence
of the present with terms that suggested darkness or sick-
ness, or physical and intellectual weakness; progress was
1light, health, and the intellectual courage to face the
fact that the individual was God and no one else in the
universe existed to aid in his spiritual and social progress.

In The Immoralist, the principal figure, Michel, 1s

stricken by tuberculosis, a disease symbolic of the corrup-
tion of his physical self. Although the disease proves to
be nearly fatal, Michel overcomes it by an act of pure will
and makes a startling discovery--he can will his own phy-
sical health. It is a discovery of his primitive, "authen-
tic being," hidden under layers of corrupting civilization.
After this discovery, Michel experiences a new source of

undreamed-of strength:

What interest could I take in myself, except as a per-
fectible being? This unknown perfection, vaguely as

545cordle, p. 34; Pfleger, p. 134; on decadence
in French 1iterature as an influence on Gide, see Koenraad .
Swart, The Sense of Decadence in Nineteenth-Century France
(The Hague Martinus Nijhoff, 196%#), especlally p. 209 for
Gide's role, :
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I imagined it, exalted my will as never before in my
longing to achﬁeve it; I dedicated myself to this
will utterly.>*6

Michel has experienced what Nietzsche descrlbed as a "rill
to power." This newly discovered will also increases hils
sensitivity to feeling: "With extraordinary intensity, I
felt," he says as his period of recovery ends.su7 At thls
point, Michel can draw the corollary conclusion that the
decadence of past memories derived from soclety, his his-
tory in effect, has prevented the full recovery of his
health. A knowledge of the past is deceptive in that it
masks the truth. "Culture, born of 1life, ultimately kills
life. . . . Memory is an invention of m:lsery."5u8

In his rejection of the past as a gulde and of the
present as decadence, Gide quite naturally looked to the
future as the ultimate arena for salvation. But he did
not look at first to the Marxist conception of a full fu-
ture. In his early years, the future was a void in the
sense that the depths of nothingness, of nihilism, were
most fully revealed there.

Nowhere did he symbolize this despalr of the future

546 pnaré Gide, The Immoralist, trans. Richard
Howard (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1970), p. 53; Ireland,
pp. 178-198.

5471p1d., p. 40; see also the comment by Michel,
p. 150; Holdheim, pp. 60-61.

548

Ibid., pp. 93, 161.
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more graphically than in Urien's Voyage.5n9 The story 1s
dominated by a sea voyage, heavily symbollc of 1life, and
it progresses through a number of adventures to end ulti-
mately in the purity of the ice-covered North Pole, the end
of earthly life. The origin of the voyage and the reason
for it are shrouded in historical mystery, out of which
has come despalr. The narrator recalls:
Long had I wandered as if in a dream through a
tragic valley. . . . Then, since this day had given
us a foretaste of all that the future held in store,
we ceased to look back and turned our eyes to the
future . . . and plunged into the night toward dawn.2>0
The voyag: begins with a note of hope in the pros-
pect of "glorious destinies to unfold"; but as the doomed
vessel sails onward, the future looks more distant than it
did at the beginning. "Since I felt my strength ebbing
away and the past returning, I put my head in my hands and
ceried wretchedly," the narrator exclaims.??1 Life, then,
is reduced to a meaningless quest for an illusive perfec-

tion at some point in the future; but what happens at the

end of life, when the future becomes "now"?

sugThe double meaning of the title of this work 1s
lost in the English translation. The French title is
La Voyg§e d'Urien; the translation of "rien" is "nothing,"
u

and " is "of" in this case.

550pndré Gide, Urien's Voyage, trans. Wade Baskin
(New York: Philosophical Library, 1964), pp. 15-18.

5511pid., pp. 21, 61.
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So far our voyage has been a fallure. What does
our cheerless plan mean at this moment in our history?
Or what is the significance of our being on the plain?
Any suspicion of futility will torment our hearts and
allow their virtue to be diffused. . . . If we had
known at the outset that this was what we had come to
see, perhaps we would not have started; that 1is why
we give thanks to God for having hid from us the goal
and for having witheld it from us until our efforts to
attain it had afforded us some pleasure, the only cer-
tain pleasure; and we also thanked God because our
intense suffering had made us hope for a splendid

end.

The fundamental nihilism in Urien's Voyage is ob-

vious throughout. It is important to call attention to 1its
place in the early work of Gide, because it can be argued
plausibly that at this point in his life, roughly before
1900, Gide's vision of the future appears to have alternat-
ed between hope and despair. Given the general structure
of his neurotic world view, this is hardly surprising.

What 1s perhaps most important 1s that for Gide, more than
for either Koestler or Silone, the title of Crossman's book,

The God That Failed, has particular significance. The

specific utopian future of Marxism supplied a straw at
which Gide could grasp as a counterweight to what otherwise
would have dissolved the future into the most abject nihil-

ism. Marxism for Gide was a substitute for God in a very

5521p14d., pp. 62-63, 91. The theme of the point-
lessness of the journey through life and of the emptiness
at the end of it reappeared later in André Gide, The Return
of the Prodigal Son: Preceded by Five Other Treat{es with
Souls, A Drama in Five Acts, trans. Dorothy Bussy (London:
Secker & Warburg, 1953, hereafter referred to as Gide,
Pruiigal Son).
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literal sense¢, however hopeless the conception might appear
to be in retrospect. The passion with which he embraced
Marxism was no doubt in direct proportion to the nihilism
that formed the basis of his conception of the truth of the
future. At about the same time, he also wrote, in "Narcis-
sus," that "the poet is one who looks. And what does he

see? Paradise."?23 However, this should not obscure the
salient fact that Gide's world view was essentially nihilist-
ic and that however disguised and latent it was in later

years, it was obvious in his earlier writings.

Progress, Rebellion, and the Death of God in Gide's Thought

One of the most striking aspects of Gide's novels
is their apolitical contrast with his involvement 1in the
Communist movement of the 1920s and 1930s. His are not po-
litical novels in the sense that either Koestler or Sllone
can claim. In tone and content, they appear at first to
represent an "ivory tower" intellectualism, divorced from
social reality. From what already has been said about the
nature of second reality in Gide, this 1s not surprising.
But a problem arises with respect to how he moved intel-
lectually from aloof noninvolvement in social 1ssues to an
activist role. Why he became an activist is more difficult
to explain than how his work evolved after his Symbolist

period, in his mature years preceding the Marxist period.

553pndré Gide, "Narcissus," in Prodigal Son, p. 13
Ireland, pp. 222-236.
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The "how" does not explain "why," but it is an indispensable
aspect of Gide's personal evolution of thought after 1900.

The Immoralist, which originally appeared in 1902,

acts as a watershed both in the development of Gide's liter-
ature and of his intellectual dispositions. Although 1t re-
mains within the tradition of Symbolism, it is the last of
his novels in this genre and shows signs of breaking away
from Symbolist confines. To begin with, the primary figure
of Michel har a clearly defined existence which Gide's pre-
vious fictional characters lacked. Hereafter, his charac-
ters possess a more concrete conception of thelr own ex-
istence than Gide did of his own. They represent a means
of escape from himself.ssu Now Gide, of course, is nelther
the first nor the last artist about whom this can be saild,
but in recalling that he regarded his 1life as an imltation
of his art--that his primary vision regarded his own imag-
ination as its object--it becomes essential to his total
development. His characters become more realistic in the
psychological sense in that they "know" who they are; but
they also become more radical personality types becau:.e of
it.

Beginning with Michel, Gide set forth hedonism as
a positive morality to be aspired to as a source of health,

rather than as the symbol of decadence it had oftimes been

55%pe1ay, pp. 131-136; Pfrleger, p. 131.
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considered to be. Michel asserts his hedonism and will to

power with the bold statement:

I let myself dream of such lands where every force

was so well controlled, every expenditure so compen-
sated, every exchange so strict, that the slightest
waste became evident; then, applying my dream to life,

I sketched an ethlc which would become a science of o
self-exploitation perfected by a disciplined intel-
ligence.555

This statement also unveils the first signs of Gide's aware-
ness that his particular concept of morality required a
political effort on the part of the individual egoist.
But he was fully aware that such a posture would put hinm
in the position of a political as well as social rebel. 1In
commenting on Michel, he wrote:

Can we accommodate so much intelligence, so much

strength--or must we refuse them any place among us?

How can a man like Michel serve the state? I confess

I do not know. . . . He must have an occupation.55
Until Gide discovered Marxism as a political movement in
the 1920s, "an occupation" was precisely what his growing
social awareness lacked. Although he felt the need for an
activist role, without the Communist Party he lacked the
mechanism for translating theory into practice.

The preference for moral questions over social or

political questions was always evident in Gide's work. HNot

only did this imply the absence of any organized organic

relationship between politics and morals per se; but when

>55Gide, Immoralist, p. 72.

5501p14., p. 3.
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he did take up politics, it gave his activism a general ailr
of disorientation.557 He was never able to translate per-
sonal moral convictions into rational politics, even after
he became associated with the activitles of the French
Communist Party.

His characters reflect this problem; unable to
reconcile morality to political action, Edouard in The Coun-~

terfeiters remarks with mild surprise,

As I watch myself act I cannot understand how a
person who acts is the same as the person who 1s watch-
ing him act, and who wonders in astonishment and doub
how he can be actor and watcher at the same moment.>>

The symbol Gide chose to represent his solitary

rebellion was Prometheus. Prometheus was Gide's reigning
deity, and Gide did not hesitate to recast Christ in the
Promethean role in order to exemplify his conception of
true Christianity.559 As Gide portrayed him, Prometheus
was not a sort of Everyman, but was motivated instead by a
Nietzschean self-reliance and will to power-.%0 Gide wrote
in his Journal, "Understand today that wisdom begins where

fear ends, and it begins with the revolt of Prometheus."561

55TMarch, p. 323.
558Gide, The Counterfeiters, p. 65; Holdheim, pp.

77-80.

5598rachfeld, p. 97; on the Promethean interprcta-
tion of Christ as a figure against God, see the lengthy dis-
cussion in Jonas, pp. 136-146.

5601p14., p. 98; O'Brien, pp. 236-246.

561Gide, Journals, ITII, p. 240; see also the state-
ment in André Walter, p. 19.
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In Gide's version of the legend, Prometheus pro-
gresses through three stages of development which parallel
the history of humanity: a state of innocence, a period
under external law, and a final state of second lnnocence
in which the law and God are the products of man's own
soul.562 Rebellion, then, is the primary instinct in man.
It is the one aspect of his existence in nature that is
eternal. Except perhaps for his significant Communist in-
terlude, Gide did not take the position that rebellion
would conquer the dilemma of the human condition; but nei-
ther could he bring himself to restrain those who rebel in
order to succced where others have failed. In the Prodigal
Son, the returning son has seen the world and reallzes 1its
futility and spiritual emptiness. He has returned from his
journey weary at heart, but when his younger brother pro-
poses to begin the journey where he has abandoned it,
the prodigal can only urge him on.

Promethean characters abound in Gide's work. Over
and over again, he portrays men in revolt agalnst different
backdrops that highlight various dimensions of the act of
rebellion. Theseus exclaims that "the end justifies the

means. What must be must be.";563 Michel rebels against

562pnaré Gide, Marshlands and Prometheus Misbound:
Two Satires, trans. George D. Painter (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1953); Brachfeld, p. 99. For a more general discus-
sion, see Helen Watson-Williams, André Gide and the Greek
Myth: A Critical Study (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1967), especially pp. 40-67. .

563

Gide, Theseus, p. 101.
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the conventions of soclety with the exclamation, "If there's

41564

one thing I detest it's a man of principle For

Lafcadio in Les Caves du Vatican, rebellion is the "gratu-

itous act," the act without meaning except on its own
terms.565 If a single trait appears that joins together

the many diverse characters of his work, it is the person-
ality type of the neurotic rebel. The archetypal man who
emerges from the pages of Gide's novels, plays, and essays
is the Promethean rebel, at war with things as they are, un-
balanced, neurotically maladjusted; he is a man with the
will to be God.

Intrinsic through rebellion was to the human condi-
tion for Gide, he did not himself see it as rebellion for
its own sake. Rather, it was rebellion for the attainment
of something; in this case, a man could rea’ize his true
potential only to the extent that he directed and controlled
his own future. As long as he depended upon God, he would
be something less than a true person. In this way, rebel-
lion was linked to a notion of progress in Gide. In his
early career, thils progress was purely individual--a rejec-

tion of the notion of collective progress. "Man's progress

564G1de, The Immoralist, p. 105.

565This particular work appeared under several Engllsh
titles: The Vatican Swindle, Lafcadio's Adventures, and
The Caves of the Vatican. The edition cited herein is
Lafcadio's Adventures, trans. Dorothy Bussy (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1925). There is a hint of concern for
the "gratuitous act" in The Immoralist as well, but it is
not as fully developed as here.
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takes place only within himself," he wrote then.566 But nis
attitude changed with time. Because Gide was skeptlcal of
the grounding of any reality outside of man's will, and
because the patterns of any soclety were to him merely a
projection of men's will, he eventually concluded that in-
dividual progress could be made both permanent and cumula-
tive, thus ensuring the reality of a form of social progress.
Gide agreed with Nietzsche that progress was not to be the
lot of ordinary mer but was a purely intellectual phenome-
non, confined to ellites. Theseus expressed such a prefer-
ence for "an aristocracy not of wealth, but of intellect."
That such an aristocracy would not be tyrannical in its rule
was taken for granted; an end to tyrannical personality
types was a part of progress itself.567 Gide's picture of
an elitist rebellion, guided by its primary vision of the
future and secure in the knowledge that it stood for ovrog-
ress, could well afford a code of morality different from
that of the rest of mankind. Prometheus made his own rules,
owed his knowledge to no man or god, and was a law unto
himself.

The gradual realization of the collective self-con-
sciousness of intellectuals was for Gide a blending of mod-

ified Parwinism and decadence. Although he respected and

56661de, Journals, I, p. 75; Warren Carrier, "The
gemoniacal in Gide," Renascence, IV, No. 1 (Autumn, 1951),
S-

567Gide, Theseus, pp. 106, 108.
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admired Darwin, he was of the opinion that the great bio-
logist had been misunderstood or misapplied in the socilal
context. All too often it was the inferior types who won
the battle for survival unless an elite could superimpose
its collective will on the "natural" course of events. The
idea of '"natural selection" needed this special modification.
In broken sentences, Gide's Journal expressed thls disgust

with protean Darwinism:

Suppression of the fortunate cases . . . inevi-
table dominance by the average types and even those
which are below the average. It 1s not the happy
sports, the results of selection ghat win out, but
rather the results of decadence.56

In effect, the direction of elites was necessary in soclety
to ensure that Darwin's insights could be realized. Gide's
statement was a call to action by an intellectual to others
of like mind, but until he discovered the Communist Party,
he had no mechanism by which to link his growing awareness
of the world outside himself to politics. What Darwin
lacked, and what Marx provided, was a program.

Gide was fully conscious that rebellion of this sort

ran counter to the prevailing traditions of Western thought.
He was aware that hls rebellion was against the very basis

of what was understood to be the human condition in Chris-

tian thought. He justified this 1n part, however, by his

568G1de, Journals, I, p. 261; Gide took this quo-
tation from Nietzsche, The Will to Power. His attitude to-
ward Darwin owed a great deal to the influence of Nietzsche.
See also Gide's observations in his Journals, II, p. 189.
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radical recastinpg of God in the process of evolution and
progress; God was not the First Cause of Creation, but
rather the terminal point in the movement of history. He

wrote:

If I had to formulate a credo, I should say: God
is not behind us. He 1s to come. He must be sought,
not at the beginning, but at the end of evolution.

He is terminal and not initial. He is the supreme and

final point toward which all nature tends in _time.

. . . It is through man that God is molded.569
Gide interpreted this further to mean that man is in the
process of becoming God, in a sense very close to Hegel's
interpretation of the process of Creation. The effect of
this idea on Gide's already neurotic personality was an
even deeper erosion of any rational self-identification.
Gide was aware, however, of the effects of this identifica-
tion of himself with God and of the problems it raised; he
wrote, "In truth, I no longer know who I am; or 1if you
prefer: I never am; I am becoming."570

Gide's concept of God, Christ, and religion was

guided in his mature years by a detalled reading of Nietzsche
and the German Romantics.57l His Calvinism survived pri-

marily as a source of symbols rather than as a living faith.

5691p1d4., II, p. 122; see also his entry in
Journals, II, p. 294; O'Brien, p. 243.

5701p34., 11, p. 343.

571Holdheim, p. 63. Throughout his early Journals,
Gide continually makes particular reference to Schopenhauer's
The World as Will and Idea as a work of profound influence
on his thought. Apparently, he thoroughly read and reread
this work.
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The god whom he proclaimed to be dead was the Judeo~Christian
God who had reminded him that there was indeed a 1limit to
human potentia1.572 In Gide's play, Oedipus, Polynices
gently admonishes Antigone for her belief in an objective
God: "You simply see the reflection of your own virtue,"

he say°.573 Gide did not mean by this, however, that the
future had become present, that man had become God at this
time; the full realization of man as God would have to

await the end of evolution and history. The tragedy of
Oedipus, as Gide constructed the story, lay in his inability
to dispose of the inherent limitations of his own personality.
He had not yet achieved the god within himself even though

he acted as if he had. The mistake of Oedipus was that

he believed that he had progressed to the point of Nietzsche-
an self-reliance when in fact he had not; and thereln lay
the tragedy.57u Gide did not interpret Oedipus as one to
reflect despair about the future. Instead, the play re-

flected the tragedy of Gide's Christ--realizing he was God

572Nersoyan, p. 2; Reinhold Niebuhr, A Comparison
of Christian and Modern Views of History (New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1949), p. 45.

573Gide, Oedipus, p. 28.

5T4Bpachfeld, p. 104; Ireland, pp. 343-407. 1In his
discussion of Oedipus, Ireland raises the possibllity that
because the play was published in 1930, during the height
of his Party activity, Gide saw his own positlion and that
of other intellectuals as the tragedy of Oedipus; that the
age of the "overmen" had not quite arrived yet, in spite of
the Party's assurance to the contrary.
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with no one else to grasp the meaning at the time; the
full realization of man as God would have to walt until
later. It was significant for Gide, however, that the no-
tion of Christ's solitary recognition of this aspect of his
nature had become in Gide's day the core belief of a small
but influential group of intellectuals. They knew that
the Kingdom of God on earth would one day be a reallty and
that men, acting as God, would build 1,575

The god that Gide constructed was a pantheistic de-
ity whose "mystery [was] all the greater for being in no
way supernatural."576 The metaphysical pursuit of what
Gide called an "inaccessible God," then, was as fruitless
as it was pointless. He considered the old God of Christi-
anity to be an outworn concept that needed replacement by
the "higher" deity, the "unknown God" of the future.>''
Gide interpreted the silence following Christ's lament on
the Cross as the symbolic answer to the scarch for God be-
yond the self‘.578 Thus, the duty and function of prophets

was to preach the adaptation of their own visions of moral-

ity in the face of a silent cosmos. As El Hadj in Prodigal

575Perry, p. 118. As a general guilde to religious
thought in Gide, Perry's analysis should be checked as a
rule, against the more definitive sections in Delay and
Holdheim.

576g1de, Journals, III, p. 164,

577March, pp. 123-124; see also his related concept
in the Gnostic symbolism in Jonas, passim.

5781p1d., pp. 318-319.
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Son phrased the dilemma, "But I now know that if prophets
there are, it is because they have lost their God. For 1if
He did not keep silence, where would be the use of our
words?"579 Christ should be preserved as a symbol of what
men might become, but organized Christianity, with 1its
false prophets who had perverted the original message, was
not needed. True Christlanity, Gide asserted, was nothing
more than a "state of mind."580 There should be no doubt
on this matter that Gide saw himself in the role of one of
the modern prophets of this "state of mind." It is also
worth noting that the emphasis on duty and asceticism in
Gide's conception of the prophet had much in common with
his Calvinist upbringing--not in substantive content, but
in its furtherance of the same harsh and uncompromising

habits of mind.581

579G1de, "E1 Hadj," in Prodigal Son, p. 67; Ireland,
pp. 171-177.

58°André Gide, Dostoevsky, trans., intro. Arnold
Bennett (London: Alfred A. Knopf, 1926), p. 150. This es-
say was the result of a series of lectures delivered origi-
nally in 1922. 1In the lectures he introduced the serilous
study of Dostoevsky into French letters virtually single-
handedly. After he had become aware of Dostoevsky's work
through several excellent translations, the Russian novelist,
or at least his own particular translation of him, influenced
Gide's subsequent thought almost as much as Nietzsche had.
For a brief account of the reception of these lectures, see
Holdheim, pp. 65-66.

581For an excellent account of the French literary
climate at the turn of the century and of Gide's place with-
in it, see Richard Griffiths, The Reactionary Revolution:
The Catholic Revival in French Literature 1870-1914 (London:
Constable, 1966), especially pp. 54, 77-78, 317.
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The Relationship of the Past to the Future for Gide

It is accurate to say, insofar as Gide 1s concerned,
that the emphasis he placed on the future was in direct pro-
portion to his lack of emphasis on the past. In none of his
novels do any of his characters have a substantive past or
even a genuine recollection of one. Instead, they have
only the present and a dream of the future. Whenever a
character does express an attitude toward his past, it is
invariably to reject it in favor of elther an eternal pres-
ent or a glorious, if sometimes undefined, future. Thus,

when Memalque in The Immoralist boldly asserts his hedon-

istic philosophy of 1ife, he rests 1t on a rejection of

the past:
I don't want to remember. . . . If I did, I might keep

the future from happening by letting the past encroach
upon it. I create each hour's newness by forgetting

yesterday completely. Having been happy 1s nevgg2

enough for me. I don't believe in dead things.
And Theseus further emphasizes this position when he says,
"I have never allowed the past to involve or detain me;
rather have I been drawn forward by what was still to be
achieved; and the most important things seemed to me al-
ways to be ahead."”93 1In Urien and "E1l Hadj" the end of
the trip is devoid of meaning; the Journei itself provides

all the meaning there is. Whatever else may be true, it is

58231de, The Immoralist, p. 111.

583Gide, Theseus, p. 07.
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accepted that the past 1s irrevocably spolled; there are
no lessons to be derived from history or experience.

Now it must be pointed out that Gide's philosopiuy
of history owed far more to a sort of existentlialist nihil-
ism than to the pseudo-scientific speculations of Marx.
With science itself as one of the symbols of decadence,
the "scientific" study of history could hardly be expected
to elicit Gide's enthusiasm. His own attitude toward ex-
perience was best summed up when he recorded in his
Journal, "Thus it is that all the events of 1life . . .
serve only to push each person farther in his own direction,
so that nothing is more empty or illusory than what is com-
monly called experience.“ssu Gide dissolved the notion of
time as a significant aspect of the structure of reality
in an existentialist manner. As one of the lessons he said
he derived from Dostoevsky, he described the "secret of hap-
piness" as that place "where the notion of the individual
and of time 1s best . "585 Existence, whether 1t was indi-
vidual or social, was basically ahistorical. Events, per-
sons, and places were divorced from any meaningful place
in time. Furthermore, because of his debasement of reason
and his disdain for experience, there remained for Gide no

rational ordering principle with which to sort out any

58“Gide, Journals, II, p. 321.

585Gide, Dostoevsky, p. 143.
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problems of historical causality. Indeed, insofar as Gide
considered causality to be a problem at all, his disorient-
ation of common-sense experience led him to presuppose that
the future could cause the present, much as the pull of

a magnet determines the course of metal across a sheet of
paper.

If experience can offer no guide, then 1t follows
that ignorance, or lack of experience, 1s as useful as know-
ledge, an accumulation of experience, in making decisions.
Gide was well aware of this conclusion and carried it to
its logical consequences; he identified the best 1n men
as that which is the least developed and the most primitive.

He wrote:

Even more than beauty, youth attracts me, and with
an irresistible appeal. I believe the truth liles in
youth; I believe it 1s always right against us.
believe that, far from trying to teach it, it 1is 18
youth that we, the elders, must seek our 1essons. 6

As the years passed, Gide increasingly placed his hope for
the future in youth; youth was unspoiled, lacking the
prejudices of habit that corrupted the present. From rough-
ly his middle years until his death in 1951, Gide expressed
a growing confidence in youth and the "newness" of various

ideas to solve the problems of the human social condition.

586Gide, Journals, II, p. 281; Gide later wrote
that "the best of my thoughts were those of my youth."
Ibid., p. 401.
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Gide and the Communist Temptation

The youthful writings of André Gide, during the
period of his greatest attachment to symbolism as a literary
expression, were conspicuously apolitical. During what may
be called his middle years, that period between youth and
active participation in the Communist Party, his work re-
mained basically apolitical; but an increasing awareness
of the need to participate in society began to become mani-
fest. "It does seem," he wrote, "that the evil prosper,
while the just are sacrificed--to the shame of this earthly
existence and of society as we have organized it."587

The First World War had a major impact on hils life,
as 1t did for Western intellectuals everywhere. Following
the apparent collapse of Western civilization after 1914,
many French liberals were drawn to the Russian Revolutlon.
It may be important to observe that Gide discovered

Dostoevsky at about the time that the Bolshevik Revolution

swept Russia. In his lectures on The Possessed, he con-

trasted Russia's suffering with the suicide of Kirillov:
"Russia 1s offering herself in sacrifice 1like Kirillov, and

for the salvation, perhaps, of the rest of Europe, and of

n588

humanity. At the time of these lectures, Gide had not

affiliated himself yet with the Communist movement, but

587Gide, Dostoevsky, p. 93.

sgalgig., p. 198; Gide praised not only Dostoevsky,
but all things Russian. '
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clearly he was moving in that direction.

Probably the most important event to awaken his
interest in political activism was his voyage to the French
Congo in 1925-1926. He was shocked by the virtual slavery
that existed there under the acquiescence of corrupt French
officials. He noted in his travel diary the effect of this
sudden revelation: "Have I been walking hitherto between
high walls of falsehood? I must get behind them, but on
the other side, and learn what it 1s they are put to hide,
even 1f the truth is horrible."589 The truth he discovered
aroused his indignation as no other event had. The French
officials, he said, are "ugly . . . stupid . . . vulgar
. . . they neither meditate, nor read, nor pray--and sleep
the sleep of brutes--they are never disturbed by anything."590

When he returned from the Congo, he published his
travel diary and sought an official redress of the Congo
situation. Public opinion was outraged by his dilscoveries,
and the result was a substantial repair of the entire co-
lonial structure in the French Congo. While these positive
gains were being recorded, however, Gide became personally
involved for the first time in political activism for the

purpose of soclal change. His growing concern for society

589André Gide, Travels in the Congo, trans. Dorothy
Bussy (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1962),
p. 73; the original French edition appeared in 1927, and
the original English translation in 1929.

5901pid., pp. 373-374.
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was also reflected in his Journal entries; after the mid-
1920s, they tended increasingly to be comments on social
problems rather than literary references or musings on
personal philosophy. He began to speak less about personal
progress and more about social progress.

When Oedipus was published in 1930, Gide was ready
to assume the role of dutiful Party worker. Gide presented
Oedipus as a man in search of God who, after his realiza-
tion that no objective God exists, substitutes Man in his
place. In the same spirit of the new humanism, Gide em-
braced Communism as a new god.sgl In Theseus he exclaimed:

I traced the source of the most evils to the gen-

eral inequality of wealth. . . . By an equal division
of all properties, I abolished at one blow both the
fact of supremacy and the rivalries it had provoked.

« « « Personal merit 1s the only thing to which I at-
tach anggémportance; I recognize no other scale of

values.

Gide, the archetypal individualist in twentleth
century French letters, had concluded that individualism
and liberty without a corresponding adherence to duty was
insufficient for an individual's moral health. At about
this same time, his Journal recorded the

« + « immensity of human poverty. In contrast to
which the indifference of certain rich people . . .

is becoming more and more incomprehensible to me.
Concern with oneself . . . 1s ever becoming more

disgusting to me.>93

591gnid Starkie, "André Gide," in Crossman, pp.
165-167.
592Gide, Theseus, p. 104,

593Gide, Journals, III, p. 3.
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What attracted Gide particularly to Communism was
its promise of emancipation from what he regarded as the
irrational forces of institutionalized Christianity, and
its call to duty and self-sacrifice to the goal of an
earthly paradise for man, who was born to happiness. As
early as 1925, at the Congress of Revolutionary Writers,
he had traced the continuity of this tradition of rejection
of the Christian world view from Descartes and Diderot to
Marx.29% He saw himself as a rightful heir to this tradi-
tion; perhaps, in his view, he had not joined the Commu-
nists so much as they had joined h:lm.sg5 Through Dostcevsky
he had already come to identify the Russlan people with a
messianic mission to save decadent Europe--and the whole
of humanity.596 It was something outside of himself to
which he could feel a sense of belonging.

The "conversion" to Communism, which Gide 1likened
to conversion to Catholicism, was probably "natural," given
the general trend of his writing up to that point.597 It

gave him a definite goal, a full future of certailn

59L'Char1es A. Micaud, Communism and the French Left
(Nequork: Frederick A. Praeger, 1963), p. 57; Rihle,
p' 3 70

595G, W. Ireland, Gide (Edinburgh and London:
Oliver and Boyd, 1963), pp. 75-76 (herearter referred to
as Ireland, Gide)

596prachreld, pp. 87-88.

597Gide, Journals, III, p. 276; Samuel Putnam,
"André Gide and Communism," Partisan Revjew, I, No. 5
(November-December, 193“), 31.
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attainment rather than the end of a Journey, such as that
of Urien or El1 Hadj, that led nowhere. He wrote:
To cease advancing aimlessly and to head toward

something . . . what an indescribable satisfaction!

But was I not won over to the party even before it

was formed and formulated its doctrines? . . . Emo-

o er a e amunt ot beg e tectuatly, 1 have
Now in the strictest sense, even with Gide's assurances,
this statement is hardly true and need not be taken to be.
His earlier radical individualism is in at least partial
contrast to his subservience to the Party under Communism.
But it is safe to say that given the structure of his vi-
sion of reality up to that time, his conversion to Commu-
nism was at least a logical though not inevitable, step.

The greatest change in his thinking stemmed prob-

ably from the fact that what he had heretofore regarded as
individual-moral questions became social questions. The
change was more significant in terms of the programmatic
implications of this shift of focus than in ﬁhe bhought
that directed it. By making éhe problems social rather
than exclusively individual, he had almost by definition

become a political writer of sorts.

Gide's Idea of the Future Under Communism

Gide's formal conversion to Communism forced upon

him the need to relate his earlier thought to the various

5981bid., III, p. 225; see also Ibid., III, p. 237.
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categories of Marxist ideolopy. He was already abnormally
introspective, and the process of bringing his previous ideas
into agreement with those of the Party was one that came
naturally to him.

In rethinking the interrelated aspects of progress,
history, God, and the future, he did not reject any of his
previous notions. The relationship between pollitical theory
and the practice of actual politics was the only new cate-
gory of thought for him, but this may be viewed from the
perspective of a loglical "working-out" of the previously
articulated paradigm of his thought. This 1s consistent
with the idea of the full future paradigm, as it has been
discussed throughout this study. When his 1deas on these
subjects are contrasted with his earllier observations, the
similarity is such that his associlation with the Party 1s
more suggestive of continuity than of a radical break with
the past.599

One of the first tasks that Gide had to accomplish
was the linking of Russia to the broad idea of social, cu-
mulative progress. The way here had been paved in no small
part by the influence that Dostoevsky had come to exercise

on Gide. On the ideas of the great Russian'writer, Gide

599This interpretation of Gide differs from that of
R. H. S. Croscsman's introduction to The God That Falled.
Crossman sees Gide's affiliation with Communism as a radical
break with what he called Gide's "supreme individualism."
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exclaimed, "I have made them my own."600 Among, these, Gide

cited the opinion that "in Russia, by the very nature of

601

her mission, Europe will be consummated."” In the Russia

of Dostoevsky's novels, Gilde reconstructed an imaglnary
world of "common brotherhood between all classes. .

Homes are transformed into hostelries, the stranger of yes-

n602

terday becomes the honored guest of today. Without ever

having traveled to the Soviet Union, there can be no doubt
that Gide had formed a very romanticized vision of it. It
was a land that he had in effect constructed from his neu-
rotic imagination, and he probably recognized, with more
honesty than he was aware of, the relationship between his
dream of reality and reality itself: "I know that somewhere
my vague desires are being organized and that my dream is
on the way to becoming reality."603
The French Communist Party of the 1920s and 1930s
gave the appearance of internationalism at a time when the
Third Republic appeared to have all but collapsed. As such,
it is important to keep in mind the chaos of French politics

at the time in which Communism made its claim on the alle-

giance of so many French intellectuals. Only Russia seemed

6005546, Dostoevsky, p. 45.

6OlIbiq., p. 31; Gide also ominously approved
Dostoevsky's observation that "the Russian wanderer has need
of world-wide happiness in order to find peace himself."

Ibid., p. 32.

6021p14., pp. 76-77.

603G34e, Journals, ITI, p. 237; Putnam, pp. 32-33.
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to be meeting the menace of Fasclsm, and Gide considered
this to be one of the primary practical reasons for support-
ing Russia. "In the abominable distress of the present
world," he wrote, "new Russia's plan now seems to me salva-
tion."60u Hence, his defense of the Soviet Union was, para-
doxically, that it brought a semblance of order to a world
where authority had collapsed.

That this involved sacrifice was taken for granted;
the first casualty was liberty. "Tolerance is no longer
fitting today," he wrote.605 Ironically, perhaps, this lack
of freedom and tolerance in Russia was the only character-
istic of Fascism which he approved, and, more perceptively
than many of his contemporaries, he perceived a link be-
tween the two ideologies that many considered to be at op-
posite ends of the political spectrum:

The notion of liberty, as it taught to us, seems

to me singularly false and pernicilous. And if I ap-
prove the Soviet constraint, I must likewlise approve
e P e the Taca of Miborty is bur a smare.006

The Russian experiment seemed to Gide to offer a

total eritique of the very institutions and structures of

society which he had opposed all his life. The "new man"

who existed beyond good and evil was in the process of

60U
605
606

Ibid., III, p. 232.
Ibid., III, p. 50.
Ibid., III, p. 196.



334

creation in Russia, and for Russia he felt the strongest af-
fection. It was not only Russia's complete reform of sys-
tems of production, "but also of the very people and thelr
60
mentality" that appealed to him. 7
In 1931, he wrote:
I should like to cry aloud my affection for Russila;
and that my cry should be heard. . . . I should lilke
to 1live long enough to see the success of that tremen-
dous effort; its realization . . . to see what can be
produced by a state without religion, a society without
the family. Religiog gnd the family are the two worst
enemies of progress.®0
The total critique of past and present society which the
Russian Revolution explicitly articulated in its actions
and ideology gave Gide the illusion of progress from the
decadent past toward a more perfect future. The central role
of Russia in the Communist movement linked it not only to
the idea of progress, but to the entire tradition of Marx-
ism as well.
It was after his association with the Party that
Gide began to propose systematically the notion of social
progress as a cumulative evolutionary process. Because of
its progressive character, the Russian Revolution had gone

beyond the class-dominated ethics of bourgeols society,

beyond "good" and "evil," and therefore it could not be

6071p14., III, p. 219. He wrote in this regard,
"The rather narrow wish for a comfortable victory of ‘'good!
over 'evil' has lamentably retarded the progress of human-
ity." 1Ibid., III, p. 60.

6081p14., 171, pp. 179-180.
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criticized by those unfortunate persons who had not yet
achieved this new level of sophistication. He wrote:

The i1dea of humanity's progress which now dominates
my life leads me to see that the idea of the good in-
vites to stagnation, to sleep. I believe that often
evil has greater edgggtive and initiatory value than

what you call good.

To progress meant to give up the corruptive influence of
false cholces implied by the very terms "good" and "evil"

in traditional society. "What invites humanity to progress,"”
he wrote, "is precisely not to consider itself as an end,

but rather as a means through which to achieve and realize

610 Any dilemma of choice between ends and

something."
means implied a problem of choice between good and evil,

but the Party had taken ethics beyond the necessity of
choice. This, as Gide interpreted it, was what Nietzsche
had had in mind in his construction of the new morality af-
ter the "death of God." 1Indeed, Nietzsche took on increased
stature for Gide, as the true prophet of progress with the
subsequent development of the Russian Revolution. No so-
cial progress could occur, after all, if men were contin-
ually to be presented with problems of moral choice between

good and evil. Therefore, such inequities were to be elim-

inated by declaration.

6091b1d., III, p. 78. This passapge was written af-
ter Gide had read Belgion's critique of him. Generally im-
pressed by Belgion's scholarship, he took issue with the
philosophical foundations of the work, its opposition to
the entire mode of social progress that Gide defended.

6101p14., 111, p. 79.
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One of the intellectual problems that Gide had to
surmount if he was to become a successful convert to Commun-
ism was his lack of historical sense. He had little sense
of historical consciousness, a fact that his defense of
progress reveals. The ldea of progress for Gide was more
in the nature of religious faith than was hils approach to
the pseudo-scientific speculations of Marxism. Glde did
not even attempt to buttress his idea of progress with that
of Marxism. Indeed, given the historicized world view of
Marxism and Gide's attachment to the Party and its official
déctrine, it is interesting to note the degree to which he
wholly rejected hilstory, even as a point for debate. Only
when the true anti-historical basis of Marx's world view--
the rejection of past experiences as a reliable guide to
future reality--is recalled, does Gide's attitude begln
to make sense. The entire intellectual structuring of the
full future paradigm had already destroyed at 1its roots any
concept of history as a realm of experience. He wrote,
"Since when has the experience of history been of any use?"
The future does not repeat the past and the best lesson of
history is to forget it--"everything must be questioned

anew and . . . nothing so0lid can be built on these rotten

props" of the past.611

Within the context of the chaos of the Third

6111y44., TII, pp. 283, 196.
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Republic in its confrontation with the rise of Nazl Germany,
Gide saw Fascism as an attempt to perpetuate the past in

the face of the promise of the future as represented by the
Soviet Union. It was in Fascism, from this perspective, that
all of the inequities, injustices, and ignorances of the

past became fully manifest. As Glde put 1it:

Fascism strikes me as a return to the past, where-
as the Soviets seem a tremendous effort toward the
future. That costly experience interests humanity agl2
a whole and may liberate it from a frightful weight.

He viewed not only Fascism as reactionary, but any
and all opposition to Russia and the Party, on any grounds.
The world of the 1920s and 1930s, so it seemed, had divid-
ed into two camps WEEQNnO middle ground between them; one
was either for or against the Party and all that 1t stood
for. There could be no compromise.

Gide's depreciation of the past is neatly symbolized

in two works of this period, Oedipus and Fruits of the Earth.

Oedipus believes himself to be a bastard, a man without a
past. When in his youth he mistake:ly thought that he

had a past, he tried to conform to it. The break with the
past has been a revelation that has transformed his every
action and makes him the king that he is when the play
begins:

Attentive to the lesson of the past, I looked only
to yesterday for approval and advice. Then suddenly

6121p34., TII, p. 197.
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the thread was broken. I had gushed up from the un-

known; no longer any past, no longer any father's

example, nothing to lean on any more; gverything to

pe built anew . . . all to be invented.b13
His tragedy, of course, is that he does not escape hils
past; and this may be taken as a sign that Gide never be-
lieved that the past could be escaped entirely.Gln But his
heart and sympathies, not to say his every instinct, were
on the side of Oedipus. It was possible, Gide believed,
to reject the past, but he was realistic enough to know
that it could not be escaped--and, to his mind, there was
a difference. Much of the past survived in the present;
and although the foundations of the new future were being
1aid by the Party, Gide did not believe that the future had
been completed yet. As Oedipus again put 1it:

Be persuaded that humanity is beyond question much
further from its goal, which we cannot yet glimpse,
than from its point of departure. . . . Whatever it is,
i1t lies before us. I can picture the time, far dis-
tant from our own, when the earth will be peopled by
a race of men . . . who will look back on our civili-
zation of today as we ourselves look back upon the cgn-
dition of men at the beginning of his slow progress.bl>

This statement implies that Gide did not imagine the future
heaven on earth to be imminent; but if we recall that the

historical setting of Oedipus was fifth century Athens, the

61331ge, Oedipus, p. 25.

614 wrote in his Journal at about this time, "It
is absurd to try to condemn, in the name of the future, all
the past." In Gide, Journals, III, p. 226.

615
Gide, Oedipus, p. 37.



339

future that Oedipus foresaw well may be interpreted as the

1930s. At any rate, the notion of an imminent future with-

in the ideology of the Russian Revolution 1s completely com-

patible with the rest of Gide's writing during this perilod.
The 1935 version of Fruits of the Earth shows a

complete rejection of the past, but a wistful note of nos-
talgla does occasionally surface. The rejected past 1s an
idealized past, a sort of "golden prologue" to the future.

As Gide put 1it:

I am in bondage to my past. Not a gesture to-day but
was determined by what I was yesterday. . . . Oh! to
weigh anchor, bound for the wildest adventure. . . .
And thagl%t should be without consequence for the

future.
Gide gave up his past with a certain resignation; his ac-
tion appeared to be much like an arduous duty taken up with

a strong sense of moral commitment. In the closing lines,

he wrote:

I know best of all that one can only go forward
by pushing the past behind one. We are told that Lot's
wife, because she looked behind her, was changed into
a pillar of salt. . . . Turning toward the_future, Lot
then lies with his daughters. So be 1t!017

It was one of the interesting characteristics of

Gide during his Communist interlude that as intensely

616 pnaré Gide, Fruits of the Earth, trans. Dorothy
Bussy (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1949), p. 184. The ori-
ginal edition of this work appeared in 1897, and the 1935
version varies slightly from it. The earlier version was
even more hedonistic and present-oriented than the latter,
which reflected Gide's maturity and increased preoccupation
with the idea of the future.

617Ibid., p. 255; Ireland, pp. 120-142.
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personal as his writing had been to him, he was prepared to
renounce it all if it did not meet with Party approval; 1f
the future meant even a rejection of his own past in his
writings, "so be it!"™ To turn back to the excessive indi-
vidualism of his earlier works, he thought, would be to re-
peat the mistake of Lot's wife. It was a sacrifice, but one

which he willingly imposed upon himself.618

Gide and the Relation of Theory to Practice

Apparently, Andr€ Gide read very little of the
theoretical treatises that comprised the Communist tradi-
tion--the primary works of Marx, Engels, and Lenin.619 The
1ittle contact he did have with them left no permanent mark
on his thought. It appears instead that his adaptation of
Marxist symbolism was acquired through association with the
Party and the sort of informal contacts that it fostered.
He was quite right in his own way, probably, when he wrote
that "what leads me to Communism is not Marx, it is the
Gospel."620

Throughout his affiliation with Communism, he

618;14e, Journals, ITI, pp. 243, 252; see also the
insightful observations of Gide himself on this matter, as
recorded in a conversation by Klaus Mann, in Mann, p. 256.

6191n 1937, after his severance from the Party,
Gide jotted down his first recorded reflections on the ac-
tual writings of Marx and Lenin. He generally found them to

be "if not irrational, at least artificial." In Journals,
III, pp. 375-376.
620

Ibid., III, p. 276.
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resisted formal membership in the Party and its numerous
front organizations.621 The exact reasons for this are ob-
scure, but the essential fact is that they did not prevent
the strongest possiblc emotional attachmunt to the Party

on his part. He was a member in every respect that matterec.
His own emphatic defense of Russia, without formal Party
membership, was enough to cause him to be expelled, in an
unprecedented move, from the Royal Society of Literature 1n
England. Certainly everyone at the time, within the Party
and outside its membersnip, considered him to be a Commun-
ist. In his own way, Gide, too, considered himsclf to be

a member.

Gide's defense of the Soviet Union during this peri-
od was so emphatic that some persons, then and ever since,
have interpreted it as an attempt to bolster his own mis-
givings.622 Although this is probably somewhat true, a
broad survey of Gide's writing from the 1890s onward sug-
gests that his capacity to construct second realities from
his imagination and to treat them as if they were real was
sufficiently strong to render self-deception an ingrained
habit. The sophisms and paradoxes with which Gide defended
Communism were no more fantastic than the carefully worxzed-

out derenses of his earlier literary theor-ies.623 Long

6211p14., TII, pp. 237, 250.

6221re1and, Gide, p. Th.

623Brachfe1d, passim.
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before he harbored any doubts about Communism or Russia, he
recorded in his Journal that on the question of Truth in the
Party, "one must first convince oneself of this: whatever
one thinks and says that does not go in their direction,
that is not in close conformity with what they know in ad-
vance to be the Truth, will in advance be considered an
error."62u Gide was quite capable of the mental gymnastics
necessary to accept this axiom.

The paralysis of the Third Republic in the face of
threats from within and outside of Frénce brought to the
fore an intellectual crisis of the first order for Gide--
the problem of action. Gide had remained aloof all his
life, in a splendid physical isolation from the social prob-
lems besetting France. All real problems for him were es-
sentially intellectual problems of one sort or another.
Gide's commitment to the Party was a gesture simllar to that
of his character Lafcadlo, who had murdered a man as a "gra-
tuitous act," simply to prove that he could act.625 There-
fore, Gide's sometimes pained attempts to reconcile theory
and practice in Marxism were all the more tortured because
he had arrived at the theory first and the practice later.
(It should be remembered that the sequence had been the same,

actually, for Marx and Lenin.) The Party, imperfect though

62“Gide, Journals, III, p. 275.

625Putnam, pp. 31-32.
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it was, was the only tanglible political mechanism which

was attempting to implement in hard practice the symbols of

reality that Gide had taken seriously all his life. His in-
ability to differentiate second from first realities helped

make him a perfect tool for the Party.

To begin with, Gide believed that he could stand
simultaneously on the side of Christ and Russia. The Soviet
attacks on Christianity did not disturb him because the
church as an organized body was a reactlonary force 1n the
world. Christ, within the context of the Death of God
theology, was Himself in opposition to God and religion.
Gide saw no contradiction, therefore, between his loyalty
to Christ and the statement that "only atheism can pacify
the world today."626 The reconciliation of an elitist no-
tion of individualism with the collectivist ideologies of
the Party provided no real hurdle here. As he put it:

My thesis has always been this: that 1t 1s by
being the most himself that each individual best serves
the community. Another proposition may now be added.

. « « It is in a Communist society that each indivi-
dual--what 1is most individual in him--may find the ful-
lest and freest development.
His attitude was further maintained by the subtle use of
sophisms to explain his definitions of the terms he used;

he wrote, ". . . for instance, individualism and communism

626534e, Journals, III, pp. 231, 236.

627André Gide, "Literature and Society," Partisan Fe-
view, II, No. 9 (October-November, 1935), 33 (hereafter re-
ferred to as Gide, PR).
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. these words have but the meaning I attribute to them.

This is what allows me to reconcile individualism and com-

munism."628 Gide maintained this idea in the face of col-
lectivism by looking at the present from the perspective
of total fulfillment in the future.0?? By treating the
future as an object of knowledge, in which the inequities
of the present were to be resolved somehow, he found it
possible to treat collectivism as if it were advancing a
principle of individualism.

The fulfillment of each individual in socilety, with-
in historical time, was a conscious transformation by Gide
of the Augustinean symbolism of perfection in the City of
God beyond time. "I like to dream of, I cannot help long-
ing for, a state of society," wrote Gide, "in which happi-
ness shall be the common property of all.“630 And this
dream would be transformed into reality by the youth of
Russia and the world. They were starting out fresh, in a
new soclety in which all traces of the past were either gone
or in transition. The revolution was comparable to the rise
of Christianity in the past, with the exception that the re-
ligion now would be true to its own idealistic premises:

It 1s as a religion that the Communist doctrine
exalts and finds the enthusiasm of the young today.

62861de, Journals, III, p. 274.

629Ner*soyan, p. viii,.
630gige, PR, 4o.
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Their very action implies a belief; and if they trans-
fer their ideal from heaven to earth, as I do with them,
it is nonc the less in the name of an ideal that they

struggle.%>5l
This conscious distortion of one of the major symbols of

Western thought, the dualism of Augustine's Cilvitas Deil

and Civitas Terrena, is one of the most important aspects

of the full future paradigm in Gide's thought. It 1s Im-
plied throughout his work, but nowhere is it more explicit
than in this statement. It i1s also interesting to note in
passing that although he probably was not familiar with
Joachim of Fiore, Gide agreed with him regarding the vital
role of "youth" in accomplishing this heaven on earth.632
As late as 1936, when everything else about his faith in
Russia was beginning to crumble, he continued to consider
the most pleasing aspect of the Russian experiment to be
"the youth of the Russian people."633

Gide, and most other French Communists, assumed that
when Communism did come to France, the worst excesses of

634

the Russian Revolution would not be repeated. They

held the paradoxical belief that although history was to
be rejected as a source of meaningful experience, they could

learn from it in instances of this sort. But because the

631Gid4e, Journals, III, pp. 281, 242.

6328ugra; Chapter I, Footnote 23, discusses this
aspect in Joachim.

6331p14., III, p. 242.
634yp14., 11T, pp. 256-257.



346

future was imapgined to be not merely an extension of rast
errors, they concluded, significantly, that it would differ
radically from the present and the past. There was no need
to consider the possibility that manifest limitations of
human nature would reappear in the future.

Gide's statement in this connection, "let the dead
bury their dead," had a double meaning with more irony in

it than he then realized.635

I can still wish for communism while still rerrov-
ing the frightful means . . . for obtaining 1t. The
"whoever accepts the end accepts the means" . . . still
puts my heart very i1l at ease. . . . I am glad trat in
Russia at least that sorry chore is done, that at least
that is in the past and there is no need to repezt it.
Whoever looks back, like Lot's wife . . . rung_the
risk of being changed into a statue of tears.636

Although the crimes of the Revolution troubled him consid-
erably, Gide did not yet look back.

The problem of ends and means in the theory and prac-
tice of Communism was a major problem for Gide and one upon
which he dwelled for some time. His answer was consist-
ent with his Romantic notions of "good" and "evil" as eth-
ical problems. In Oedipus, he gave his most articulate
answer, although he had made the same points elsewhere.

The character Oedipus asks, "How can we hope to attain what

6351p14., III, p. 118.
636
3 Ibid., III, p. 202; much earlier he had writter,

"Often a superior good is obtained only at the cost of a
particular injury." 1In Ibid., II, p. 228.
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is pgood while doing what 1is evi112"637  And the answer is
unequivocal. What society calls "good" and "evil" are
merely "words," with no objective meaning beyond that which
people have given them. For Gide, there was no question,
then, of innate morality. Therefore, the conventional reac-
tion to Communist revolutions from the perspective of bour-
geois soclety only reflected the class biases of the "reac~-
tionaries." The Russian Revolution, from Gide's pefspec-
tive, had carried mankind beyond good and evil onto a high-
er plane of existence. "I foresee a time," Glde prophesied,
"when ethical problems will interest only a few timid
souls."638 For Oedipus, who was able to act as 1f he were
God, no problem of choice existed to suggest that any moral
dilemma could be posed by choice itself. That Oedipus
failed because he had not yet become God-1like should not
obscure the fact that twenty-five centuries later, in the
1930s, Gide was fully prepared to accept the actions of a
revolutionary movement which he clearly saw to represent
God-1like behavior. As a Communist, he was willing to behave
as if the day of the "overmen" had arrived.

Perhaps nowhere were the corrupting influences of
the Party more apparent on Gide's thought than 1n this gen-

eral area of theory and practice. Whereas previously he

637gide, Oedipus, p. 29; Brachfeld, p. 116.
638314e, Journals, III, p. 216.



348

had exalted "sincerity" as the most noble of individual vir-
tues, under the impact of Communism he wrote that "there

are dangerous truths and uscful lies" to be used in de-
scribing the Soviet Union.639 Sincerity, or even ordinary
honesty, were no longer associated with revolutionary moral-
ity. 1Instead, "consistency" became the byword for intel-
lectual integrity. He had become influenced by some of

this in his treatment of Dostoevsky when he wrote, "His

grcat dread was no longer insincerity, but .'mcons:lstency."61'O
This was the one great problem in Gide's assoclation with
the Party. In virtually every area of ideology he could
easily fit his own notilons into Marxism with a reasonable
congruency; the ideas of his early and middle years meshed
with those of Marxist 1deology. But the fetish he made of
sincerity was what proved in the end to lead to his rejec-

tion of the Party. He could not pretend forever that the

future he had seen in his "primary vision" had arrived.

Gide's Separation from the Party

Exactly when Gide broke with the Party 1s a matter
of some conjecture. Because he never held formal membershir,
the break must be assumed to have been as much psychological

as it was overt. Beginning in 1934, Gide's Journal was

6391p14., III, p. 233.

6u0Gide, Dostoevsky, p. U48.
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strangely devoid of references to communism in any formn;
this silence contrasted strongly with the period from 1929-
1933, when Marxism was an obsession with him.

In 1935, he was invited to tour the Soviet Unicn
and to observe first-hand the achievements of the Revolution.
He accepted the offer, and his subsequent journey marrved a
turning point as dramatic as any 1in his 1life. When he re-
turned and published hils travel account in 1936, the result
was what may be described accurately as his separation from
the Party in a formal sense.

Gide undertook this trip in the same spirit with
which he had traveled to the Congo some ten years earller,
but he did not expect to find the same sort of cond:i.t:ions.s'”El
To his mind, the people of Dostoevsky's novels were the
real Russians--the ones he expected to find there after the
Revolution.G"'2 The shock of what he saw must have been all
the greater because he had expected to find the beginning of

a "new man."su3 The Soviet Union, he said, had "deceilved

641644de, Journals, IV, p. 251.
642p1a0nreld, p. 88.

6u3Gide's reception in Moscow is well treated in
Victor Serge, Destiny of a Revolution, trans. Max Shachtman
(London: Hutchinson & Co., Ltd., 1937), p. 57. In The
Case o’ Comrade Tulayev, Serge presents a satirized version
of Gide as Professor Passereau, a fellow-traveler of tihe
Party living in a dream world without the slightest aware-
ness of what was happening around him in Moscow. Sec¢ 2lso
Mann, pp. 257-270.
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6uk It was not the appalling destruc-

our fondest hopes."
tion of human life that called down his condemnation, but
its failure, significantly, to build his dream world.
Instead of a sort of communal anarchy, Gide found an
oppressive bureaucracy. It was composed, as he put it, of
a "new class" which had all the privileges of the dilspos-
sessed bourgeois while the workers still had nothing. The
dictatorship of the proletariat had not come to pass; in-
stead, "a dictatorship of the Soviet Bureaucracy" ruled the
new Russia.6u5 This experience left Gide with a sense of
guilt, because he was treated with privilege in the "work-
ers' paradise”: "These very favors constantly brought to
mind privileges," he wrote; "Differences where I had hoped
to find equality."6u6 The Revolution had been intended to
bring equality, and, he had thought, the disanpearance of
the state as an institution; for how else could equality
be attained except in the absence of social hlerarchles?
He wrote:

To feel that one is no longer being exploited is
immense, but to realize that one 1s still being exploit-
ed, and not to know by whom, to find no one at whose
door to lay one's wretchedneﬁs, no one to accuse! . . .
is the very acme of horror.647

6uuGide, quoted in Crossman, p. 195.
6451p14., pp. 182-184.

6u6Andre Gide, Afterthoughts: A Seauel to Back from
the U.S.S.R. (London: Martin Secker & Warburg Ltd., n.d.),
p. 60 (hereafter referred to as Gide, Afterthoughts).

6471p14., p. WA,
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The bureaucracy spawned the mediocrity that became one of
the main characteristics of Soviet society. "From head to
foot of the reformed social ladder, the most favored are

the most servile, the most cowardly, the most cringing,

648

the basest." The reality of what he saw brought hin

back to the primary virtue of "insincerity." "It is to the

Truth that I am attached," he said; "And if the Party aban-

dons it, then I abandon the Party."su9

As Gide witnessed it, the truth was that the or-
thodoxy of ideas was oppressive of the realization of his

dream of the future. "I did not escape from the authority

of Aristotle or St. Paul to fall under theirs," he wrote.650

He explained:

. . . It is essential to see things as they are and
not as we should have liked them to be. The U.S.S.R.
is not what we had hoped it would be, what it still
strives to appear. It has betrayed all our hopes. If
we cannot resign ourselves to_losing them altogether,
we must place them elsewhere.

Far from being an intellectual bastion against Fascism, the
Party in fact had become a part of the same phenomenon:

Three quarters of the Italian inscriptions would
be just as suitable to the walls of Moscow. . . .

6481p14., p. 34.
6491p14., p. 70.
650G1de, Journals, III, p. 281.

651319e, Afterthoughts, p. 71.
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Historians of the future will examine how and why,

the end disappearing behind the means, the Communist

ceased to be opposed to the Fascist spirit, and even

to be differentiated from 1it.

As was to be expected, a public disavowal of the

Party by so prominent a writer as Gide brought instant re-
sponse from the French Left. Their criticism was predict-
ably harsh, and Gide went quickly from revolutionary to
reactionary in their evaluation of him. His response was
mild by comparison, but not without its own sting. "It
is in the heart of the fruit that the worm lies hidden.
But when I told you that the apple was worm-eaten, you ac-
cused me of . . . not liking apples.“653 What the French
Communists overlooked in Russia, Gide pointed out, was the
fact that they were being "misled, deceived, and lied to"
without their being aware of it.65u It was the insincer-
ity of the Party, as much as 1its deformed product, that
Gide deplored. The Left, as he correctly perceived, had

made his own mistake of confusing the dream with the reality.

Epilogue
Although he left the Party, Gide never abandoned

his faith in that same vision of the future that had origin-

ally inspired his affiliation. He had been wrong to embrace

652G1de, Journals, III, pp. 358-359.
65331de, Afterthoughts, p. 7.

6541p14., p. 29.
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the Party, he wrote, but he had done so for the right rea-
sons: "The U.S.S.R. really did something. Despite the
present ebbtide, something will remain of it. . . . I feel
a brother . . . to those who leave Communism through love."655
Russia had made progress, he believed firmly; and in 1951,
shortly before his death, he reiterated his bellef that
the Soviet Union was "a system of unification much closer
to 'perfection' . . . than the capitalist system in the
U.S.A. at present."656 Russia was still, he said repeated-
ly, a youthful member of the family of nations--and the
hope of the future rested with youth.657
Disillusionment with the Communist Revolution caused
Gide once again to return to his lifelong habit of turning
inward on himself. He retreated from activist politics back
into the comfortable aloofness from society that had charac-
terized his younger days. To outsiders he gave the impres-
sion of serenity in old age; but a large part of the out-
ward calm simply may have been fatigue following his activist
ordeal. He concentrated, during these later years, on his

Journals, which became increasingly important to him, but

the political struggles of the emerging Cold War were barely

65501de, Journals, III, pp. 177-178.

656 pnaré Gide, "Two Declarations by André Gide,"
Partisan Review, XVIII, No. 4 (July-August, 1951), p. 400;
see also Gide's statement in Mann, p. 320.

657André Gide, Imaginary Interviews, trans. Malcolm
Cowley (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1944), passim.
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reflected in these later Journals and published writings.

His continued faith in the eventual success of the
Russian Revolution never wavered; however, it appears that
he no loner considered heaven on earth to be imminent. Now
it lay far into the future. In effect, his perception of
the future shifted slightly to a more elongated time span.
Although the change did not affect the basic structure of
his thought, it did affect his behavior toward the world
around him. He no longer acted as if the future had come;
he resigned himself instead to the role of an Oedipus who
must accept present constraints even while he knows that
the future will hold none. In an interview during World
War II, Gide offered his conclusion about the present and
his hope for the future in the form of a question:

How can one despise or hate man for what he 1s,
when he is still in the process of becoming?658

658Gide, quoted in Mann, p. 322.



CHAPTER VI
EPILOGUE:
SOME OBSERVATIONS ON THE MODERN IDEA OF THE FUTURE

Of all the characteristics that differentiate the
eclassical mind from modern thought, none 1s more dramatic
than the disappearance of God from the modern world view.
The decline of the importance attached to institutionalized
religion may be noted as an indication of this phenomenon.
As Nietzsche so boldly poiﬁted out; this has been an event
with the most far-reaching meaning and consequences. In
theories about the social and political order, the most im-
portant of these consequences appears to be the demonstrated
inability of secularized intellectuals to distinguish prop-
erly between concepts which properly belong to the sphere of
religious faith and other problems which may be approached
as subjects that potentially, at least, are krowable partly
through reason. In the spiritual and intellectual confusion
that has appeared since the "death of God," reason itself
has been one of the first and most distinguished casualties.
It should not be surprising, then, that the peculiarly mod-
ern approach to the future as an object of knowledge should

reflect the confusion of so much of contemporary thought.
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It seems reasonably safe to conclude at this point
that the paradigmatic characteristics of modern theorles of
political and social reality have served primarily to 1in-
crease the complexity of the confusion. The reasons for
this, too, are complex, but they can be described basically.
As Kuhn has brilliantly argued, that which we call "scien-
tific knowledge" of itself is not cumulative despite the
assumption to the contrary that social scientists and phy-
sical scientists have tended to hold. At least this know-
ledge is not cumulative in the sense that it represents
progress from a primitive, prescientific period to a modern,
scientific era in which the most recent explanation 1s nec-
essarily defined as the "best." Rather, what Kuhn calls
the "normal development of science" is one in which paradigm
workers devote their time to the articulation of the built-
in assumptions of the paradigm itself. This process con-
tinues until a problem, an "anomality" as Kuhn terms it,
occurs for which the paradigm offers no explanation; a new
paradigm then is structured to replace the old one, and a
"scientific" explanation of the transformation 1is offered.

In the area of political theory as a paradigm, this
same sort of process seems to hold, as it does for the more
precise, "hard" scilences. But an important reservation with
respect to political, as well as scientific, paradigms must
be made. Absolutely no a priori reason exists to support

the contention that a new paradigm is in any sense superior
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to the old. 1In fact, if the paradigm changes because rele-
vant questions change rather than because unsatlisfactory an-
swers have been supplied by the older paradigm, the new
structure may be considerably inferior to the older in its
ability to explain certain phenomena subsumed within it.

The result in this instance may be a genuine loss of scien-
tific knowledge rather than the assumed gain.

At any particular point in history it must be held
open as a possibility that the thinkers of that era may know
less about certain things than did those who lived at an
earlier time. One of the most obvious corollaries of Kuhn's
thesis is its lack of support for any theories of scien-
tific or intellectual progress of the human specles as a
whole.

Especially important for the viability of socilal
and political theories is the necessity that as paradigms
for the ordering of reality, they themselves have some sub-
stantive basis in that reality. If a paradigm is built upon
faulty premises, it follows logically that the paradigm's
articulation will be faulty in 1like manner. This is not
to say that the articﬁlation of a paradigm will not be ra-
tional, "given" its basic assumptions; buf therein lies
the fault. The very rationality of the articulation may
appear to reflect madness if the paradigm itself makes no
sense. An excellent example of this is Marx's postulation

of a future classless society-~the City of God on earth as
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Augustine would have understood the symbolism. When this
notion of the perfectibility of soclety and man in it 1s
considered a "glven," within the context of the entire fu-
ture process treated as an object of knowledge, then the
rationality of a Gletkin becomes unassailable. His methods
appear sensible to the paradigm worker who accepts the end
toward which he is working, even if the paradigm worker

is Rubashov, Gletkin's victim.

To the outsider, Gletkin's rationality is a mani-

_ festation of insanity. But this is a mass insanity, which
is difficult to detect because neurosis or insanlty has come
to be defined too often merely as a deviation from a statis-
tical norm; under these conditions, madness has become the
norm, and the entire cognitive relationship between a per-
son and reality has become reversed in a nightmare environ-
ment. The aura of unreality that surrounds a figure such

as Gletkin is all the more terrifying because he 1s not a
dream, but an accurate representation of reality.

A rational critique of the means Gletkin is using
to arrive at the end to which he is committed must view the
basic paradigm of a "full future" from outside its confines
in order to question both the end itself aﬁd the tendency
to treat the future as if it can be known in advance. As
Eric Voegelin has emphasized, things are not things nor do
they have essences by arbitrafy declaration. Things must

be objects of knowledge because they exist in reality;
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otherwise, they can be treated rationally only as objects
of faith.

The overarching pervasiveness of the modern 1idea of
the "full future paradigm" has intensified the difficulties
inherent in approaches to the dilemma of ends and means in
politics. In the final analysils, the means of political
action can be truly rational only if the end itself is also
rational. Neither Koestler, nor Gide in particular, have
been able to make that final and most telling criticism of
Communism in Russia, because they have not abandoned the
precepts of the full future paradigm that anticipates a
heaven on earth. Thus, their criticisms, however well-de-
fined they are in detail, never arrive at the essence of
the dilemma. 1In spite of their every experience to the con-
trary, they continue to believe, with the exception, per-
haps, of Silone, that it 1s possible to build some sort of

a Civitas Del here and now.659

This raises the question of their inability to
learn from experience in any but the most peripheral way.

Here, again, the answer appears to refer back to some of

659Some lines from T. S. Eliot are relevant here:

Between the 1ldea

And the reality
Between the motion
And the act

Falls the Shadow . . .

See T. S. Eliot, "The Hollow Men," T. S. Eliot: Collected
Poems, 1909-1962 (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, Inec.,
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the characteristics of any sort of paradigm. The full future
paradigm has tended to take for granted the idea that know-
ledge of whatever kind 1s propositional--that is, mathemat-
ical, rather than experiential, or historical. There 1s

a built-in assumption that history as a realm of experience
is no longer valid. It is not entirely by coincidence that
Descartes, a central figure in the development of the epis-
temological assumptions regarding the full future paradigm,
was also one of the most distinguished mathematical think-
ers of his day.

The refusal even to consider history as a meaning-
ful source of experience has resulted in a sort of invert-
ed fundamentalism that has helped to destroy the 1dea of
science as an open-minded inquiry into reality--admittedly
an idea that may be observed more in the exceptlon than
the rule. A declaration in advance that no facts will be
considered which conflict with a priori judgments, although
it is consistent with Kuhn's definition of a scilentific
paradigm, is hardly a habit of mind that will enable the
social and political theorist to learn from experience.
No possible way exists, probably, for Koestler and Gide to
learn from experience unless they are firsf of all to reject
a paradigm that excludes the experience of history from
its assumptions.

The problem of the future as a concept, as stated

in Chapter I, is not whether men think about it, but "how"
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they think about it. As Reinhold Niebuhr has said:

Since it is man's nature to be emancipated of the
tyranny of the immediate present and to transcend the
process of nature in which he 1s involved, he cannot
e 1" he ombos of his fresaom.660 o

It is in the nature of things, then, that men should look
toward the future for the fulfillment of 1ife. But it does
not follow from this observation that any future fulfill-
ment is known in advance or is known to be a part of earth-
ly experience. This i1s why Augustine placed the destiny

of man beyond the state and civil socliety while he treated
the Christian fulfillment of the meaning of 1life in the
City of God as an object of faith. God could know the cer-
tainty of men's future, but men themselves could not. What
men called "knowledge" of the City of God was a falith in
the truth of the word of God as they had received it in
Scripture.

Now, because, in the Western religious tradition,
only God can "know" the futuré, it should not strike us as
surprising that most of those persons who have treated the
future as an object of knowledge also imagine themselves
to be becoming a god, or at the very least, proclaim that
God is dead. The paradigm of a full and knowable future
would make less sense than it does if they failed to take

this final step in the articulation of the paradigm.

660N1ebuhr, Beyond Tragedy, p. 305.




362

The errors that follow from treating the idea of
a specific future as if it were an object of knowledge could
be avoided more easily if the relationship between subject
and object that Aristotle and Aquinas articulated were kept
in mind. When subject and object are merged into a single
entity, or when the epistemological distinctions between
them are not kept clearly separate, the tendency to confuse
the first realities of experience with the second realities
of imagination becomes more pronounced. The entire problem
of human experience cannot be dealt with adequately unless
this separation is kept clearly in mind. For the very term
"human experience" implies on the one hand a subject and on
the other hand an object. Meaningful statements about the
human condition must be able to generalize from experlences
that are necessarily unique or the statements cease to be
meaningful. A rational exploration of anything in the human
condition which is expected to result in knowledge, however
partial that knowledge may be, cannot avoid making this dis-
tinction. As writers, therefore, Koestler, Silone, and Gide
must lead their readers into a conscious exploration of this
relationship between subject and object in human experience
or their work will lose the basis of its meaning in a con-
fusion of first and second realities. They must be aware
that the real structure of soclal reality 1s something in-

dependent of their imagination.
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The nature of the full future paradigm within the
context of Marxist ideology is highlighted most clearly in
these authors by their inability to explore fully the human
experience of political reality as interpreted by the basic
paradigm itself. Lacking a clear conception of the aif-
ferences between first and second realities, they were un-
able to resolve the dilemma of ends and means. This would
appear to be because their conception of political ethics
was based on a specific notion of the future--in this case,
some sort of vague notion of the perfectibility of political
institutions. As R. H. S. Crossman has proposed in his in-

troduction to The God That Failed, their decision to join

or to become affiliated with the Party was a moral decision,
an ethical choice among competing values.661
Conversion to Marxism appeared to give support to
their values because its futuristic element seemed to offer
assurance that their actions made sense in a transcendent
and teleological scheme. They were sensitive to the changes
in the Western world view as reflections of a decadence that
accompanied the changes. When the authors turned to Commu-
nism, it was with the expectation that the new 1deology woul:
overcome the prevailing decadence and form a rejuvenated
society built on entirely new moral foundations--a humanist-

ic morality necessitated (except for Silone) by the death

of God.

6610rossman, p. 3..
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All of this is mentioned here because 1t 1s crucial
to any understanding of the dilemmas of modern moral philo-
sophy, especially as it specifically relates to political
action. Marxism has been described in this paper as a "la-
tent nihilism" because its nihilism is not obvious at first,
as witness the reasons why Koestler, Silone, and Gide be-
came converts to Communism. That the reality of its under-
lying nihilism is a fact may also be observed in these writ-
ers by their rejection of the reality spawned by its imple-
mentation.

The question then may be raised, what does this ni-
hilism have to do with the "full future paradigm?" The
answer appears to be that any value structure which is not
a negation of values--pure nihilism--must be grounded on
some conception of a teleological purpose of man's situation
in society and perhaps for history as a whole. Both
Aristotle and Augustine, as representative examples, under-
stood this; and their ethics and moral philosophy re-
flected this awareness. The plight of so many modern secu-
lar intellectuals has been their entrapment in the conclu-
sion that if God really is dead, no teleological purpose
appears to exist in the process of Creation; all of life
is "sound and fury, signifying nothing." As Hans Jonas has
written in a similar context, it is the absence of any
transcendent, teleological purpose in Nature that reveals

the greater depth of modern nihilism when it is contrasted
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with its classical counterparts.662 When modern men gaze
into a future without divine purpose, the immediate reaction
is likely to be dread followed by an utter and abject hope~
lessness. Here Marxism appears, with its offer of a future
of hope to those souls who find themselves adrift in modern
times without ethical ballast. The Marxist conception of a
known future as a substitute second reality--applicable
particularly in the case of Gide--can give some comfort to
those for whom God is dead.

The rejection of Marxism by the authors in its
specific "means," typified by the Communist Party, is also
instructive. When the end itself is bullt on a falsifica-
tion of reality--that is, when the future 1s treated as a
specific object of knowledge--the incongruity between the
paradigm and the reality can survive, in confliet, only for
a limited period of time before some persons will become
aware of the falsification in their actions, if not thelr
theories.

It was at this juncture that the latent nihilism of
Marxism became manifest, in the dilemma of ends and means,
to the authors considered in this study.

The Marxist future basically is not supportable in
human experience; it does too much violence to our common-

sense approaches to confrontations with reality. 1If there

66‘?Jonas, p. 339.
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js a lesson here, it may be that reality external to our
own subjective preferences cannot be ignored for long with-

out serious consequences.

In conclusion, then, I echo the sentiments of Aldous

Huxley in his description of a character in Point Counter

Point. The analogy is appropriate in dealing with the

world views of Arthur Koestler, Ignazio Silone, and André

Gide.

He wished to ignore all but here and now, to be as
though he had only just entered the world and were
destined to be eternal. But his memory survived,
even though he never deliberately made use of 1t;

and though the things which had been . . . were de-
stroyed, he could not guard against chance reminders.
Chance had found many gaps in his defenses . . .

663Aldous Huxley, Point Counter Point (New York:
Harper & Row, 1928), p. 145.
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