APPRAISAL

A Journal of Constructive and Post-Critical Philosophy and Interdisciplinary Studies

Vol. 2 No. 1 March 1998 ISSN 1358-3336

Editor and Publisher. Dr R.T. Allen
20 Ulverscroft Road, Loughborough, LE11 3PU, England
Tel and answer-phone: 01509 215438; E-maik Richard_Allen_21@compuserve.com

© Copyright R.T. Allen, 1998

CONTENTS
THIS ISSHE’S COMEADULOTS .. rvvievee oo ssessoeeseseeeseseieaine oesseessesssssssesssbeses eeseessscsseransssnssieds shssnsssessse b s s eosecssecasssnnsess 1
FEHEOTIAL «oooooeoe oo eeeee st eeeeeeeaesseeseaesessesasssas s ases £4estattcnan s eaeseAee ARfeRAEeEReEebett e es CeLesSeE e SebsE s 2
Re-Appraisal: Aurel Konai
TEUEOAUCHON oo+ oveeeeseeeees e seseeeseeseeesesssssnesssaaaesesse Heaseseatotemssiasreaasan esssreE e s ea e s e e S e e s et ee Terb s b r R b e et s 2
Aurel Kolnai: Biographical and bibliographical details...........cocowes womiiiimiimninis et s 3
Four papers by Aurel Kolnai
1. Three RIiders Of APOCAIYDSE .......covwurucueicirieiais crreaities s sraties ebetier i tb et 188 ch s carass st 4
2a. Elements of a Personalist conception of state and SOCIELY........ vevreormirmeinicunis et s 12
2b. JOUHNES ON PEISOMAISIIL ......uoeceveeciraecmarraenises otmseests e s oosier b b a8 b ons 13
3. AQVISIIZ. o.vv. voeveceeeeeeeesense et casares s Rae s emb e L Ll e 14
Francis Dunlop
Aurel Kolnai’s ‘Inchoate sketch of a theory of MOTalty” ..ot i i s 20
John Pollard Hittinger
Aurel Kolnai and the metaphysics of political COnSEIVAISIIL . ........ oviueieminiiiinnies et s 26
Other Articles: '
Georg H. Neuweg
Self-reference and the 108S Of IEAMINE .......ceiers coetrmiiiriiini it ettt sbbetn et eseh it 37
Paul Dean
F.R. Leavis and Michael Polanyi on MEADING. ... .ccccuevirierriiirieners soremssseeseinieietaias ctsrssinsssitsssiessas soticisosnsssinsees 43
Book Reviews:
Dorothy Emmet: Philosophers and Friends: Reminiscences of Seventy Years in Philosophy—
BIIAT G GOWEIIOCK ... eseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeesvearaanss essesssenessesesbantsses savessestenssessesssaass Shesbiabtostsbase st rarnas Srasatbanssttsuecans 48
Kevin Mott-Thomton: Common Faith: Education, Spirituality and the State—R.T. Allen .......... .coccvcvernnn. 48

This issue’s contributors:

Dr Francis Dunlop is Honorary Lecturer in the Philosophy Section of the Department of Social and Economic
Sciences at the University of East Anglia (Norwich), and is working on a biography of Kolnai.

Dr John P. Hittinger is Professor of Philosophy at the U. S. Air Force Academy (Colorado); previously taught at
Benedictine College (Kansas) and the College of St Francis (Illinois); degrees from the University of Notre Dame
(BA *74) and the Catholic University of America (MA *78, PhD ’85). Editor of and contributor to Liberalism at the
Crossroads and various articles on moral and political philosophy.

Dr Georg H. Neuweg is Assistant Professor at the Institute for Educational Psychology and Educational research,
Johannes Kepler University, Linz, Austria, and is currently finishing a book entitled Tacit Knowing: An Inquiry into
the Relevance of Michael Polanyi's Epistemology for Vocational Training.

Dr Paul Dean is Head of the English Department at Portsmouth Grammar School. He is a regular contributor to
English Studies (Nijmegen), The New Criterion (New York) and The Times Literary Supplement among other
journals. He has written introductions to reprints of some of F.R. Leavis’s books, to be published in 1998 by Ivan
Deg, Inc. (Chicago).

Appraisal Veol2 No.1 March 1998 1



EDITORIAL

Aprraisal now begins its third year and second volume. We are also about to hold our second conference (April
17th-18th; places still available, please see enclosed leaflet), and are planning a third for March/April 1999 in
Guildford. Perhaps it is time to change our mode of operation and to make it less of a one-man show. Would you
support the idea of forming a UK Michael Polanyi Society, based on Appraisal? It would provide a parallel to the
existing societies in Hungary and America.

What I would like to propose is this:

> Current individual subscribers to Appraisal would become members of the new society, unless they object;
> They would continue to receive Appraisal plus a new members’ newsletter, an expanded version of the Polanyi Noticeboard,
> The wide editorial policy of Appraisal would remain the same.
Could you please let me have your views, for or against, on the enclosed form. If you are in favour, could you
also please seriously consider volunteering yourself to play an active part in the new society, in order to spread the

load.

It would also be helpful if you could send in your replies in time for those of us at the Sheffield conference to be
able to discuss them while we are together.

RE-APPRAISAL: AUREL KOLNAI

I met Aurel Kolnai only once and
briefly at that, when he gave a
paper on ‘The dream as artist’ to
the British Society of Aesthetics in
1971. But Francis Dunlop was one
of his last research students (for a
thesis on punishment), and we are
very grateful to him for his help in
putting together this Re-Appraisal
of Kolnai, and especially for pro-
viding the four previously unpub-
lished by Kolnai which appear here
in print for the first time.

Kolnai’s life, as can seen from
the Biographical Note which fol-
lows, reflected the upbeavals of this
century. And one of the merits of
his philosophical work is that he
sought to engage with and under-
stand those movements of life and
thought. As an example of that
engagement, Dr Dunlop has pro-
vided us with “Three Riders of
Apocalypse’, a careful delineation
of the essential aims and outlooks
of Nazism, Communism and Pro-
gressive Democracy. Kolnai ap-
pears in this paper as a higher-level
‘lumper’, who discerns genuine
convergences among the principles
and assumptions of movements
which oppose themselves to each
other, especially and even more
subtly between each pair of them
and the third, and at the same time
he is a lower-level ‘splitter” who is
very careful to note the real differ-
ences among those and also further
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divisions within each of them. This
appears to me to be the only proper
approach to all such matters.

Perhaps, in Kolnai’s case, it also
stems from his combination of the
best elements in both the Continen-
tal (specifically Germanic and Phe-
nomenologial) and Anglo-Saxon
traditions of modem philosophy
while avoiding their weaknesses:
i.e. respectively, concern for uni-
versal principles and deep struc-
tures, which is prone to premature
generalisation, barren abstractions
and use of impenetrable language;
and attention to detail and shades
of meaning, though liable to result
triviality. He combines these traits
also with humour and lightness of
touch, as can be seen in the paper
on ‘Advising’.

Between those two papers, ap-
pear two sets of jottings on Person-
alism, one pre-war, one post-war.
Although obviously in note form
and only schematic, we reproduce
them because of the current interest
in Personalism, and specifically
because of last issue’s article by
Philip Conford on the Personalisms
of Mounier and Macmurray. Kol-
nai distanced himself from Mounier
and thus, to some extent, from the
term ‘Personalist’. (He was also
critical of the Left-wing Catholi-
cism of Maritain.) It would be
interesting to elaborate the differ-
ences among these versions of

Personalism, and their social and

political implications, and we
would welcome further articles
upon that theme.

To return to the topic of Anglo-
Saxon philosophy, in a letter on
Linguistic Analysis (dated 23/7/59),
Kolnai acknowledged that it was an
important achievement of genuine
philosophy (closely related to Com-
mon Sense philosophy and Phe-
nomenology) but having some seri-
ous defects such as anaemia and
sterility. Had its practitioners been
competent linguists (Kolnai was
fluent in German, French, English,
Spanish, as well as his native Hun-
garian, a non-Indo-European lan-
guage) and had added analyses of
other ‘ordinary languages’, their
achievements would have been
greater. ‘It is very bad to know it
[Linguistic Analysis] alone. It is
simply impossible and disreputable
to ignore it’.

In the same letter, he also wrote:
Michael Polanyi (whom I've never
met; though an anti-Bolshevist and a
strong one, he is on good terms with
Karl {Polanyi] and would probably
refuse to mix with me), in spite of
some tendency to irrationalist obscu-
rantism, is a most original mind (his
critique of the critical attitude is more
than remarkable in a man of Liberal
substance), of course also schooled
by L[inguistic] A[nalysis] as every
decent person should be.



AUREL KOLNAI -

Biographical Details

1900
1910-1918
1918
1918-1919
1920-1926
1920

1922-1926

1926
1926-1945

1928
1937-1940

1939-1940
1940
1941-1945
1945-1955
1952-1955
1955

1956-1959

1959-1973
1961-1962
1968
1970
1973

Bom December 5th, at Budapest, to Jewish parents. His father, Armin Stein, a bank manager.
Pupil at the Lutheran Gymnasium, though for about four years studies under tutors at home.
Change of surname from Stein to Kolnai.
University study interrupted, then broken off, by the beeral and Bolshevist revolutions in Hungary.
Period of involvement with Psychoanalysis.
Moves to Vienna in the antumn, where he tries to live by writing (mostly in Hungarian) and clerical
work.
University studies at Vienna in philosophy. Subsidiary studies in history; also attends von Mises’s
classes in political economy
PhD with ‘unanimous distinction’. Baptised a Catholic.
Lives as a writer and journalist, publishing books, serious philosophical articles, and thoughtful
journalistic pieces in a variety of journals, in Hungarian, German and English.
Studies under Husserl in Freiburg for 3 months.
Finally leaves Vienna in March, 1937, staying briefly in England, then, for longer periods in Ziirich,
Berne, Dijon and Paris.
Brief periods of internment in France.
Marriage to Elisabeth Gémes, and escape through Spain and Portugal to the USA.
Living in New York, and then Cambridge, Mass.
“‘Chargé de Cours’ and later ‘Professeur agrégé’ at Laval University, Quebec.
Finds it increasingly difficult to work in the Thomist atmosphere of the philosophy department
Moves to England, initially on a ‘travelling scholarship’ of the Nuffield Foundation to carry out studies
of Utopian thinking,
Continues the study of Utopia intermittently as grants and other funds allow. Several lecture tours in
Spain in and around this period, and publication of English and Spanish phllosophlcal articles.
Visiting lecturer (part-time) at Bedford College, London.
Lloyd-Muirhead Fellow in Social Philosophy at Birmingham Untversity.
Six-month Visiting Fellowship in Ethics and Social Philosophy at Marquette Umvers1ty, Wisconsin.
Heart attack.
Dies in hospital on June 28th after a second heart-attack.

Main Publications up to 1955

Psychoanalyse und Soziologie: zur Psychologie von Masse und Gesellschafi, Wien-Leipzig: Psychoanalyttscher
Verlag, 1920, pp.115. Translated as Psychoanalysis and Sociology, London and New York: Allen & Unwin,

1921.

Der ethische Wert und die Wirklichkeit (Ethical Value and Reality), Freiburg i. Br: Herder, 1927, pp.171 (Kolnai’s
doctoral thesis).

Sexualethik: Sinn und Grundlagen der Geschlechismoral [(Sexual Ethics: the Meaning and Foundations of Sexual
Morality), Paderborn; Schoningh, 1930, pp.447.

‘Der Ekel’ (Disgust), Jahrbuch fur Philosophie und Phdnomenologische Forschung, X, 1929, pp. 515-69.
Reprinted: Tibingen: Max Niemeyer, 1974,

‘Der Inhalt der Politik> (The Content of Politics), Zeitschrifi fiir die gesamte Staatsw:ssenschaﬁ (Tiibingen), XCIV,
1, 1933, pp. 1-38.

The War against the West, London: Gollancz; and New York: Viking Press, 1938, pp.711.

‘Privilege and Liberty’, Université Laval Théologique et Philosophique, V, 1, 1949, pp.66-110.

Errores del Anticomunismo (Mistakes made in the attack on Communism), Madrid: Rlalp, S.A., 1952, pp.167.

Later and Posthumous Publications

Kolnai’s main papers from 1955 onwards can be found in the following collections which also include papers not

published in his lifetime. For details of original publication, and of other works, see also below: pp. 35-6, 42.

Ethics, Value and Reality, London. Athlone Press, 1977, pp. 251, eds Francis Dunlop and Brian Klug, Introduction
by Bernard Williams and David Wiggins.

The Utopian Mind and other Papers, London: Athlone, 1995, pp.xxxvi + 217, ed. Francis Dunlop, Introduction by
Pierre Manent. (Reviewed in Appraisal, Vol. 1, No. 2, p.101).
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PAPERS BY AUREL KOLNAI
1. THREE RIDERS OF APOCALYPSE

Communism, Naziism and Progressive Democracy (c. 1950)

Editor’s Note:

This paper is Kolnai's clearest statement of the relations between Communism, Nazism and Progressive Democracy.
1t is well worth consideration in the light of recent developments in Western society.

1

Of the three classic types of mod-
emn mass régimes, made to fit the
body of emancipated Man,
one—Naztism—would seem to
bear no relevancy except to Ger-
manic mankind alone, and owing to
the defeat of Nazi Germany lacks
practical support for the time being;
another—Progressive  Democracy,
as I call it for want of a better
name— is of manifold appearance,
~ a world hag-ridden with a certain

well identifiable but flexible
scheme of ‘isms’ rather than an
embodied ‘ism’ proper, and in this
sense again not wholly on a footing
with that most genuine and power-
ful brand of Totalitarianism which
is the Marxist-Leninist one. Pro-
gressive Democracy, from which
the other two have sprung, may be
looked wpon as too umiversal to
form a threefold division with
these, whereas Naziism may appear
disqualified for such a status in
view of its being too particular: too
limited in space and time. Still, it is
not without reason that Christian
Conservative—or in other words
—anti-totalitarian writers have
again and again emphasized the
essential kinship of these three
‘modes of life” of modern man,
adding or not a description of their
distinctive marks. Their emphasis
may be an overemphasis, their
attempt at distinctive characteriza-
tion may be sketchy or shallow; for
we are only too apt to lump
together whatever things we dislike
and to underestimate their mutual
differences, though they were
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locked in a deadly fight among one
another. So also the Liberal would
assert that Naziism and Commu-
nism are ‘essentially’ the selfsame
totalitarian  ‘dictatorship’, only
painted different colours; the
‘democratic’ Socialist, that Bolshe-
vism is really a ‘reactionary’ sys-
tem; and he in his turn will hear
from his Communist rivals that he
is nothing but a ‘Social Fascist’ or
a ‘lackey of capitalists and imperi-
alists’. And yet, without allowing
our ressentiments to tempt us into
any of these inane simplifications,
and aware from the outset that
Communism alone represents, as it
were, the fulness of the Inferno
which man in the process of his
self-enslavement has vowed to
make unto himself for an earthly
paradise, we may meaningfully
consider the three-headed monster
under the aspect of its unitary
principle of life as well as under
that of the respective contrasts
between any two of the three heads
or between any pair of them (taken
as a unit) and the third. Naziism,
indeed, which only yesterday as-
tounded mankind with its tremen-
dous outburst of energy and con-
quering appetite, is not a wholly
parochial affair, nor in all certainty
obsolete or irrevocably dead; Pro-

gressive Democracy, again, is nei- .

ther a sheer recusancy from Com-
munism nor perhaps merely its
preparatory phase but the primal
form of the ‘Common Man’ world,
mstinct with an ‘ideology’ of its
own. In order even to fight Com-
munism intelligently and effectively
—which is our one paramount

business of supreme urgency—we
had better survey all these things, to
the best of our ability, in their true
proportions. I think it the fittest
way of procedure to establish and
delimit the ‘three pairs’ as against,
respectively, the third member of
the triad. '

2

Naziism and Communism, as con-
trasted to Progressive Democracy,
have in common most of their
aspects, down to a great deal of
concrete detail, relative to the fech-
nique of government along with its
various mental paraphemalia and
psychological accompaniment.
They both imply one-party rule,
severe dictatorship with deified
‘leaders’ as personal figurcheads, a
régime of terror in permanence
exercised by the secret police, State
omnipotence encroaching upon all
domains of life including the most
intimate ones, the reducing of law
and morality to mere functions of
state-power and of the govem-
ment’s will, the tendency to sup-
press such social inequality as is
not inherent in the gradation of
political power proper, and lastly,
the substitution for transcendent
religion of political ideology and
the self-worship of Society as in-
formed by an exclusive and mili-
tant will, implying a pretension on
the government’s part to ‘represent’
that will entirely, taken in its
massive self-identity one and indi-
visible. Besides these basic traits
—an utterly monistic and centralis-
tic conception of social power;
terror as a constitutive element, a



mainstay and a comerstone, of
government; the quasi-religious
idea of a limitless self-sovereignty
of man, to be made valid and
guaranteed by the total sovereignty
of state-power—we notice certain
further points of structural similar-
ity between the two systems: ex-
tending to the more or less arbitrar-
ily specified objects they mark out
for cultic veneration or sustained
hatred, to the peculiar cants and
styles they impose in the realms of
art, language, science and so forth,
as well as to other devices for
ensuring a trance-like state of high
tension, a continually whipped-up
sense of privileged abnormality and
a mood of taut militancy. Com-
pared to this, Progressive Democ-
racy, even in its most advanced and
gravest forms—which are Socialist
party rule on the one hand, Ameri-
canism on the other—, unmistak-
ably clings to a kind of continuity
with the normal life of society and
the pluralistic landscape of inter-
ests, points of view and accents
which is inherent in the ordinary
consciousness of man; particularly,
perhaps. or at least most evidently
so as regards the man of Liberal
civilization. Progressive Democ-
racy, to be sure, is also informed
by a ‘secular religion’, with its
various trappings and the sullen
fanaticism attaching to it; but this
false religion intrinsically connotes
an element of tolerance, indetermi-
nation, and détente (as an actual
state of mind here and now, not as
a chiliastic promise to be redeemed
after a world-wide dictatorship and
a reign of terror growing beyond all
limits shall have created human
nature anew); indeed, it is incapable
of unequivocal definition and its
adepts, unable to think except in an
idiom of compromise, are constitu-~
tionally precluded from enforcing
an un-‘constitutional’ mode of life
and from claiming a massive total-
ity of uncontrolled power. That,
nevertheless, the goal towards
which Progressive Democracy is
progressing lies in such a direction,
being in fact indistinguishable from
that of Communism, is true

enough; yet ‘Progress’, according
to our Western coinage of its
idolatry, is conceived of as an
‘infinite’ one, never to be accom-
plished definitively, and with its
tangible fruits of safety, welfare,
peace, freedom, ‘culture’ and the
like being gathered, consumed and
enjoyed by all of us daily; hence
the driving force that makes our
world go round cannot take body in
one ommnipotent centre of power but
remains subject, so far as its actual
workings are concerned, to the
empirical tests of success and im-
mediate pleasure: to a network of
checks and balances, that is, which
affords the plain man and even the
Christian with some opportunity of
making his weight feit. The world
of Progressive Democracy, then, is
ordered on a dualistic and ‘idealis-
tic’ plan, which implies the recog-
nition of a ‘given’ human reality
underneath the ‘ideal’, subsisting in
its own right and incurably falling
short of the ‘perfection’ of Utopia
it is expected to ‘approximate’ in
time, with the division between the
two remaining ineliminable; that
this world, so long as it would last,
should never be completely deter-
mined by its dominant ideology is
part of the ideology itself.

Communism and Naziism, on
the other hand both presuppose the
antecedent of Progressive Democ-
racy, from which they both repre-
sent a radical new departure, di-
rected to entirely disparate or even
antithetic aims but revealing a far-
reaching analogy between the two
as regards the totalitarian concep-
tion of ‘identity’ between the wills
of the rulers and the ruled, the
long-range programme of terroristic
dictatorship, and the ingenious idea
—thought up in response to the
growing sense of emptiness, nihil-
ism and palsy in Liberal soci-
ety—of a new ‘meaning of life’
provided and imposed by state-
power.

3

What Naziism and Progressive De-
mocracy have in common is, to put
it briefly, the character of incom-

Three Riders of Apocalypse

plete totalitarianism. So far as
ideological ‘signs’ and ‘emphases’
alone are concerned it would seem,
admittedly, that our democratic ré-
gimes are not totalitarian at all,
whereas Naziism is most noisily
and defiantly so, connoting Social-
ism too and insisting on State
omnipotence not a whit less than
does Communism. Again, if instead
of judging by the sound of party
slogans and the demeanour of ter-
roristic gangsters drunk with power
'we - consider the ‘insidious’ totali-
tarianism inherent in the trend to-
wards equality, wniformity and ad-
mumistrative ‘planning for ‘welfare’,
we might on the contrary find that
Progressive Democracy really out-
strips the totalitarianism not only of
the Nazis but even of the Commu-
nists, assimilating as it does (under
the deceptive verbal cloak of liber-
alism and tolerance) the thinking,
moods and wills of everybody to a
wholesale standard of the ‘social-
ized” mind more organically and
perthaps more durably; eliminating
all essential opposition to its own
paitern by incomparably milder
methods but so much the more
effectively and irrevocably. How-
ever, both these perspectives,
though highly relevant to a full
assessment of the objects of our
study, are one-sided and liable to
make us miss the central point of
distinction. Neither our horror of
Nazi perversity, cruelty and vulgar-
ity nor our disgust at the mediocrity
and duplicity, the inner unfreedom,
the deadening quack rationality and
the sickening pseudo-culture of
Progressive Democracy should
blind us to the patent and highly
important truth that, in contraposi-
tion to the Communist régime bent
on determining the whole of human
reality according to the pattern of
-an unnatural utopia and reducing
every aspect and detail of men’s
lives to a function of One all-
absorbing political Will, both Nazi-
ism and Progressive Democracy
represent the maimed forms of
normal human society, not inte-
grally suppressed but, respectively,
overlaid with a fiendish tyranny
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Aurel Kolnai

totalitarian in temper, and infil-
trated by the virus of subversive
utopia bound for a totalitarian goal.
As regards Progressive Democracy,
its essentially curtailed totalitarian-
1sm is too obvious to need elabo-
rate treatment. Notwithstanding the
subtle expansion of the old concept
of political liberty into that of
‘Freedom from Want’ and the sur-
reptitious displacement of citizens’
rights by the changeling idol
of a ‘right to security’, the
elements of ‘the rights of
man’ and ‘the dignity of the
individual’ cannot be wholly

ousted from Progressive De-
mocracy short of a radical
overthrow of the system:
until that, the bar to keep out
tyranny proper continues act-
ing, though there is no deny-
ing that the inward logic of
the system makes it wear
ever thinner and threatens to
eat it away altogether. Still,
how could a Conservative
~writer call the democratic
régime properly tyrannical or
actually totalitarian, so long
as he is able to get his very
accusations into print? —and
without on that score coming
to immediate and crushing
grief, into the bargain!

To deny a genuinely to-
talitarian character to Nazi-
ism may sound a little odder,
seeing that not only liberal-
democratic but also conservative
and Christian authors have betrayed
a fondness for arguing glibly from
Communism to Naziism and con-
versely, interpreting Naziism as a
‘Brown’ variety of its ‘Red’” model
and Bolshevism as nationalism or
imperialism under a Red flag, over-
working the term ‘National Social-
ism’, harping on the disciplinarian
and allegedly ‘nationalistic’ traits in
Russian Bolshevism, subsuming the
two evil things under an identical
concept of ‘Neo-Paganism’ and
placing the Nazi worship of a
‘superior race’ on a level with the
Marxian deity, absolutely different
as to its logical structure and
historical meaning, of the °‘class

6 Appraisal Vol. 2 No.1 March 1998

struggle’. The truth is that the Nazi
order never was, nor was intended
to be, a socidlistic one—in the
proper, collectivist sense of that
term—; and for that reason alone,
which is far from being the deep-
est, could not amount and could
never have attained to true totali-
tarianism. Despite the terrorism of
Nazi dictatorship which bore down
severely on the noble and wealthy

Self-portrait, aged 19,
drawn in an exercise book

classes as well as on the broad
masses (thus connoting, as it were,
a kind of new equalitarianism), it
was utterly alien to the Nazi con-
ception of society to do away with
class distinctions; despite the en-
mity it had swom to the ‘Jewish
money-lender’, Naziism reserved a
high place of honour to the ‘Ger-
man entrepreneur’; despite its play-
ing ducks and drakes with the
economy of the country and coun-
tries it had subjugated, Naziism
would not dream of effecting inci-
sive structural changes in the eco-
nomic system, let alone of seeking
them for their own sake; despite its
wallowing in the ecstasy of ‘total
state-power’, Naziism was defi-

nitely and consistently hostile to the
idea of reducing all social relations
of power and dependence to a mere
function or expression of that state-
power, and in fact ultimately aimed
at creating a new type of social
aristocracy. To be sure, Nazi tyr-
anny was ‘unlimited’ in the sense
that it kicked aside constitutional
‘checks and balances’ and even

“moral restraints just as scornfully as

did Bolshevism, but not at
all in the sense of claiming,
as Bolshevism does claim, a
total determination of the
order of human life and
relationships on behalf of
one exclusive political will
as actualized by the rulers;
to be sure, it ruthlessly
trampled under foot all ‘op-
position’ but it did not de-
fine from the outset every-
thing not of its own making
as ‘opposition’; to be sure,
it would order about capital-
ists perhaps as harshly as
workers, but without for a
moment entertaining the
idea of ‘liquidating’ the
capitalist class (or, for that
matter, the peasantry) and of
manufacturing Society anew
as a homogeneous mass of
‘toilers’. It should be added
that, if Nazi tyranny was
explicitly oppressive and
(unlike the old absolutisms
at their worst) positively
totalitarian in the educational, liter-
ary, artistic and similar fields, the
intellectual life of Germany under
its heel—and of occupied France as
well—still compared as a paradise
of freedom and spontaneity with
the spiritual cemetery which
promptly covers every place where
the Bolshevik steam-roller has
passed. Could any one imagine, in
Soviet Russia or one of her de-
pendences a counterpart to Jinger’s
Marble CIiffs: a nauseating and at
the same time wholly unambiguous
vision of Stalin as the incarnation
of malicious barbarism, published
with impunity—or only published;
or, indeed, only written—by, say, a
Menshevik university professor or




an anarchist Prince of yesterday,
disillusioned with the revolution?

In some respects Progressive
Democracy, and in another but not
entirely different sense Naziism,
might be described as more ‘pro-
gressive’, ‘modemn’ and ‘totalitar-
tan’ than Communism. Democratic
thought is more anxious to be
up-to-date and elastic; to scan, to
recognize and to put to the test
—rather than merely prescribe and
enforce—the new states of mind
rising, in society, in a kind of
perpetual flux; to effect not only
but to undergo a constant change,
absorbing as it were all aspects of a
‘world in change’ into the very
tissue of its own details and formy-
lations. Naztism, in ifs turn, views
man, his nature and history, in a
perspective admitting of a greater
“manifoldness of dimensions, and
thus aspires to a totalitarian deter-
mination of man by state-power
through more numerous channels;
through more complex leverage.
Biological and eugenic points of
view seem to rank higher, not only
in Nazi racialism but also in the
Progressive Democratic trend to-
wards a medical and psychiatric
dictatorship*, than in the Commu-
nist state-worship with its monoma-
niac reference to political power
and social (in the sense of extra-
political) equality. Thus Commu-
nism cares less, one might say,
about an all-round predetermination
of the ‘human material’, including
its natural quality, on which Soci-
ety as represented by its central
agency of power expects to work.
But, on the other hand, all such
lines of determination are of a
more partial, haphazard, experi-
mental, uncertain kind than is the
direct bending of men’s wills by an
unrestrained and effectively organ-
ized power of Command; more-
over, they leave some space for
categories of value—specifications
of ‘good and bad’—not defined in
terms of present governmental deci-
sion as such: for measures of
judgment that lie beyond the one
and indivisible political will of
man. Communism, then. remains

the absolute, classic and insuper-
able type of totalitarianism proper.

4

Progressive Democracy and Com-
mupism are aligned together as the
working out of the selfsame basic
concept of Social Revolution,
whereas Naziism essentially aims at
bringing about a Counter-Revola-~
tion; a reversal of the trend which
White mankind has foltowed ever
since the first steps towards the
secularization of Christianity (or, to
be more exact, since the adoption
of Christianity), and which has led
up, itself coming to be more and
more consciously experienced in
the process and doted upon as ‘the
meaning of History’, to the various
forms of present Modernity. The
two first-named ‘isms” co-incide in
‘Leftism’; their Nazi counterpart,
however unpleasant this may sound
to many Conservative ears, embod-
ies one extreme (or, rather extrem-
ist) type of ‘Rightism’. However,
‘Right and Left’ is a highly impor-
tant but by no means an over-
whelmingly sovereign division or
test: one may be a Rightist yet an
enemy of Naziism just as well as
one may be a Left-wing democrat
yet rigidly opposed to Commu-
nism, or again, an orthodox Com-
munist who by definition is ready
to suppress whatever other kinds of
Leftists walk abroad; ome may
certainly be, as I am, a confirmed
Rightist who yet prefers Democ-
racy at its worst to Naziism. What
is more, 1 even prefer the drab but
comparattvely solid common-place
advocates of the liberal-democratic
‘middle road’ to the flippant aes-
thetes of Conservatism who despise
‘trivial’ facts and obvious ‘truisms’
for their lack of piquancy, twist the
truth so as to fit the ideological
need of the moment, and reel in
skin-deep ‘depths’ such as the anal-
ogy between ‘National-Socialism’
and Communist imperialism or the
violent moods and the patterns of
action Naziism had i» common
with its so-called ‘Red twin-broth-
er’'—labelling, on their strength,
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Naziism as a ‘brand of Leftism’,
while the pundits of Labourism and
Yankeeism no less libellously tag
the terrible epithet ‘reactionary’ to
their unloving brothers of Moscow.
This has been the primary,
manifest, consistent and permanent
principle, the set purpose, of Nazi-
ism—as, indeed, of all ‘fascism’,
with which Naziism is partly identi-
cal but which it transcends essen-
tially—; to save the national society
from ammihilation by the Bolshe-
vists and from Socialist ascend-
ancy; to destroy the Marxian and
all independent (including the
Christian) labour movement|s] in
the world of capitalist economy; to
abolish the liberal and democratic
framework of bourgeois society
itself, which provides Socialist sub-
version with a thriving-ground and
thus dialectically invites its own
destruction; reaching out into a
vaster historical perspective, fo
undo the work of the French Revo-
lution, together with the mental
atmosphere of rationalism, enlight-
enment and progress which bred
forth that revolution and again drew
new strength from its impetus and
achievements; to turn back to, and
to revive, autochthonous national
traditions, with more stress laid on
their political exploitation than on
their historic genuineness and there-
fore a tendency to interpret them in
a narrow, aggressive, as it were
‘tribal’ and deliberately mythical
sense. True Fascism—that is Mus-
solini’s: the only one that existed
—went further along this path than
the improperly ‘fascist’ Right dicta-
torships—Dollfuss’, Salazar’s,
Franco’s and others—and for this
reason, being more activistic, more
aggressive, more overheatedly ‘po-
htical’, more reckless, more totali-
tarian, more anti-liberal, might so
far be found more anti-bourgeois,
‘subversive” and ‘revolutionary’.
Naziism again went farther; but this
time with a decisively greater stride
and broader scope, in a unique and
incomparable style: negating, over
and above liberalism and rational-
“ism, Christian civilisation as such
(the breeding-ground of Modernity
Appraisal Vol2 No.1 March 1998 7
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and Progress) as well as the Faith
which has informed it, together
with some if not most of its
sub-soil in Greco-Roman antiquity;
and groping back, in its quest for
‘rejuvenating’ anti-modern tradi-
tions, across the Prussian glory of
yesterday and the more brutal as-
pects of the German Middle Ages
towards the barbarous world of
Teuntonic heathendom—not without
a side-glance, in my opinion at any
rate, at Hindu racialism and caste
religion. Call, then, Naziism extre-
mistic and totalitarian; call it an
arch-enemy of Conservatism
proper; call it, if you like, subver-
sive or revolutionary, provided you
are clear in your mind what you
mean by that: a revolutionists’ state
of mind, to be sure, afire with the
ambitious vision of a vast and
perhaps measureless transformation
of society; dynamic, petulant, sav-
age, uninhibited, in many a sense
not unlike Bolshevism—but setting
out in an opposite direction. No
_ sharper contrast could be thought
of than the one between the histori-
cal locus of Bolshevism and that of
Naziism: the concept of history as a
dialectical process ordained to the
goal of a man-made ‘rational’ uto-
pia, and the paganistic idea of
restoring history to its place as an
aspect of natural ‘becoming’, a
‘cosmic wave’ of vital ups and
downs, an aimless clash and inter-
play of irrational forces with man
as their mere emanation, product
and sport, whose only task is to
acknowledge his status as such and
to make the most of it by submit-
ting to the mysterious imperatives
of that immutable order of everlast-
ing change as re-echoed in the
‘throbbing of his blood’. Commu-
nism takes action so as to bring
Progress to a head: to institute the
world-wide reign of Aantichrist
—which explicitly presupposes the
historical lineage marked by the
names of Jahweh, Christ, Luther
and Calvin, Rousseau, Kant, Fichte
and Hegel . . . —, embodied in
mankind wholly organized on a
unitary plan and wholly master of
itself, that is, wholly slave to its
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centre of will. But Naziism would
subvert, as it were, the fradition of
Subversion; break off the beaten
track of history and scorn the path
of Progress struck out by an intelli-
gible formula of the human Mind
engaged in its dialectical self-crea-
tion; though aware of its unavoid-
able heirship to Christianity also to
mass democracy, it would in the
final reckoning ‘cut out’ the Chris-
tian ‘episode’ altogether and revert
to a state of things in which the old
daemons dwelling in the hearts and
governing the fates of men should
again come into their own.

- The very immensity of a ‘coun-
ter-revolution on a cosmic scale’ as
envisioned in Naziism cannot but
imply a certain ‘revolutionary’ note
peculiar to it, with an emphasis
stronger than that of the Commu-
nists on the abstract elements of
‘newness’, ‘youth’, ‘reversal’ (Um-
bruch) and similar more [sic].
Whereas, in the Communist optics,
Christianity and feudalism appear
to represent an historical ‘progress’
over Paganism and slave economy,
the Nazi writers, steeped in a mood
of unreal but not wholly itrelevant
wistfulness for “Teutonic religion’,
were fond of vilifying Charle-
magne, whom they used to call
‘Charles the Butcher’. But the Ger-
man volkish (ethnic or racialist)
Conservatives had already indulged
in such whims long before the
advent of Naziism. From the mo-
ment of its birth up to the time
when it achieved the uprooting of
all Leftist and ‘Centrist’ forces in
Germany, the Nazi movement was
developing and manoeuvring in
constant and organic co-operation
—never felt by anybody to be
‘paradoxical’ or ‘treacherous’
—with parties and social groups of
the ‘Right’. It cannot be mere
coincidence nor a matter of mere
trickery that von Kahr should have
patronized and encouraged Hitler in
1923 before ‘betraying’ him; that
von Papen and Hugenberg should
have prevailed over Hindenburg to
appoint Hitler chancellor; that Hit-
ler should have started his rule by
dissolving the Communist Party

and calling Parliament in Potsdam;
that he should have obtained full
powers from his Rightist allies and
the Catholic Centre itself over the
opposition of the Socialists, to be
dissolved in their turn forthwith;
that even at the time of his collabo-
ration with Moscow, he should
have persistently tried to use Pétain,
Franco, Horthy, Antonescu and
Mussolini as lieutenants in his cam-
paign against the democracies; that
it should have been the Conserva-
tives in England (backed by most
of the French Right) who endeav-
oured to come to an agreement
with Hitler up to his conquest of
Prague and the relatively Rightist or
at least strongly capitalistic circles
America who were busy hindering
Roosevelt from opposing Nazi Ger-
many up to Pearl Harbor. To try
and discredit Naziism (or else, the
Left) by calling it a brand of
Leftism is just as absurd as it
would be to apply the same epithet
to Fascists and Falangists as well as
to all Liberals, Conservatives and
Christian Democrats or Catholic
People’s Parties of the present
epoch, seeing that all these repre-
sent political forces acting on a
mass scale in an ‘age of the
masses’. ‘Leflist” would then be a
synonym of the political man as
such; ‘Rightist’ a word to designate
the solitary thinker with an anarchi-
cal tum of mind and a scorn of
collective discipline, whatever the
content of his ideas may be. Such
an utter misuse of current terminol-
ogy is incompatible with any pur-
poseful political thought, and in-
deed with intellectual seriousness
and honesty.

‘We fight the Nazis because we'
have to; the Socialists are the
enemy we fight cheerfully, with joy
in our hearts’—thus spoke, in the
summer of 1933, Major Fey, a
‘Rightist’ half-way between Fascist
and Monarchist, Minister for Public
Security under Chancellor Dollfuss
in Austria. It is with an even more
pitifully bleeding heart than Fey
when at war with Rightist ‘hot-
spurs’ that English Labourites and
the like see themselves compelled



to take a stand against Sowviet
Russia, ‘the greatest hope of the
international workers’ movement’.
Nor is the secret of why President
Roosevelt offered the Russian Bol-
sheviks half the world on a silver
tray anything other than the simple
fact that he loved them; that his
heart went out to them as instinc-
tively as he distrusted the English
“Fories’ whom he was reared, fash-
ioned and taught to regard as the
hereditary and natural antagonist.
The man of Progressive Democracy
is loath to understand that the
Communist is not only ‘also a
Leftist” but a Totalitarian Leftist,
who is resolved to devour him
lock, stock and barrel after he has
ceased to be useful and ‘preferable
for the moment’ or ‘comparatively
progressive’. But at a certain junc-
ture, the instinct of self-preserva-
tion may prevail in the man of
Progressive Democracy; he will
then willy-nilly resist the onslaught

of the Communist and, to justify

this depressing necessity in his own
malformed conscience, come to
discover that Communism is not
really a luminous beacon for the
workers of the world but a ‘reac-
tionary’ dictatorship and a re-edi-
tion of ‘Tsarism’. The typical
‘Rightist’ attitude towards Naziism
has been closely analogous to this.
But, as we shall see, it is easier for
a Conservative than for a Progres-
sive thinker to avoid this pitfall; for
to be ‘a Rightist above all’—rather
than to measure all political ques-
tions by objective moral and rek-
gious standards—is itself a mood
copied from the Left.

5

The ‘Riders of Apocalypse’ are
nothing but three classic postures,
three epiphanies as it were, of Man
at large: Man first set free by
Christianity and lifted above the
flats of his fallen nature; Man who
then wrenched himself free from
Christianity and construed the auto-
matic workings of his fallen nature
into a mirage of self-made heaven;
finally, Man impatiently bent on

converting that mirage into a cast-
iron reality and thereby stultifying
it so as to become in his turn, more
than ever before, a house divided in
itself, though still afire with the
unholy rage of his emancipation
and sovereignty.

Qur appreciation—from a Chris-
tian Conservative point of view
—of the three great hostile powers
of this saeculum will however,
differ both in degree and, particu-
larly, in kind. In Communism, the
pure embodiment of subversive to-
talitarianism, we shall see our foe
most entirely and unequivocally; in
Progressive Democracy, least so.
For, although or just because Pro-
gressive Democracy enfolds the
historical ‘Left’ in its broad and
wholesale sense, it also represents
in a backwater fashion the ob-
scured, silenced, disfigured and dis-
inherited remains of true Christian
civilization with its timeless stand-
ards of right, honour and wisdom:
the precariously surviving body of
Christendom in a scene resounding
with the slogans of Anti-Christ; a
scant but precious heirloom of
common decency and common
sense overshadowed by the witless
romanticism of its exact oppo-
site—the cult of the Common Man.
But none the less do we owe a debt
of gratitude to the totalitarianisms
proper, Communism and Naziism,
for being witnesses to the truth that
the idol of the Common Man
cannot indefinitely reign without
ruling beyond all restraint and ab-
sorbing everything into its hideous
texture; for having exploded the
lying prophecies and fond hopes
clustered round the idea of Progress
and the myths of ‘social science’
about an approaching golden age of
sweet silliness and meaningless
abundance. This has been and is
being done by Communism, itself a
victim of the giant imposture of
Enlightenment, far more powerfully
and definitively than by Naziism.
Again, to Naziism we must assign
the peculiar merit of having
sounded, for once, though in as
false a key and with as strident
overtones as it possibly could, the
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bugle-call for a radical revulsion
from the sleep-walker’s path of
Progress and thus broken the spell
more sharply—in a more direct and
positive sense—than Communism,
whose infinitely greater terrors are
still sweetened by the psychological
credentials of a vision, false and
self-contradictory as it is, of ‘ulti-
mate’ peace and welfare. But Nazi-
ism, with its abstract worship (alien
from Modernity and Commumism)
of wickedness, cruelty and deceit
for their own sake, with its en bloc
rejection of the Christian past as a
corruptive and a lethal blind-alley
in the life of the race, with ifs
reading of history (no less dog-
matic and arbitrary than are the
creeds of Progress) as a “dynamic’
but aimless sequence of biological
cycles of blossoming, thriving and
- decay, with is self-duping trust in
the limitless power of human un-
reason and its calculated underbid-
ding of the Progressive cheapjacks
in the field of mob-mastery, is
scarcely less tainted than are its
rivals by the spirit of unnatural
utopia and the hypnosis of the
‘situation’” and ‘opportunity’ as
present at a given point i the
dialectical course of the ‘age of
masses’. In opposing the mutilated
and debased post-Christianity of
Progressive Democracy by its
forceful but wholly artificial and
unreal evocation of a phantom of
inferior Paganism - (unmistakably
doctored in the image of the Devil
of Christianity), it reveals the char-
acter of an ‘extreme Right’ which
is anything but Conservative; in
substituting for the sanctification of
the will of Man by Rousseau and—
in a more concrete, determined and
effective fashion—by Marxian
Communism the more modest and
less blasphemous but all the more
irrational and wilful sanctification
of one particular human ‘We’ or
centre of power, it offers in the
place of the Leftist misconception
of order, not any elements of a true
order but the mere lust of disorder.
Naziism, then, has shown-—as
have also done, less impressively
but perhaps more conclusively and
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fruitfully, the less ambitious but
sounder contemporary attempts to
ward off the Bolshevist menace, at
least on a local scale and for a
while, by a Rightist emergency
dictatorship cleared of the biases of
Progressive Democracy—that pow-
erful spiritual and popular forces
can be stirred up and made effec-
tive against the alleged fatality of
an historical ‘logic’ by which man-
kind must drive itself, as a final
and total ‘solution’ of its equation
into the pen of the Red slavehold-
ers. But Naziism, devoid of pa-
tience and wisdom, bent on prompt
success, and mesmerized with the
idea of taking mankind on the
rebound, borrowed its. soul from
that very experience of an unstable
historical situation calling for ‘ac-
tivism’ and evoking a trance of
‘dynamism’, whose progressive and
revolutionary meaning it irrational-
ized into the sublimely meaningless
concept of a ‘crisis in permanence’:
the hour of great deeds, the cosmic
walpurgis-night, its own law and
purpose and the object of a morbid
mystical worship. In its very nega-
tion of the alleged meaning of
history as a progressive self-crea-
tton of ommipotent human Reason
and Will, the Nazi mind kept
enslaved to the suasion of the
‘historical situation’ as a supreme
political principle and the sover-
eignty of one human group-will
over and above the timeless moral
order which genuine Conservative
statecraft recognizes as the irremov-
able measure of its designs and
acts,—discarding it along with the
pet concept of Leftism like
progress, planning or universal edu-
cation, as though it too were noth-
ing but a presumptuous and licen-
tious fabrication of human reason.
If Leftism means the preposterous
endeavour to abolish contingency
and man’s dependence on an order
of things he cannot fathom and an
order of right and wrong he can
discern but not decree or improve
upon, the endeavour in a word to
subject all things that affect his
condition to a human counterfeit of
Providence, the adventurers of Na-
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ziism would jump to the opposite
‘extreme’ of erecting brute contin-
gency itself into an all-embracing
rule of the universe with nothing
beyond it, under which the political
agent that ‘happens to be strongest’
may, and is called to, assume an
unregulated and irresponsible prag-
matic mastery over all men, socie-
ties and domains of life he can
bring within his range of power.
Though undoubtedly a form of
anti-Leftism, this ‘extreme’ Right-
ism by the same tokem is an
eccentric Rightism, which cannot
but miss entirely, shooting past it as
it were, the vital centre of Con-
servative thought: the respect of
that which is, including its order,
manifoldness and various grada-
tions, and therefore also the duty of
men and of rulers to use their
intelligence, to administer things
and effect reforms prudently and in
awareness of their limitations, to
exercise their freedom of choice in
the framework of moral standards
not issued from that freedom, to
wield power in keeping with rather
than in violation of alien spheres of
will or traditions of power, to
contribute to the shaping of human
reality in a state of mind responsi-
ble to God the Creator and Legisla-
tor (and therefore and inasmuch
also to their fellow man affected by
their actions); in other words, in a
spirit of intrinsic and not merely of
tactical moderation. Thus, again,
Naziism represents by no means the
only Right-tinged political initiative
or trend of thought that has pitifully
fallen short of essential Conserva-
tism. There are many more forms,
and less easy to array in a neat
order of subdivisions, of ‘Rightism’
than of ‘Leftism’, because the Lefi-
ist mind is committed to the histori-
cally given ‘trend of Progress’ as
ushered in by the Renaissance
‘emancipation of Man’ and mod-
elled by its successive upshoots,
whereas Rightist thought, so far as
it outsteps the limits of mere
retardation, expediency or formal
traditionalism and to concepts of
restoration, may (or, rather, must)
choose its actual pivots of orienta-

tion and work out its structure of
preferences with a broad margin of
freedom. The Left expresses the
mind of man as a fellow-traveller
and interpreter of the movement of
the ‘world spirit’ towards the goal
of their fusion into one and man’s
becoming his own universal provi-
dence; the Right typifies man’s
submission to an unchangeable su-
perior order and for that very
reason, once it comes to the mark-
ing out of his concrete objects as an
agent, his consciousness and love
of being embedded in a motley
world of contingency. That is why,
as I hinted earlier, the Conservative
is better able to disavow and
repudiate Naziism, notwithstanding
its Rightist sign, than a Leftist to
disclaim affinity with anything that
smacks of Leftism, but especially
of a Leftism more advanced than
his own (‘Pas d’ennemis a
gauche!’) and therefore in a signifi-
cant sense foreshadowing his own
motion towards his ‘truer self’.
Here is, in addition to the
irremediable absence of effective
rulership and the no less organic
disease of pacifism, a most essen-
tial source of weakness hampering
the efforts of Progressive Democ-
racy to marry the menace of Com-
munism. ‘Fifth columns’, ‘diaboli-
cally clever propaganda’ and the
misuse of liberty by its enemies,
are scarcely more than embodied
reflexions and obvious conse-
quences of the basic fact that
Progressive Democracy in its most
intimate nerve-centres cannot help
being vulnerable to the charms,
monstrous though they may seem
to its own upper-floor conscious-
ness, of its more ‘integrated’ rival,
whose apocalyptic rush it has both
set on foot and timidly tried to
imitate—both stimulated and
lamely attempted to curb—but is
unable either to outpace or to mean
to stop eamnestly at the risk of
bringing its own movement to a
halt and thus perhaps putting an
end to the whole nightmare of

modernity.
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Progressive Democracy is, then,
neither a spiritually acceptable
choice in the teeth of Bolshevism
(being too much kin to the foe
precisely as regards its innermost
substance) mnor a. safe rampart
against that danger (being ‘dialecti-
cally’ subject to its attraction).
Conservative thought—and, should
it exist or were it to rise again, a
Conservative policy underlain by
such thought—must neither identify
itself with the principles, habits and
fashions of Progressive Democracy,
melting as it were into a Right-
wing shade thereof, nor forcedly
interpret Progressive Democracy in
its own likeness; nor even, with-
drawing on its part into the secret
chambers of a ‘small elite’s’ mental
inwardness, simply and cheerfully
entrust the practical defence of
Civilisation against Bolshevism to
the forces of Progressive Democ-
racy. If only to fight Bolshevism
with the utmost rigour and the
bitterest determination, with all re-
sources of the mind and the heart
human nature can muster, some-
thing more unlike Bolshevism and
more deeply opposed to it than that
Democracy is required. However,
no less a blunder is it for Conserva-
tives to observe an attitude of
neutrality in the struggle between
Democracy and Bolshevism, be-
cause both are of the Left; as if, for
that reason, their fight (wherever
Democracy puts up a fight, that is)
were unreal or its outcome irrel-
evant to Civilization (and accord-
ingly, to the chances of Conserva-
tism). A kindred blunder Conserva-
tives may be tempted to commit is
that of ‘unconditional Rightism’;
the vice practised, from the middle
of the ‘twenties well into the
middle of the ’thirties, by most of
them in Central Europe—with con-
sequences I need not stress at
length. It can be hardly our ambi-
tion to conjure up the ghost of
Naziism, were that practicable; nor,
generally speaking, to breed or to
set loose a fourth rider of Apoca-

lypse.

It is unworthy of Conservatives,
indeed a betrayal of the mode of
life they stand for, to induige in
any postures of all-round ‘radical-
ism’, crisis-mongering or voluptu-
ous visions of a grand soir or
‘twilight of the gods’: of a univer-
sal catastrophe leaving behind an
empty field of ruins, so that kings,
nobles and priests may rise again
comfortably from the midst of the
débris and start building the world
anew in the void space. To be sure,
the onerous, distasteful and lop-
sided partnership—a leonine con-
tract, as it were, to our disadvan-
tage—we may at present alone
maintain with Progressive Democ-
racy cannot constitute our final
aim; but that does not mean that we
should submit to such co-operation
with dishonest intentions modelled
on the totalitarian cheat of Commu-
nist ‘Popular Front’ tactics. To turn
on our partner directly our common
enemy has collapsed in order to
destroy him likewise is an idea as
utterly un-Conservative as that of
establishing a uniformly ‘Rightist’
system of power all over the earth.
Although a universal reference may
properly belong to all serious poli-
tics (and particularly so in the
present state of communications
and interdependence), any world-
political ‘plan’ is strictly incompat-
ible with a Conservative outlook no
matter how ‘Rightist’ the intention
in which it be conceived;, for all
susceptibility to the magic of the
‘clean sheet’ and of ‘extirpating the
evil with the root’ or ‘curing the
disease of Civilization by destroy-
ing its ultimate causes’ is a stigma
of the subversive and totalitarian
mind bent on tampering with the
Divine governance of human his-
tory and averse to the proper
business of man: that of doing what
is right—though with an eye on
foreseeable consequences and in an
intelligent framework of limited
perspectives—and  entrusting  the
fruits of his action to Providence. A
‘streamlined” Christian ‘blueprint’
for the construction of the ‘City of
Man’, notwithstanding the gilded
lettering in honour of God that may
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be meant to adorn its portals,
cannot be Christian except in name;
an anaemic ghost of modernity
unsuccessfully and unpleasantly try-
ing to outvie its full-blooded dae-
mons. Again, such political thought
alone is truly Conservative as seeks
above all to ‘conserve’, and in the
second place to supplement and to
perfect as well as to disengage and
to revive the existing good rather
than to ‘create’ the good out of the
naught of an a priori scheme
embellished with an arbitrary mud-
dle of romantic reminiscences.

According to its dominant sig-
nature, its characteristic edge, the
mechanism of its march and the
appetite of its idols, Progressive
Democracy is indeed the Rider of
the modern Apocalypse rather than
merely one among the others, see-
ing that it has sired the rest. But
materially, it contains and shelters,
it has devalued and impoverished
yet so far guarded against utter
peril and extinction, the traditions
of civilization and fragments of
liberty—the shreds of morality and
cells of Christian tissue—which its
violent and all-round destruction by
any opposing force would wipe
out, beyond repair, along with the
species of evil that forms its more
vigorous and more showy reality.
Christian Conservatives cannof,
therefore, aim at anything better
than helping and stimulating all
anti-Communist action Progressive
Democracy may be capable and
willing to undertake, though with a
full inward detachment and sover-
eign aloofness from its genius,
doctrines, habits and interests as
such, and seeking at the same time
(in a spirit of healthy empiricism)
to encourage and support the genu-
inely traditionalist centres of power
and types of society—such as, for
instance, Spain—which are likely to
play an invaluable part both in
bolstering the anti-Communist front
and in counter-balancing the world
supremacy of Progressive Democ-
racy, circumscribing its range of
influence and breaking its totalitar-
ian monopoly after the downfall of
Communism.
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2a. ELEMENTS OF A PERSONALIST CONCEPTION OF STATE AND SOCIETY (1932)
(Translated from the German by Francis Dunlop)

A. Persons

1. Definition of the person as
rational being with own system of
goals and different ontological
strata. The personal ‘realm’. Being
in the image of God = unique
existence in relation to values.

2. Essential characteristics of the
person: Dependence and finitude.
Freedom and rationality. Object-
relatedness and trans-objectivity.

3. The 4 threats to personality:
External impediments. The two
kinds of moral threat: closure and
dissolution. Varieties of social pres-
sure.

B. Community

1. The person and society. It is an
essential mark of persons to belong
to communities and can never be
made superfluous by any higher
personal development. On the other
hand community is not a superior
goal into which the person could be
‘absorbed upwards’. The person is
distinguished by a lasting and indis-
soluble character. The chief value
of community is not that it forms a
supra-personal totality, but that it
represents a plurality of persons in
particular relations.

2. The particular content of com-
munity. A community possesses in
relation to its members and i
varying degree a binding and im-
printing power within its sphere of
being. On the other hand the per-
son, in his completeness, transcends
the totality of his communal mem-
berships. Communities that absorb
the person are evil.

3. The two structural principles of
community: hierarchy and simple
personal relationships. The second
principle is more important.

C. Society.

1. Mankind and Society. The com-
munity of widest extent is mankind.
‘Society’ is ‘mankind’ as present
for the person and contains the
12 Appraisal Vol. 2 No.1 March 1998

communities he belongs to. Society
is not a giant family and not a
uniform community of any kind.

2. The Nation as basis for division
and definition; danger of substitut-
ing the nation (in its widest sense)
for mankind.

D. The State,

1. General phenomenological defi-
nition of the state. State as the
totality of a society in respect of its
realisation of a legal order and its
collective rational regulation of so-
cial relations. Positive law as the
state’s codification of natural law
according to circumstances.

2. State and Person.

The meaning of the social contract
theory is a discerning and active
share in fashioning the state on the
part of every citizen. To every
sovereign power in the state there
must correspond a wide-ranging
system of protection for the indi-
vidual person. The errors of the
liberal doctrine come from its sim-
plistic formalisation of the person
and the state.

3. State and society.

The state is there not only for the
personal being of the individual
citizens as such, but also for the life
of the most fundamental communi-
ties that fashion society. The tasks
of the state in order of priority are:
justice, welfare, culture.

E. Equality

1. The social-ethical demand for
equality can only rest on ontologi-
cal equality of a limited but par-
ticularly nuanced kind. That is:
each individual has his own"goals
and all form a community of
mutual understanding.

2. Prmacy of equality over in-
equality in community. We may
picture the ontological situation of
the person as a kernel of equality
surrounded by various kinds of

inequality.

3. Equality and hierarchy. Hierar-
chical relations are all limited to a
particular sphere. Every hierarchical
relation leaves an essential part of
the person out. Every other inten-
tion is evil.

4. Social equality means social
acknowledgement of the equal dig-
nity (high rank) of all persons on
the basis of equality before the law.

F. Democracy in state and
society

1. Democracy means primarily the
state’s being founded on the per-
sonality of all citizens and second-
arily a corresponding patterning of
social relations: an ordering of
communities that makes possible
the development and the discerning
active power of all persons.

2. Democracy in the state. Free
discussion and majority decision do
not decide what is true and good,
but are tools of personal being,
enabling it to be effective in the
state. The value of parliamentarism
consists in its being an expression
of shared consciousness among the
citizens.

3. State and Party. The ‘supra-
party’ nature of the state means
precisely: ‘many parties’. Possibil-
ity of relatively supra-party state-
bearing strata, in the midst of the
free development of parties.

4. Democracy in society. The pri-
macy of the state among social
mstitutions founds the concept of
‘social democracy’ and the idea of
fashioning society primarily under
the sign of freedom and equality.
Social democracy cannot be an-
chored in a juridical ‘constitution’
but can only consist in a manifold
of ‘democratic’ relations and life-
forms in the various areas of soci-
ety. Limitation and reduction of
class differences is more genuinely

democratic than their complete re-
moval, since this is impossible.
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2b, JOTTINGS ON PERSONALISM (c 1963)

1. Personalism is not a doctrine of
man or of the world but an ideal of
human existence in general and of
the social and political order in
particular.

2. It presupposes of course person-
ality as a given attribute of man,
but more significantly, the concept
of a more and less personal mode
of life. It may be defined as a
central emphasis on personality in
regard to man in general.

3. Conscientious morality, the
‘rights of man’ (preferably, of the
person), and a constitutional form
of government are self-evident sin-
gle postulates of Personalism but
far from exhausting its meaning.

4. Personalism conceives of
‘freedoms’ as of absolute intrinsic
importance but as relative and
limited in content and scope.

5. Tt differs from humanism (em-
phasis on man as an anthropologi-
cal species, as opposed to God or
to creatures other than man; natu-
ralism; man as the ‘virtual’ embodi-
ment of the supreme values . . . ).
6. It differs from Liberalism (pri-
mary intrinsic validity of
‘freedoms’ and ‘rights’), from all
forms of Platonic, hierarchistic,
moralistic or socialistic value abso-
lutism (freedom interpreted as a
mere means to (‘the good’)), and
from anarchism and subjectivism
(emphasis on ‘spontaneity’, ‘life’,
anti-objectivism and anti-institu-
tionalism, the person or the collec-
tive as ‘creator of its own values’
and a kind of divinity).

7. It attributes only a secondary and
limited validity to the free market
and to the ecomomic self-sover-
eignty of the individual.

8. Personalism is incompatible with
any kind of absolute and unchecked
political power or authority, and by
the same token with the ‘sover-
eignty of the people’ or the doc-
trine of the ‘general will’.

9. Personalism is pluralistic and
federalistic but in a qualified sense
only: it affirms the State and the
individual’s direct relation with it,

as contrasted with his being en-
closed in any sub-collective and
with the conception of the State as
being only a society of such sub-
collectives. The State, but in an-
other way the person also, is re-
garded as a point of convergence
and culmination of particular lines
of social relationships.

10. Personalism emphasises free
choice as a paramount manifesta-
tion of personal life: accordingly, it
favours an institutionally ensured
manifestation of elective citizenship
on several political and sub-politi-
cal levels at the expense of the
plebiscitary aspects of democracy.
11. It advocates a rich manifold of
objectivations and a personal ‘over-
coming’ of them only in the sense
of an ever-present transcendence of
them by personal consciousness
and confrontation.

12. The awareness and recognition
of alterity and a readiness to self-
limitation in various senses are
integrating primary aspects of per-
sonality; what Personalism rejects
absolutely is all confusion, massifi-
cation, unreserved union or self-
abandonment to a paramount com-
munity.

13. The basic formula of Personal-
ism is interdependence as opposed
to organismal union, isolation, one-
sided dependence or the combina-
tion of the theoretical ‘sovereignty
of the person’ with the factual
omnipotence of the State entailed
by it.

14. Solitude and direct lines of
relationship with non-actual enti-
ties, themes and values (the God-
head and many others transcending
the ‘present environment’ in any
sense) are essential requisites of
personhood.

15. Private ownership is a basic
category of personality, without
justifying the exclusion of various
forms of State and co-operative
ownership and means of produc-
tion, provided that private owner-
ship remains flourishing and so far
as possible tone-giving, the ten-

dency to concentration is checked,
and the amplitude and autonomy of
private spheres of choice is encour-
aged and cultivated in those in a
dependent position.

16. The Christian—more particu-
larly, the Franciscan—spirit of pov-
erty and the negation of every ideal
of prosperity (as a superior value or
claim) beyond the securing of ur-
gent wants are inherent in Personal-
ism as opposed to humanism, so-
cialism, ‘rightist’ aestheticism, etc.
Personalism demands that external
splendour should be rare, modest,
and regarded as of second-rate
value. :

17. In regard to the professional
side of man’s life, Personalism
implies a non-absolute vocational-
ism.

18. Personalism favours nationality
(national differentiation and coin-
ages) as opposed to human homo-
geneity or uniformity or national
monism within the State: it is
absolutely opposed to nationalism,
isolationalism and the dogma of
‘national self-determination’. -

19. It rejects militarism and expan-
sionism as well as pacifism and
anti-militarism, including the sui-
cidal limitation to pure ‘defence’.
20. Personalism emphasises stabil-
ity and continuity as well as vari-
ability, flexibility, discussion and
progress; it recognises a vast scale
of degrees between the ‘necessary’
and the ‘contingent’.. (Relation to
the former polarity, in both senses.)
(To explain 20.) In respecting the
permanence of his given ambit and
framework, the person submits to
necessity (beyond °‘reasons’ intui-
tively grasped and discursively un-
derstood) but also to contingency
(thisness .and givenness apart from
‘reasons’ he surmises without actu-
ally knowing them). In postulating
acts of progress, the person adheres
to reasons fully seen and expern-
enced as ‘necessitating’, but - also
affirms his right to makecontingent
preferences of his own (and of
others to whom he bears some
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particular kinship) valid.

21. Personalism tends to ‘personal-
ize’ the ambient objects of the
individual (which entails more than
human reciprocity); this is the main
reason why it tends to scarcity (not
destitution or pure ° inwardness’)
rather than to affluence.

22. Personalism emphasises the ob-
jectively analysable element of cor-

relationship (institutions, rules,
definite particular solidarities and
antitheses) seeing that this is the
fundamental mode of conscious-
ness, whereas the irrational as such
is infrapersonal. On the other hand,
Personalism stresses the penetration
of all objectively expressed and
recognised relationships by per-
sonal reference (preference, choice,

grouping, etc.) in the closer sense,
involving the irrational and the
‘trans-institutional’, which again
adds a decisive dimension to con-
sciousness. Thus, voting by lists but
with nominative choices is a para-
mount symbol of the Personalist
conception of society.

y excuse for this unassum-

ing paper is simply the
nonexistence of any widely known,
‘classic’ discussion of the concept
of Advising or Counselling in its
own right. Some hints can be
found, though, in A. Maclntyre,
‘Imperatives, Reasons for Action,
and Morals’, (The Journal of Phi-
losophy, 1965, pp. 513-24) and in
D.S. Schwayder’s immediately fol-
lowing comments on it; further, in
B. Williams, Consistency in Ethics
(Joint-Meeting Symposion, Glas-
gow 1965); and doubtless in other
texts 1 haven’t seen or have forgot-
ten.

When I had my leave-taking
audience of Husserl in July 1928 (it
had been his last academic term) in
Freiburg, he dismissed me with the
Parthian shot: ‘You have still a
great deal to learn Mr K.; you can
do description well (referring to my
Disgust, accepted for the Jahrbuch)
but you are still a long way from
being a phenomenologist’. 1 am
afraid today, forty years since, he
would say pretty much the same
thing, except that instead of credit-
ing me with ‘doing description
well’ he would just speak of trivial,
pedestrian and platitudinous de-
scription.

1

For this reason, too, I can hardly
pretend to put forward a ‘thesis’ or
point to (and attempt to dissolve) a
paradoxy, unless the mere affirma-
tion that Advising is a well charac-
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terisable particular mode of the
person-to-person practical or sua-
sive approach (‘social act’, in
Adolf Reinach’s words) or that its
concept analyses into an ambiguous
or dual structure and possibly dis-
plays something of the ‘spectrum’
phenomenon (enjoying much fa-
vour recently) can pass for some-
thing like a ‘thesis’; again, perhaps
a faint tinge of paradoxy will after
all be found discernible in the
notion of Advising, at one end of
the ‘spectrum’, and again, it may
be, another faint tinge of paradoxy
in the concept of ‘moral advice’.
Roughly speaking, and cau-
tiously disclaiming exhaustiveness,
we seem to be able to divide the
modes of practical approach—i.e.
of suggesting to (or inviting) an-
other person to do something or
follow a course of action, at any

‘rate one in preference to anoth-

er—into three basic groups, which
may be technically labelled as (a)
the imperative or requisitive or
rogatory, (b) the proposive or co-
operative, and (c) the auxiliary or
adjuvatory or participatory modes
or approach. Advising would of
course fall in the last-named cat-
egoty.

Alfred being the ‘agent’, i.e. the
addressee or respondent or recipi-
ent of a suasion, command, advice
etc., and Zebulon the issuer: the
man who ‘tells’ or asks or com-
mands or recommends him to act
in a certain way, there are three
paradigmatic modes in which Ze-

bulon may address Alfred and
which may characterise the logic of
his wish or suggestion. These
modes however divide into multi-
form subspecies and on the other
hand reveal a strong tendency to
form confluent types among one
another, so much so that I dare not
insist on a definitive, perfectly
demarcated and exhaustive trinity
analogously to our having five
fingers on each hand, no more and
no less. (Cf the ‘tables’ and
number of ‘passions’ to be found in
various philosophers.) Another ob-
vious caution; language, i.e. in our
case the diversified typical linguis-
tic forms of practical addressing,
must be made to guide [and] not to
entrap our thinking. There are no
doubt standard grammatical forms
corresponding to the specified dis-
tinct modes of practical approach,
but they are by no means always
used in their respective places:
commands are often disguised as
sweet suasions or as apparently
straightforward indicative affirma-
tions; an utterance may be a prom-
ise without containing any such
phrase as ‘I promise’, ‘I undertake’
or even “You may rest assured’ etc.
(Reinach); ‘I advise you” or ‘You
had better’ may well express a
threat rather than an advice, and so
on. Even standard grammatical
forms (purely functional mor-
phemes) am be logically ambigu-
ous; Williams notices this in speak-
ing of -a ‘deliberative’—advisory-
—*‘should’ or even ‘ought’ as con-



trasted with the moral or imperative
‘should’ or ‘ought’. (Linguistic ex-
pression is context-dependent and
the meaning of spoken utterances is
also often manifested by the inflex-
ion of the speaker’s voice.) But,
keeping all that in mind I would
still confidently say that Zebulon
cither (a) wants something of Al-
fred (though not necessarily for
himself), raises a claim on him,
confronts him with a demand, in-
tends to exact something from him,
orders or commands or again re-
quests or prays or implores or
entreats him to do something; or
(b) addresses Alfred in view of
some interest they have in common
or might come to have in common
to their mutual advantage: proposes
a contract to him, lays before him a
project on a do ut des basis; or
finally (c) for some reason and in
some sense, spontaneously or on
being solicited by Alfred, places his
own deliberative equipment at Al-
fred’s disposal, offers him advice,
and tentatively provides him in
some context with guidance for
action. (Hare has misdescribed mo-
rality as ‘action-guiding’; what the
description actually fits is advis-
ing.)
2

A few words about the two first
families of practical approaches, (a)
and (b).

The imperative or requisitive
mode (a) displays a wide gamut of
tones between the two poles of
straightforward steel-hard com-
mands and humble begging or
tearful entreaty. About the centre,
demand is nearer to the pole of
command (in English, not in
French) and request, somewhat
nearer to the pole of prayer. Zebu-
lon makes use of his position of
superiority (perhaps legal or institu-
tional, perhaps physical, perhaps
both: cf. ‘order’ and ‘command’);
or insists on a more or less strict
right of his; or merely asks for
something he may ask for with
express legitimacy without being
formally entitled to obtain it; or
again just strives to have a wish of

his graciously granted. Matters are
of course not quite so clear-cut, not
quite so linearly arranged as that.
Thus, in ‘expostulation’ entreaty is
taking on a tone approximating that
of command; ingredients of justifi-
cation, sanction, threat, adulation
and other types of persuasion may
complete and modify the picture (in
bribery we have moved towards the
mode (b) of the offer of an
exchange); and the admixture of an
appeal to Alfred’s own interests as
intrinsically involved in Zebulon’s
satisfaction conjures up the mode
(c) of advising. Commands that are
part of the functioning of an institu-
tion point to impersonality and the
reality or fiction of an underlying
common interest. In a somewhat
similar fashion, moral imperatives
(demands, warnings, reminders, ad-
monitions, etc.) bring in a dimen-
sion of strict impersonality: they
embody a pressure or requirement
of which Zebulon is merely a
representative, not to say a vehicle.
But it is characteristic of moral
urging that as such it is not issued,
either, on behalf of an institution, a
corporate body or any informal
though concrete commumity, any
entity or authority whatsoever but
of purely objective values with a
peculiar deontic edge as it were;
even if we are Theists and believe
in God as a moral codifier and
judge we must, on pain of a
naturalistic falsification and utter
collapse of its meaning, safeguard
the descriptive contentual autonomy
of Right and Wrong (command-
ments are issued by God but not
defined as to their meaning and
primary deontic force in terms of
their being so issued). I indeed
leave it an open question here
whether all morality has an impera-
tival edge at all; I maintain only the
weaker assertion, relevant to our
present context, that all moral
warning, advertence, reminder, ex-
hortation etc. bears such a stress—
bow this relates to retrospective
moral judgements or to appraisal of
virtues and vices need not here be
discussed. So much is certain that if
Zebulon addresses to Alfred appeal

Adyising

of an ethical kind he is confronting
Alfred with a moral demand, voic-
ing a moral claim on him. Very
often and typically, such a claim
appears compounded with a per-
sonal claim on the claimant’s own
behalf, or that of his friends or
clients or sponsors: if Alfred has
‘wronged’” Zebulon, i.e. infringed
Z’s rights, he has incurred both
moral guilt and a debt of restitution
or satisfaction to Z; but the two
concepts are rigorously distinct, and
neglect of this fact has given rise to
certain standard and pernicious
Leftist fallacies (the automatic, un-
critical erection of underprivileged
people’s interests or wishes into so
many ‘rights’).

As regards the mode of ap-
proach (b) we have distinguished
two sub-categories according as the
offer in question is made on a
presupposition of divided interests
(envisaged as complementary or as
reconcilable to mutual advantage)
or on a presupposition of joint or
collective (i.e., to the extent of their
range, identical) interests. The first,
catallactic or commercial, type is in
some way cast in the mould of
requesting or ‘asking for’. The
vendor in offering his merchandise
solicits the prospective buyer’s at-
tention and tempts his appetite,
though what he emphasises (and
usually overemphasises) is not so
much his own need or greed as the
usefulness of his ware for the
client, to the effect that his offer
tends to take on the (partly decep-
tive) conventional appearance of a
disinterested advice. On his part,
the buyer—in normal commercial
circumstances, at any rate—is said
to place an ‘order’ corresponding,
somehow, to the advertiser’s ‘peti-
tion’. More rarely, he too appeals
however to the seller’s interests: ‘If
you name a reasonable price (or if 1
am satisfied with the article) I shall
recommend your firm to my nu-
merous acquaintances’. By contrast,
suggestions made in the framework
of joint interests (a collective, e.g.
institutional, identity) bear a true
affinity to advising proper, in that
they are fitted into a common
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deliberative procedure. Zebulon is
endeavouring here to shape Al-
fred’s policy which at the same
time is his own policy and implies
the consent and approbation of
both of them; they are ‘taking
counsel’ together, and their mutual
advisive suggestions, as also objec-
tions and arguments, are naturally
geared to one another in a dialogic
unity. The difference from advising
proper is still fundamental (though
in actual fact, here as elsewhere,
transitional and hybrid cases may
frequently occur). In advising
proper, so far as the practical theme
in question extends, there is a clear
distinction between Alfred ‘the
agent’, ‘the principal’, and Zebulon
his ‘auxiliary’ adviser, whereas in
the (b)-type case Alfred and Zebu-
lon are but individuations of the
self same ‘ideal’ (collective) princi-
pal and are interchangeable within
one and the same thematic field of

policy.
3

Let us now turn to advising proper
and especially to its dual—and,
possibly, spectrum-like—stratifica-
tion. First, we note that the most
elementary type of advice is solic-
ited (i.e. asked for by Alfred) and,
in a certain consonance albeit in no
rigorous connexion therewith, is
simply informative and thus, in the
practical perspective, purely instru-
mental. Advices may be solicited or
unsolicited, as may other modes of
approach, but it appears to be more
in keeping with the nature of
advices than with theirs to be
solicited (for it is the agent that
needs advice rather [than] the ad-
viser that needs advice-giving; the
position of the professional advisor
or consultant is a complex second-
order position); indeed, some (a)-
and (b)-type acts are necessarily or
at any rate normally unsolicited:
such are commands arid commer-
cial advertising for the general
public, i.e. the indeterminate poten-
tial consumers. Again, it is a consti-
tutive fact of practice that men are
likelier to feel in need of—to
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want—instrumental help such as
physical succour along with more
complex kinds of protection,
money, and information (ie. rel-
evant bits of fact-knowledge), for
the attainment of their aims than
assistance in the shaping of their
aims (except for aims plainly re-
ducible to a status of mere means).
We ask one another ‘Please tell me
how I can get to Mornington
Crescent’ rather than ‘Please tell
me how I can best concentrate on
worthwhile pursuits’, or ‘how I can
mcrease in wisdom and nobility” or
even ‘how I can quickly attain
enduring happiness’. Further, the
literal meaning of the word ‘advis-
ing’ points in the same direction.
Literally, the word means some
such thing as ‘to make see’, i.e. to
mform, to remind of a practically
relevant fact or state of affairs, to
orientate, to show a way etc. The
French noun avis chiefly means an
opinion, though it may also mean
an advisory warning; aviser meauns,
not ‘to advise’ (conseiller) but to
inform or draw attention to some-
thing, though with a practical in-
tent. In some technical contexts, ‘to
advise’ is also used with such a
sense in English: my bank has
pleasure in advising me that a
payment been added to my ac-
count, or advises me (omitting the
pleasure) that I have lapsed into a
state of mortal sin (incurred an
overdraft, that is). Advising, then,
is primarily supplying—spontane-
ously or in answer to a ques-
tion—*theoretical’ information, in
other words fact-knowledge, with

~ an eye on its obvious or probable

practical relevance for the recipient,
say Alfred.

But, so far as under the sway of
practical intent the information
shades over into a reminder or
wamning or rather adverting, an
active redirection by Zebulon of
Alfred’s glance as it were, advising
tends to lose its primary, straight-
forward instrumental note and
moves closer to that hypothetical
espousal of the advisee’s concerns
{(beyond his mere supplying with a
determinate piece of requisite

knowledge) which is inherent in the
standard present-English sense of
the word, corresponding to con-
seiller or beraten. The germs of
this transformation are discernible
in the simple, trivial ‘How to get to
Mormington Crescent’ model. The
possible imperative form of the
advice ‘Take the Metropolitan Line -
to Warren Street etc.” expresses in
itself, to be sure, nothing more than
the fact-statement ‘If one takes the
ML. etc. . . . and then . . . and
finally etc. . . . one arrives at
Mommington Cr in the quickest way
and quasi-infallibly’. But even here
it is assumed that the advisee
(Alfred) has not enough time or
vigour for walking, that he can
afford the tube, that he cannot very
well afford (or find) a taxi, that he
is not a bomn fool but sensible
enough to prefer the tube to the
bus, and that he is not idle and
playful enough to prefer a more
circuitous underground journey to
the shortest route. Zebulon’s advice
is not quite simply equivalent to the
mere handing-out of a diagram of
communications but a slightly more
human act than that; in an inchoate
sense, and although in a context
strictly limited yet not limited with
absolute technical rigour, he de-
cides on Alfred’s behalf: as it were
puts himself for a moment imagi-
narily in Alfred’s place, not to say
steps into Alfred’s shoes. Perhaps a
resonance of this attitude tinges the
use of the ‘imperative’ form (“Take
the M. L. etc. . . ) instead of the
form of a neatly neutral hypotheti-
cal fact-description (‘He who takes
. will arrive etc. . .’). The
grammatical imperative is wholly
devoid of course of any intent of
commanding, requesting or praying
(prier), as Maclntyre would rightly
emphasise; Zebulon might also say
“You should take etc. . .” and
perhaps even, in reply to an infe-
licitously groping query (‘Is it best
for me to take the Bakerloo
Line?’), ‘No, you ought to take the
M. L.” in which case Williams
would diagnose a ‘deliberative
Ought’, with justified impatience



excluding the ‘moral Ought’ from
the picture.

But the business of life is so
designed that it involves situations,
goals and problems incomparably
more complex, richer in conjunc-
tions and conflicts and less capable
of delimitation and isolation than
the theme of reaching some place
(like Morm. Cr.) here and now in
the manner most advantageous for
Alfred; and accordingly, advising
develops into more full-
fledged—and, let it be added, not
almost exclusively solicited but fre-
quently also spontaneous—forms. It
will very often come to embrace
contents (points of view, relevant
values and disvalues, dangers and
desirable prospects etc.) that are not
at first sight obviously related to
the focal theme at all.

4

Even in its higher-level, more per-
manent or recurrent and contentu-
ally less delimited forms, suppose
Zebulon being a personal friend of
Alfred’s though perhaps of lesser
social rank or again his benevolent
service superior, advising retains
ineluctably, ex vi terminorum, a
nucleus of its primarily technical,
instrumental and fact-conveying na-
ture. So as it is advising, it is not
command, reproach, admonition,
exhortation, apostolate and so forth.
It expresses not a claim on the
advisee or a project of the issuer
concerning the advisee’s future ac-
tions and mode of life but a
contribution by the issuer to the
furtherance of the advisee’s
(agent’s) own purposes and poli-
cies; it remains something ordamed
to the agent’s own preferences,
wishes, deliberations and decistons.
These are plainly known to the
advisor, or found out by him in the
given special context, or taken for
granted (assumed as self-evident),
or again hypothetically assumed to
be in tune with the agent’s person-
ality and potentialities or disposi-
tions. ‘Read this book: I think you
will like it’; ‘If I were in your place
I would do x; but I know this
would hardly suit your tastes (or

accord with your principles), so 1
think you should do (you’d better
do) y which is the next best thing,
perhaps the best for you to do’.
However, advising in this sense
transcends a mere supplying of
‘means’ to definite ‘ends’; it attains
to a specification of purposes, in-
deed suggestion of new purposes,
as an aspect of Zebulon’s dedica-
tion of [him]self to the furtherance
of Alfred’s staple purposes, his
given stock of concerns as known
to Zebulon and largely shared or
subscribed to by Zebulon. By his
more or less intimate affiliation to
Alfred’s practice he inevitably
comes to participate in it as if it
were to some extent his own, and
thereby to influence, to add to, to
redirect, in some sense to modify
Alfred’s valpations and pursuits
—in intention at least, and in actual
reality so far as, in virtue of the
relations between them, Alfred lis-
tens to his advices, ponders them
and is not in principle averse to
follow them; in fact, even without
actually following an advice of
Zebulon’s he may by seriously
considering it decide to recast his
own plan of action in some fashion
not foreseen by them. Thus, Zebu-
lon’s auxiliary entry into Alfred’s
designs may, within limits, by force
of logic become tantamount to his
(occasionally dominant) intrusion
into Alfred’s counsels. So far as he
meets with a response, identifica-
tion of his interest with Alfred’s
cannot but engender a tendency to
some incipient and partial identifi-
cation in the inverse sense as well.
Moreover, such an ‘assumption’ of
another person’s interests on a
vaster scale and on a more or less
permanent basis cannot remain
wholly hypothetical but will take
on, within limits again, a character
of emotional reality. That is to say,
Zebulon will not just ‘oblige’ Al-
fred by answering an isolated prac-
tical enquiry (acquitting himself as
rapidly as possible of a duty im-
posed by conventional benevo-
lence) but care whether Alfred is
ready to follow his advice or
whether his advice is going to be of
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some use to Alfred, and whether by
his advice he has helped Alfred to
prosper in the given context. In a
fashion superimposed on this, he
may also quite naturally care
whether he has contrived to impress
upon Alfred’s mind a certain point
of view or purpose or value that
intrinsically matters to him, Zebu-
lon.

We, in this country especially,
find it preposterous and revolting
if, say in America (as George
Mikes observes) but also (in my
experience) in Central Europe an
enquiry like “Will you please tell
me how I can get to Mom. Cr.?’
draws for an immediate answer the
counter-question “Why do you want
to go to Morn. Cr.?’ But, for all its
misplaced responsiveness, it ex-
ecrable indiscretion, precipitancy
and abruptness, this ill-mannered
reaction in fact prefigures the
schema of development—the struc-
ture—of more intimate and full-
fledged advisory relations. In any
wider and more important sense of
the word, Zebulon cannot ‘advise’
Alfred unless he knows, beyond
Alfred’s isolated here-and-now pur-
pose, a good deal about Alfred’s
more far-reaching designs, his hori-
zon of values and the comprehen-
sive texture of his aims. ‘And,
speaking figuratively, Zebulon’s ad-
vice may sometimes - quite legiti-
mately and usefully take the form
‘Don’t go to Mom. Cr. at all; go to
Cheyne Walk, rather’; again, Alfred
may solicit his advice in an a
limine not properly - instrumental
style: “My doctor urges me (once
more an advice that is an ‘urging’,
so to say an ‘order’!) to take a
good long enjoyable holiday some-
where in the South: should I go to
Florence, to Dalmatia, to the Costa
Blanca, to Greece, I wonder’. Para-
phrasing Maclntyre, tell how
(which is nearest to the straightfor-
ward telling that) may slip into a
tell what and this in its turn may
rise, or degenerate, to an imperative
tell to. (In no foreign language is
there to my knowledge an exact
equivalent for ‘tell’, any more than
for ‘want’, and the distinction be-
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tween °‘say’ and ‘tell’. Entirely
self-interested requests or urgings
are sometimes proffered, in an
opportune confext, in a manner
pretending to be advices. About 40
years ago, K. P.* in Vienna mused
about buying a dog but was far
from deciding the kind of dog it
should be. Being myself a morbidly
infatuated idolater of dachshunds, I
with eloquent insistence advised
him in that sense. But K. P. knew
his man and after some minutes of
deep pondering shook his head and
made the logically odd objection:
‘But I don’t want a dachshund; I
want a dog’. At long last he
acquired a cat: the next best thing
to the dachshund.

5

A moment ago, I spoke of Zebu-
lon’s intrusion into Alfred’s ‘coun-
sels’, thus pronouncing a weighty
word. All counselling is advising,
but only the ‘high-level’, ‘policy-
forming’ type of advising, the far-
ther end of the spectrum we might
say, is called (in more refined
language) ‘counselling’. This dis-
tinction is wholly or all but wholly
specific to English; the nearest
counterpart I can think of is the
Spanish duality of the words acon-
sejar (the current term for ‘advis-
ing’) and asesorar (a more learned
word, which pretty exactly renders
‘counselling’—also asesorarse con
alguien, consultar a alguien =
taking counsel with, consult, some-
body). Etymologically, ‘advise’ re-
fers back to information (fact-
communication), whereas ‘counsel’
(as also consult, consul etc.), sup-
posing it as we may well do to be
connected with ‘council’ (cf. con-
ciliate, conclave etc.) appears to
derive from an Indo-European ver-
bal root meaning ‘to call’ (Latin
calare? Greek ekklesia?): it sug-
gests the idea of calling together,
gathering together, deliberating in
common (asesorar,-se). Indeed,
English ‘counsel’ (noun) means not
only advice and legal adviser but
also consultation and agential dis-
position or tendency; it is more
intrinsic to deliberation than is
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‘advice’ (cf. expressions like
‘cooler counsels prevailed’, ‘coun-
sel’ in the sense of one person’s
practical judgment, ‘keep one’s
own counsel’). As ‘counsellor’ Ze-
bulon takes a more organic part in
Alfred’s deliberations than as ‘ad-
viser’, which more closely aligns
with ‘informant’ or ‘expert’. At the
‘counselling’ pole, advising has left
behind the stage of mere informing
and even of reminding and atten-
tion-guidance; it approximates to
will-guidance proper and has thus
taken on some connotation of the
mode  (b), deliberating in a joint
framework of concemns, or indeed
of the mode (a), demanding, re-
questing, ‘making representations’
etc. This does not by any means
necessarily imply a moral veto or
admonition or exhortation, although
naturally counselling at its highest,
but also any advice at the stage of
practical reminding or warning,
may well include a reference to
moral points of view, once Zebulon
knows or supposes—which he gen-
erally may do—that Alfred is con-
cermned, besides other things, about
morality, and presumably specially
sensitive to some moral norms and
values. Anything like a relation of
sustained counselling (even if not
educational or not amounting to
joint policy-making) will rarely
lack all moral reference. But the
moral implication of counselling
should not be confused with what
is meant by a ‘moral advice’. The
paradigm case of the latter is
Zebulon’s giving a straightforward
opinion, on his being expressly
consulted by Alfred, about whether
a contemplated course of action is
morally permissible, or about the
comparative weight of two conflict-
ing moral demands he is confronted
with. A moral advice proper is
typically a solicited advice; other-
wise it would be in the nature of a
moral demand or appeal rather than
of an advice, for advising (even
counselling) as such is primarily
ordained to the recipient’s own
existing interests and purposes, not
to the universal or objective desir-
ability of his cherishing commend-

able (e.g. moral) concerns and
discarding others (e.g. sinful ones)
to the good of Alfred rather than to
the goodness of Alfted. To a
consultation involving moral alter-
natives, Williams would sometimes
return the answer ‘Do neither but
rather go to the pictures tonight and
give morality a rest’. He seems to
entertain doubts about the universal
valid supremacy of moral over
other considerations, a principle to
which 1 (with some reservations)
feel definitely committed. But I
emphatically concur with Wil-
liams’s more rigorous rejection of
the stronger (in my belief, insane)
principle of an wbiquity in human
practice of the moral stress; and in
the same sense I may lean on such
distinguished thinkers as B. Mayo
and Prof. Maclver, and also call
attention to the excellent article
‘Definition of a Moral Judgment’
by Timothy L.S. Sprigge in Phi-
losophy, Oct. 1964.

6

I do not insist much upon this, but I
would suggest that there is some
feature of paradoxy in advising, at
any rate in counselling, that is not
present in the other modes: the
series commanding-demanding-re~
questing etc. and deliberation in
common; nor even in altruistic
conduct (renunciation of some ad-
vantage for another person’s good).
It lies in practical thinking in a
framework of concemns, values,
tastes, preferences and projects as if
it were one’s own, whereas it is not
one’s own nor is globally or for
any specified part of it genuinely
adopted or assimilated so that it
would actually become one’s own.
For if we have identity we can no
longer have advising, which pre-
cisely is for somebody else’s ben-
efit. Nor on the other hand does
advising fit into the schema of
straightforwardly divided interests
and divided agential subjecthood—
whereas a selfless act of withdrawal
before another’s need or conven-
ience does fit into that schema,
since it clearly maintains the pattern



of dividedness and does not imply
an intrinsic quasi-sharing of the
beneficiary’s practical position or
valuational structure. 1 will not deal
with this puzzlingness of advising
at any greater length but just briefly
refer to observations already made
about advising at the ‘farther’ or
‘top’ end of highly engaged coun-
selling fading over into a partial
interfusion, collective unity or iden-
tification, or again into the mode of
urgent demand. There is moreover,
as initially hinted, a feature of
paradoxy in moral advising, in that
the imperative edge of moral asser-
tion is thrust forward here sheathed,
as it were, in the style of advisory
service or even mere factual infor-
mation in a practical context (a
statement about moral consensus or
the prevalent opinion of ethical
authorities, say moral theologians).
A moral Ought, in other words, is
translated into the incongruously
anodyne language “You had better’
or ‘It would be wiser of youw’ or
“You would be well advised to’: a
servant, we might say, tactfully
conveying to his master the ordain-
ment of their common sovereign.
But perhaps this appearance of
paradoxy amounts to no more than
simply onme manifestation of the
non-simple, the extremely complex,
logic of relations between divided
agential selves enmeshed in a tex-
ture of objective states of affairs
and normativities.

Advices, springing as they do
from a cognitive root without an
imperative edge, are inherently ar-
gumentative: there seems to be little
point in following an advice merely
in virtue of the fact of having
received it qua advice. Shwayder
points out the contrast between our
following advices primordially
from the same motives from which
they are given (i.e. incorporating
the deliberation on our behalf
which they represent in a con-
densed form into our own direct
agential deliberation) and our obey-
ing commands not primordially
from the motives they are issued
from. Hence it is an anomaly, a
deviation—a ‘human frailty’ (like,

on the other hand, ‘mock advice’,
self-interested suasion): and of
course not uncommon—if Zebulon
feels offended at Alfred’s refusal or
omission to follow his advice. That
doesn’t mean that it may not,
sometimes, be wise to follow an
advice which fails to appear to us
intrinsically wise. This is most
likely the point of the pretty Span-
ish ‘refran’
Fl consejo de la mujer es poco,
y €l que no lo toma es loco:

for in minor matters at least it may
often be less unwise to act
somewhat foolishly than to expose
oneself to the perpetual nagging of
a creature difficult to get rid of. On
the other hand, arguments of a
practice-directed kind, even if
embodying subtle and apparently
unrebuttable wisdom, on principle
lack the cogency of straight
theoretical argument (when valid)
inasmuch as personal tastes with
their possible unpredictable
eccentricity and intensity of
personal desires and aversions are
utterly incalculable and only most
imperfectly knowable, and are yet
(along with physical necessity and
the moral law) the starkly valid
data on which practice and thus
advising must build. It is difficult
to say what a ‘good’, ie. a wise
counsel is—though I confidently
assert that the concept is by no
means vacuous—and it is amother
difficult question to decide whether
it is wise on the agent’s (Alfred’s)
part to act upon (to follow) a
certain counsel, wise or not; for, in
blatant contrast with objective
canons of value and particularly
with moral standards, everyone’s
practice is his own and although it
may be informed, guided, inspired
etc., it can never be ‘assumed’ or
superseded by somebody else’s
deliberative contribution. We are
responsible before the tribunal of
morality, and in a very different
sense also as regards our obedience
to commands addressed to us, nay
even, in again a different and much
vaguer sense, in the context of our
complying with or rejecting
requests and entreaties, and still in
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another sense on the plane of
theoretical argument or, finally, of
collective deliberation; but not
before advices, which are
essentially something placed at our
disposal and subordinate to our
practice, and can at best ‘claim’ to
be eamestly listened to, mot in any
sense ‘claim’ to be ‘taken’, i.e.
actually followed or conformed to.
The same is true, in particularly
sharp contrast with the status of
universal moral principles,
standards and rules, of those
depersonalised and generalised
pieces of counselling, condensed
and tinned counsels as it were,
which we sometimes call ‘rules of
practical wisdom’ (Maximen der
Lebensweisheit). 1 wouldn’t say that
on the plane of practice, as
opposed to morality, it is simply
success that counts; but 1 do say
that in the perspective of practice
one irreducibly valid proof of the
pudding is in the eating. Suppose a
war (whose issue was mot a
foregone conclusion) in which the
application of an unorthodox
strategy has led to definitive
victory. Hosts of silly
commentators will set themselves
to - ‘demonstrate’ that that strategy
was really a translation into actual
practice of sound etemal principles,
that it could not but succeed, that it
reflected a firm and infallible grasp
of what the situation required, that
it meant riding the mystical steed
of historic necessity, and the like.
But it would be worse than silly, it
would be arrant lunacy to say that
~because the strategy was irregular
victory has not been ‘really’ won,
pointless to the point of insanity to
say that in view of the unorthodox
strategy the victory was ‘invalid’ or
that because of that blemish the
war has been won to no good

purpose.

Editors's Note

# This is almost certainly Karl
Polanyi, brother of Michael,
with whom Kolnai was associ-
ated in Vienna.
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AUREL KOLNAT'S 'INCHOATE SKETCH OF A THEORY OF MORALITY’

1 Moral philosophy in
Kolnai'’s thought

If we take ‘moral’ in its tradition~
ally broad sense, Kolnai was a
moral philosopher all his life, and
virtually everything he wrote em-
bodies or relates to some aspect of
his moral philosophy. If, on the
other hand, we think of ‘moral
philosophy’ in the special sense
predominant in the modern Anglo-
Saxon tradition, according to which
it is contrasted with political phi-
losophy, social philosophy and the
philosophy of mind, Kolnai’s con-
tribution to this field forms only a
small proportion of his total literary
output. Certainly we have his doc-
toral thesis, Der ethische Wert und
die Wirklichkeit (Ethical Value and
Reality), written in 1925 and 1926.
This is a substantial work embrac-
ing many of the main themes of
modern moral philosophy, though
its extremely difficult German
style, and the allusive and often
obscure, though original, way in
which the central questions are
approached rather reduces its use-
fulness. This work was followed by
another work in German, Sexu-
alethik (Sexual Ethics);, in refresh-
ing contrast to its predecessor, the
language and style are clear and
direct. It is a comprehensive and
profound work, but, as one might
expect, only a small proportion of
it is of general ethical interest.
After that there is a gap of over
twenty years before the ten or so
substantial papers written in Eng-
lish from the mid-forties until
shortly before his death in 1973
begin to appear. Certainly Kolnai
did write a textbook of phenom-
enological ethics in the early thir-
tics. But, although the German
publisher paid the agreed fee, and
the printing plates were prepared,
the book mever appeared, probably
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because the Nazis had just gained
power, and all trace of the work is
lost. After that politics and social
philosophy absorbed most of his
energies, until he came to England
in 1955. Here he at once started to
write ‘The Utopian Mind’. The
theme of this bears directly on
moral philosophy, but, unfortu-
nately, it was never finished
(though the completed parts are
now in print, with some supple-
mentary essays). The same goes for
the important general work ‘Moral-
ity and Practice’, which never got
beyond the first two chapters. The
result of all this is that, though we
have an impressive body of work
by Kolnai on moral philosophy,
there are fewer indications than one
might hope for of how the material
dispersed around the distinct papers
and chapters of books might have
been fitted together into a ‘theory
of ethics’ or comprehensive ‘moral
philosophy’.

However, towards the end of
1969 an influential friend of his,
the Hungarian historian Ferenc
Fejtd, who lives in Paris, visited
him, and exhorted him to write
such a work, saying that only he
could really do the subject justice.
Kolnai says in a letter that he rather
agreed with this last point, but told
both Fejtd and his correspondent,
with equal candour, that the under-
taking was now beyond his powers.
Soon after the meeting he had his
first heart aftack, and, after another
three years, he was dead. But
among his papers is a twenty-page
photocopy of a manuscript in his
own hand entitted ‘Moral Truth:
inchoate sketch of a Theory of
Morality’. Mrs Kolnai dated the
original to 1937, though it was
clear from the handwriting that, if
she was right, the original sketch
must have been re-written many
years after its composition. It now

seems clear to me, because of its
contents, that this is a ‘late’ manu-
script, and it seems at least a
reasonable supposition that Kolnai
wrote it after the conversation with
Fejto referred to above. It is of
considerable interest, since its main
theme, though presupposing the
most substantial points of the pub-

lished papers, is unique among

Kolnai’s works in the prominence
and strong emphasis it gives to
self-distance, and to the ‘moral
status’ of man. Whatever its date
actually is, it is the only work of
this ‘English’ period of Kolnai’s in
which he presents a ‘theory’ of
morality at all. Although it is only
an inchoate sketch’, it complements
the finished papers so well that I
feel justified in giving it pride of
place in what follows.

Before I turn to the moral
philosophy I shall say something
about the most general characteris-
tics of Kolnai’s thought.

2 A philosopher of com-

mon sense

Kolnai is first and foremost a
philosopher of common sense. Phi-
losophy is, for him, not a ‘subject’
detached from ordinary experience,
but in essential continuity with it.
That means that it ought to be
possible for a philosopher to be
understood by any intelligent per-
son familiar with the object area (or
subject matter) concerned. Where
moral philosophy goes, there must
be a presumption that every mature
and normal person is familiar with
the object area, and is capable of
some limited reflection about it.
Kolnai sometimes expressed his
common sense approach thus: the
philosopher must think with the
plain man, not for him; he must,
that is, begin his thought in his own



capacity as moral agent, and never
lose touch with this (‘feet on the
ground’) aspect of his own self. We
are all subject to the moral demand,
alt have to make moral choices, all
pass moral judgment on the con-
duct of our fellows and ourselves,
and are morally accountable to
others. And we do all this as “plain
men’; not as ‘experts’—even in
moral philosophy, not as having
been enlightened by an, kind of
theory about morality, but simply
as moral agents responding more or
less thoughtfully and conscien-
tiously to the problems and choices
thrown up by the ordinary business
of life. Kolnai assumes that all
normal persons are, in this formal
respect, in the same boat; the
detailed content and even the form
of their responses may differ, but,
‘structurally’ speaking, all human
beings are moral beings, and cannot
help being so.

Kolnai also associates himself
strongly with some of the early
phenomenologists. As he saw it
Husserl in his early anti-psycholo-
gistic work (and also in the posthu-
mously published Erfahrung und
Urteil (Experience and Judge-
ment)) was primarily concerned
with exploring and expounding the
meanings of things as encountered
in experience. As he put it in a
letter written in late 1971:

We have no other mental grasp on
objects, including values and disval-
ues, than our exterior and inner
‘senses’: the essential ‘intentionality’
of our consciousness (which is always
‘consciousness of . . . ') and the
‘self-giving” and ‘self-presenting’ of
the object to it - as the Phenomenolo-
gists, whose disciple I am, used to
put it.

In Kolnai’s view Husserl spent
far too much time on technical and
methodological issues, and, while
never for a moment doubting his
genius, he tended to prefer thinkers
like Reinach, the early (i.e. pre-
metaphysical) Scheler, Pfinder and
von Hildebrand. He saw the early
phenomenological movement as the
most important modern manifesta-
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tion of the stream of uncorrupted
philosophical speculation striving to
assert itself against the predomu-
nantly utopian ‘systematisers, re-
ductionists, immoralists, nihilists’,
and so forth, who largely constitute
what is known as ‘modern philoso-
phy’. The ftrue tradition—always
atterapting  faithful obedience to
‘the sovereignty of the object’
—comes down from Aristotle to
the Scholastics, and then largely
goes underground, reemerging fit-
fully here and there, but above all
in the Scottish Common-sense
school and Husserl’s great teacher
Brentano and the phenomenolo-
gists, and thea again in G.E.Moore
and some other English ‘intuition-
ists’. Kolnai does not devote much
attention to the links between com-
mon sense philosophy and early
phenomenology, but saw the two as
essentially akin.

3 His attitude to meta-
physics

Kolnat used to say that he wasn’t
intelligent enough to engage in
epistemology or metaphysics, and
he never devotes sustained attention
to the theoretical problems that
arise in these areas, preferring to
concentrate on the philosophy of
practice. On the other hand he is
perfectly clear that a person must
trust the deliverances of his experi-
ence unless he has good reason not
to. Physical objects are quite obvi-
ously objectively ‘there’ in front of
us; the mind inescapably ‘con-
fronts” them; and it is also part of
commeon sense to realise that, under
certain circumstances, Our SEnses
may deceive us, or we ourselves
may jump illegitimately to conclu-
sions. The ultimate way of coping
with this—apart from consulting
our fellows—is to make more con-
sidered use of our cognitive facul-
ties. As he says in the letter quoted
above, ‘We have no other mental
grasp on objects’ except with the
help of our various semses. But
experience presents us not only
with physical objects and qualities,

but also with ‘meanings’, logical
relations and ‘values’; it is precisely
in the investigation of these objects
that philosophy consists. As far as
meanings go, Kolnai never equated
them to ‘ideas’, in the sense of
objects constructed or produced by
the mind. We confront meanings
(they are objects of consciousness)
as we confront material objects;
neither are in any sense ‘products’
of the “will”, except illegitimately.
We also confront values; they too
are simply given to us. We already
know that there is a difference
between given values and illusory
values created by desire, and so on.
The fact that there are obvious
differences between values and
physical objects, say, does not alter
the fundamentally receptive basis
of cognition. Where values are
concerned, Kolnai, like the other
phenomenclogists, also observes
the given distinction between val-
ues and goods. Goods are (spiritual,
material or mental) things, states,
and so on, that have value; values
are those aspects of things that
make them approvable, desirable,
and so on, in various ways. Values,
then, are—at least in a grammatical
sense— properties’ of things. Kol-
 nai’s doctoral thesis explores. as-
pects of the claim that values can
only be given to us as properties of
existing, or real, things. The value
of courage is only given in the
contemplation of courageous acts.
As in the case of material objects,
we can subsequently imagine cases
of it. But values must be the values
of things, and must be initially
experienced in reality. This claim is
the basis of his crusade against
utopian thinking and its fixation on
unimaginable ‘perfections’. But the
main point to be made here is that
metaphysics and ontology, the ex-
ploration of types of object, and
speculation about how the different
types are all related, must come
after the mental grasp of these same
objects, and can make no difference
to that grasp, since that is the basis
of all our knowledge. Perhaps val-
ues are often given more obscurely,
or more uncertainly, than most
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physical objects. That fact is also
given to us. We must, then, be the
more scrupulous in examining our
experience, and sifting it for the
obvious distortions occasioned by
desire and other possible interfer-
ences. But, in principle, inadequate
intuitions can only be replaced by
more adequate ones. Kolnai himself
came to realise that something else
was also needed, as we shall see,
and made the reference to ‘consen-
sus’, in a carefully defined sense,
an essential part of the business of
morality. But the ontological or
metaphysical status of values, and
so on, is not his concern. Values—
and he is careful to analyse value-
experience—are simply given, and,
for the moral agent, cannot cease to
be so given. What is more, there
are many different kinds of them;
they cannot be reduced to a single
kind.

Kolnai’s moral philosophy is
also founded on his views about
persons. It is entirely consonant
with his common sense approach to
philosophy that, instead of taking
up some theoretical position in the
Mind-Body controversy, he concen-
trates on our experience of our own
‘splitness’. Unless temporarily inca-
pacited, we are always somehow
aware of ourselves. Hence the
possibility of self-criticism, which
presupposes that the critic is not
exactly ‘the same’ as what he
criticises, and of conscience. To
dismiss this split as ‘Cartesianism’
because it is difficult to understand
is beside the point. It is simply
given to us, however obscurely, and
cannot be fully explained. It marks
the difference between true per-
sonal life and the life of the species
Homo Sapiens. Kolnai attaches
great importance to the fact that a
human being can live more or less
as a person. Someone who is
apparently unable to resist any
immpulse, is completely self-satis-
fied, or seems to be the willing
slave of fashion or convention, is
living less as a person and more as
a degenerate member of the species
or of some social group. Such a
person is more nearly ‘identical’
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with his own self. Hence Kolnai’s
frequently expressed horror of
drunkenness and sexual licence, or
any kind of exaggerated and con-
trived ‘oneness’ among people. It is
a mark of persons, in Kolnai’s
sense, that they are always con-
scious of ‘alterity’ (otherness), or
personal boundaries and alien per-
spectives between and within other
people, of their own responsibility
to take up some attitude to both
their own ‘appetites’ and the con-
formist currents outside them.

4 His idea of ‘'moral
theory’

In what sense does Kolnai provide
an ‘ethical theory?’ In this sense: he
gives us a picture of morality,
drawn from the analysis of moral
experience and of personal being,
which hangs together, and makes
sense. He does not provide us with
a principle, or even a set of
principles, or again a formal proce-
dure, for the definitive settlement
of moral disputes. In other words,
he does not provide any means of
‘proving’ moral claims. However,
he does provide a ‘non-naturalistic’
picture of morality in which moral
argument and discussion have a
very important place. He does not
claim that morality is completely
intelligible. Indeed, he says, if it
were, morality would not be moral-
ity, but part of the natural conduct
of life, and all immorality would
simply be error. Some ‘residual
opacity’ is therefore a necessary
feature of any morality which fully
accords with our experience of it.
But it is intelligible emough to
make sense, and to give someone a
reason for trying to be moral.

5 Morality and practice

Before I turn to ‘Moral Truth’, I
shall first briefly expound one or
two of the most important princi-
ples of Kolnai’s moral philosophy,
which are taken for granted in it.
Most fundamental of all, perhaps,

is his concern to distinguish moral-
ity from practice (see the papers
with that title in Ethics, Value and
Reality). Practice is coextensive
with human life, embracing every-
thing that people do, and Kolnai
often glosses it as ‘the pursuit of
human concerns’. It is fundamen-
tally self-centred, and only con-
cerned with ‘the other’ in so far as
we have some special interest or
concern relating to it. Morality is
an aspect of practice, but not in the
sense in which, say, public and
private life, work and leisure, or
‘socialising’, ‘economic activities’
and ‘family life’ are. The point is
that morality has no particular sub-
Jject-matter of its own, is not prima-
rily a human concern. You cannot
‘go in for’ or ‘specialise in’ it! But
neither is it straightforwardly co-
extensive with practice, as in Utili-
tarianism, where absolutely every-
thing one does should be judged by
the one fundamental utilitarian cri-
terion. On the other hand Kolnai
will not assert dogmatically that
some things we do always entirely
lack moral significance. Even the
well-known scholastic example of a
morally indifferent action, ‘going
for a walk’, may be of moral
significance under some circum-
stances, though no doubt this is not
usually the case. The relation be-
tween morality and practice is in
fact complex: some actions, exam-
ples of ‘classic’ types of wrongdo-
ing, such as stealing, murder, lying,
false witness, cruelty, and so on,
always have strong ‘moral empha-
sis’; others, including certain every-
day instantiations of helpfulness,
cheerfulness, courtesy, duty-fulfil-
ment, and so on, may still have
moral significance, but are not
‘emphatically moral’ because they
are not bound to attract moral
attention, and may well be closely
integrated into the pursuit of ‘hu-
man concerns’; others again seem
to have no moral significance at all
except in very exceptional circum-
stances, such as putting one’s left
shoe on before the right. Kolnai
sometimes sums up the differences
instantiated in this three-fold divi-



sion of types of action or conduct
as those between ‘thematic moral-
ity’, ‘implicit morality” and ‘the
morally indifferent’. Such terms as
these are needed if we are to find
our way around among moral phe-
nomena, but in fact the boundaries
between them are fleeting and un-
certain. In his doctoral thesis there
is frequent use of the term ‘grada-
tion’; among its applications is its
use to mark the nature of the
‘boundary’ between morality and
practice. It is only traceable in
terms of certain typical examples
which shade off into each other. It
is its neglect of gradation that
Kolnai most objects to in Kantian-
ism and other moral formalisms.

6 The primacy of the
negative

A closely related theme in Kolnai’s
ethics is that of the ‘thematic
primacy of moral evil’, discussed in
the paper of that name. There is an
urgency about what he calls the
‘great moral taboos’, as in most of
the Ten Commandments, which is
quite lacking to even conspicuous
acts of doing good. This is becaunse
of the already noticed feature of
much ‘good-doing’, such as acts of
duty-fulfilment and kindness, which
are often quite indistinguishable
from the pursuit of the ordinary
concerns of life. They do not stand
out in people’s lives in any special
way, though they may do this, of
course, when measured against the
ordinary conduct of people who are
not generally kind and conscien-
tious. This ‘implicit morality’ 1is
usually only thematic when iis
absence approaches the measure of
moral neglect, or evil. The every-
day kindness of kind, cheerful
people, shades gradually into that
ordinary help and assistance whose
withholding is commonly experi-
enced as callous or despicable
conduct, such as passing by when a
frail old person m the street has
dropped something, or fallen, and
cannot help himself. Here the fail-
ure to help would be ‘thematic’,
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since the withholding of assistance
in such circumstances would, other
things being equal, be wrong. As
with all such examples, it is not
difficult to think up exceptions to
these claims, but, equally, not diffi-
cult to imagine circumstances when
they hold. The point remains that
moral evil or wrongdoing has a
special place among moral phe-
nomena; it is ‘thematically pri-
mary’. It is in such conduct that
‘the moral’ primarily impinges on
the simply ‘practical’, that ordinary
‘human concerns’ have to submit to
some other claim that we have not
chosen for ourselves and do not
identify with. Kolnai also points
out that this principle of the the-
matic primacy of moral evil is
virtually equivalent to the theme of
moral obligation (in a general
sense). We are morally obliged to
refrain from acts of cruelty, injus-
tice, deceit, culpable neglect, and
so on; as plain moral agents, we are
only exhorted or encouraged to
engage in positive acts of kindness,
friendliness, the cultivation of intel-
lectual or artistic values, and so omn.
In some circumstances certain kinds
of action may pass from one
category to another. For example,
the boundary between being kind
and helpful (not morally de-
manded), and not ignoring the
discomfort or difficulties of others
(morally demanded), may be hard
to draw in general; it is clearly
‘graded” and varies according to
circumstances. But the kind of
difference should be clear and
familiar, and it was Kolnai’s con-
viction that these immediate data of
the moral life were not to be
distorted by arguing, for example,
that all moral evil was ‘really’ a
form of deficiency in doing good.
Such tricks were the result of
imposing on the data a theory—in
this case ‘omne ens ad bonum
appetitur’ (every being strives for
its good)}—which neglected to ‘save
the phenomena’ and was therefore
devised in despite of true philoso-
phy.

7 Conscience and consen-
sus

Kolnai’s treatment of conscience
and consensus, and moral princi-
ples, clearly illustrates another as-
pect of his general philosophical
approach, his tendency to accept
‘both-and’ rather than ‘either-or’
solutions, and to argue that the
tension between apparent alterna-

- tives, which the typical theorist

- ascribes to insufficient ingenuity on
his opponent’s part, is inherent in
the nature of things. As I have
implied, the construction of rigor-
ous or all-embracing theories was
wholly foreign to his nature. Even
his ‘theoretical’ remarks about this
tend to be incidental or tentative
asides rather than elaborated at
length. He sometimes talked about
his ‘religion of the fragmentary’,
- according to which we can never
see ‘the whole’ of anything in
philosophy, but only aspects or
parts, which it is incumbent on the
thinker to make as clear as possi-
ble; the theorist, who glosses over
this essential imperfection in the
evidence always distorts the data in
trying to extend them further than
they will go. So, in ethics, Kolnai
thought, both form and content are
important, both conscience and m-
dividual moral insight and also
social -consensus and tradition.
Clearly the appeal to conscience is
extremely important in. morality;
indeed, to act against conscience
has often secemed the epitome of
moral wrongness. Yet what if a
person’s conscience tells him to
jeopardise the lives of ordinary
people out hunting, or to blow up
abortion clinics? Are we not com-
pelled to accept that, in the end,
generally accepted moral principles
are more important, and conscience
an ‘epiphenomenon’? Rather than
take sides in this debate Kolnai
prefers to begin by carefully ana-
lysing the phenomena. It is true that
conscience is meaningless unless it
is informed with the moral princi-
ples, the moral consensus, of man-
kind. Yet consensus may itself be
subject to moral distortion, against
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which conscience may protest. If it
were the last word on the matter,
there would be no moral reform.
And no general moral principles,
including generally accepted
weightings between them, will ever
suffice to settle all moral problems.
Yet we surely need waste no sleep
over certain claims to be acting
conscientiously, when the agent’s
moral awareness seems very selec-
tive, or obviously in thrail to some
extra-moral idea or ideology, or to
a person or organisation. Kolnai’s
paper ‘Erroneous Conscience’ ex-
plores these issues, especially the
vital distinction between various
forms of ‘dissentient conscience’,
which still demands respect, even
when we feel compelled to disagree
with its deliverances, and ‘overlain
conscience’, where the agent is no
longer acting morally at all, but
simply carrying out the programme
of the ‘party’, or obeying the
dictates of someone to whom he
has surrendered his conscience.
Many of Kolnai’s distinctions de-
pend on his demonstration that
conscience tends to incorporate
non-moral valuations, which are
then counted as moral. Morality
and practice, though there is much
convergence, or comsonance, be-
tween them, must be distinguished
as far as possible.

In ‘Moral Consensus’ he takes
up in more detail the claim that the
‘intuitional’ view of morality,
which is closely associated with the
appeal to conscience, is ‘theoreti-
cally’ incomplete without the ap-
peal to consensus. This is because
valuational judgements ‘include an
objective factual reporting of our
own emotive response’, and cannot
therefore be quite as ‘objective’ as,
say, perceptual judgements. Again,
not only did we learn our morality
from ‘other people’, but morality
essentially involves

reciprocity, mutual responsibility, and
‘demands’ both binding upon the
moral agent and represented by him
in relation with others.

Nevertheless morality cannot be
defined in terms of consensus. The
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relation between the individual’s
independent moral judgement and
consensus is one of dialogue rather
than onme-way dependence. In the
end the relationship between them
cannot be reduced to rule. But, of
course, the major objection to con-
sensus as authoritative is that it is
relative to time and place. Kolnai’s
reply is that, just as there is
something we must recognise as a
general human nature, so there is a
‘moral consensus of mankind’
which he then briefly runs through
(it is worth comparing this with
C.S. Lewis’s parallel endeavour in
The Abolition of Man). He then
surveys the confusions which pre-
vent many people from accepting
this, for example the assumption
that humanity is neatly divided into
non-communicating groups, the
confusion between morality and
practice, the identification of basic
morality with moral ethos, which
mcludes the specific weightings
between (basic and universal) prin-
ciples established in individual so-
cieties under the influence of their
predominant practical concerns and
prevailing religious and factual be-
liefs. The heart of Kolnai’s thesis
concemns ‘the validity & claim for
eamest consideration of all moral
points of view, always, everywhere,
and in all circumstances’. He ac-
cepts that the resulting consensus is
not rigidly permanent, and that it is
subject to “basic structural changes
in the human condition’. Again, our
access to it is always ‘perspectival’,
slanted by our own non-moral
concerns, and membership of par-
ticular social groups. Nevertheless,
what we have is a ‘quasi absolute’.

8 Morality and self-dis-
tance

1 turn now to the sketch entitled
‘Moral Truth’, in which Kolnai
tries to combine his various insights
into a more unified picture of
morality which can still be meas-
ured against the moral experience
of the ‘plain man’. The centre of
this sketch is the claim that the

basic meaning of morality is ‘the
affirmation of self-distance’, and
that this is expressed in both its
formal and material aspects. The
best way of approaching these
claims is to turn to the ‘Note on
“self-distance”, “self-restraint” and
“self-transcendence™’, from which
we can extract something like three
or four distinct ‘levels’ of morality,
through which these terms take on
a more exact significance. We have
already seen that Kolnai assumes a
‘scissure’ or ‘division’ in the hu-
man person. I cannot be absolutely
identical with my self. With this
split, then, is immediately given
‘the capacity of self-distance’. This,
together with rationality, by which
Kolnai means the power of disin-
terested grasp of objects in con-
cepts and the ability to reason, is
part of the ‘anthropological’ con-
cept of man. It follows from the
capacity of self-distance that all
men are ‘virtually’, or potentially,
moral or immoral, although ‘a
semblance of conscience-less
“amorality” is also possible’ as
regards actual behaviour.

Then comes the “level’ [this is
my own term] of actualised self-
distance, where man ‘continufes] to
live as self’—that is, to pursue his
practical concerns—but in aware-
ness of self-distance and the experi-
enced possibility of ‘rising above
selfhood’ by accepting moral prin-
ciples, the need for self-criticism
and the recognition of ‘alterity’
(things other than oneself and one’s
concerns). Thus, from the start,
self-distance introduces an obliga-
tional and self-critical ‘tinge’, and
is therefore liable to be disregarded,
either openly or through various
strategies. Then comes the ‘level”
of morally exercised self-distance,
which has aspects of continuing to
live as self, but also against self. In
the face of wrong we encounter
morality as an emphatic theme,
which requires ‘self-restraint as a

discipline of consciously accepted:

and exercised self-distance’. This is
not a matter of substituting a
‘moral’ self for the ‘amoral’ one.
Rather, it is an affirmation of self




qua ‘self-distant, disinterested, self-
restrained and self-transcendent
self’. I shall return to this below.

The Iast level is that of ‘self-
transcendence’, of virtuous ‘moral
performance’ (as opposed to
merely restraining ourselves in ac-
cordance with the great taboos), in
acts of generosity, self-sacrifice,
‘creative love’, living for a cause,
and so on. This is not really a
different ‘level’, since it is also
present in more lowly form in
things like craftsmanship, and all
positive pursuit of good. But it is
distinct from active self-restraint in
that, if all forms of heroism, ideal-
ism, spiritual concerns, and so
forth, are rejected, then the level of
active self-restraint is itself imper-
illed. Self-transcendence means be-
ing ready to advance beyond the
self as shaped by customary
choices and the conventional mo-
rality of one’s given social groups,
and has an obvious link with
‘reformatory conscience’. Kolnai
ends this note with the observation
that these distinctions cannot be
easily applied in reality to our
fellows, except in a highly provi-
sional and tentative fashion. In
general, ‘we know only better and
worse men’, and even that without
any certainty.

Let us return to the idea of
self-distance, The obverse of this is
humble submission to alterity.
Thus, I put aside my own concerns
and submit to the deliverances of
conscience and the moral consensus
of mankind. But, as we have seen,
Kolnai argues that both these are
inadequate on their own, and even
together. Thus, I cannot do right by
simply deciding to ‘keep the rules’
and ‘conform to conscience’, but
must keep myself alert to sense
where these are inadequate. As far
as individual moral principles go,
all reveal the pattern of the call to
self-distance, to alter or adapt our
own concerns. Kolnai shows this in
relation to a well-known classifica-
tion of principles. In Justice (fair-
ness, probity, veracity, etc.) we
submit to ‘fittingness’, to ‘quasi
logical requirements of the situa-
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tion’; in Benevolence (generosity,
complaisance, courtesy, neighbour-
love, patriotism, etc.) we submit to
other - people as such, variously
related to ourselves; in Temperance
(purity, sobniety, self-control, etc.),
we submit to our own ‘spiritual’
self as opposed to the ‘self” of
appetite. To those who ask for
some more rigorous principle from
which these three heterogeneous
principles (and the sub-principles
related to them) might be derived,
Kolnai answers that this element of
mystery is itself part of the essence
of morality. If there were some
more perspicuous principle from
which we might derive the rest we
might take refuge in it and lazily
abandon self-distance, with its
readiness to be surprised by new
intuitions. As it is, reliance on a
rational scheme all too easily be-
comes one of our ‘concerns’. We
can see this more clearly in Kol
nai’s explication of moral evil as
whatever negates or prevents the
affirmation of self-distance. We can
(and do) identify with ‘logics’; we
make them our own and dwell in
them, abandoning the painful pre-
cariousness of virtually all-ques-
tioning self-distance.

9 The moral status of man

What, then, is at stake in all this?
Put more crudely (a question Kol-
nai regards as perfectly legitimate),
what is there in it for us? The
answer lies in the ‘higher’ ‘self-
affirmation” mentioned a little ear-
lier, in the ‘moral status’, or fecling
of true human worth it is the
business of morality to protect.
This moral status is a metaphysical
fact; unlike our rational capacities it
does not belong in the ‘natural
world’. But we can sense it in
ourselves and others. It has nothing
to do with ‘character’, which, Kol-
nai argues, is too redolent of
Nature, with its slow evolution and
possible decline. Moral status, by
contrast, can be lost in a single
episode of conduct; it can also be
regained by a single act of genuine

‘disavowal’ or renunciation. (Dur-
ing an old television series, ‘Star-
sky and Hutch’, one of the cops
once exhorted the criminal to con-
fess and ‘join the human race’.)
The need to guard and protect this
status accounts for the basically
imperatival form of morality and
the pain of moral sanctions, To
every ‘thou shalt not . . .’ is silently
appended ‘on pain of losing a
precious possession’ (a good con-
science, the title to look every other
person frankly in the eye). Thus all
moral imperatives are hypothetical.
And moral truth, or validity, is
related to it. A morally good act is
one- that confirms the status; an evil
act removes it.

A little more should be added
here about the relation of self-
distance to rationality. There is
some self-distance in rational
thought, but the self-distance of
morality (‘volitive self-distance’) is
more emphatic and existential. But
the prime objection to reliance on
rational schemes in morality is that
they reduce moral evil to practical
error. Some self-distance may be
needed to check whether the rea-
soning is correct; but, where all is
cut and dried, one identifies with
the scheme of reasoning itself;
operating it becomes part of prac-
tice, like any other kind of calculat-
ing that expresses or furthers one’s
concerns. Kolnai argues cogently
that the self of morality must stand
lightly to its concerns—except of
course where the moral theme is
not given, or where it is only
implicit. These considerations about
‘rational schemes’ do not mean that
morality is irrational. There is still
much room for argument and dis-
cussion. But the rationality is not
complete; the ambition to produce
‘water-tight’ schemes is itself im-
moral because in the end it destroys
self-distance, and confuses morality
with practice.

252 Unthank Rd
Norwich

Continued on p.42
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AUREL KOLNAI AND THE METAPHYSICS OF POLITICAL CONSERVATISM

1 Introduction

The political thought of Aurel Kol-
‘nai is difficult to classify. He
identifies himself as a ‘conserva-
tive’ and that designation is apt; but
it is of course terribly vaguoe and
subject to emotive connotations and
partisan distortions. The American
landscape alone is filled with a
wide spectrum of ‘conservative
thought;”! and when one adds the
British and Continental varieties the
term conservative no longer holds a
coherent centre of meaning. The
purpose of this paper is in part to
oufline and display the unique
brand of conservatism that marks
Aurel Kolnai. It bears some affini-
ties to Alexis de Tocqueville and
Edmund Burke, and shows the
imprint of G. K. Chesterton, but it
bears its own distinctive mark. This
is due in part to Kolnai’s philo-
sophical method which is neither
textual, nor sociological, nor his-
torical. It uses linguistic analysis
but soon passes into a phenomeno-
logical approach, ultimately yield-
ing a metaphysical perspective. I
shall say a word about his method
in due course, but further elabora-
tion on Kolna’s Conservatism,
which I have labeled a ‘metaphysi-
cal’ conservatism. I mean by this
that his analysis arrives at a very
fruitful notion of ‘participation’ by
which he penetrates the ideological
core of modern Liberalism and at
the same time retrieves the basic
principles of pre-modern political
philosophy, which become a most
flexible and adroit tool for analysis
and open to various applications.
The metaphysical perspective is
not that of an a priori system, nor
is it a detached abstract system
which he brings to bear on politics;
rather we find in Kolnai a man of
unique political experience who
through keen observation and re-
flection arrives at some essential
core principles of political life. In a
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statement of method Kolnai said
that his was a ‘phenomenological
temper averse to speculative dog-
matism but in revolt against the
tyranny of the positivisitic, monis-
tic, and naturalistic outlook.”? ‘Let
the phenomena speak’3 Kolnai else-
where counsels. And indeed it is to
phenomena that Kolnai’s keen
mind tends—the irreducible and
diverse strands of a rich and broad
human experience that characterise
his own life’s journey. His own
statement of nationality reflects this
broad experience: ‘Until 1929,
Hungarian, 1929-1938, Austrian;
thereafter stateless; 1951-1962, Ca-
nadian; thereafter British.’4 He
wrote numerous articles in various
languages attending to particular
political issues of the day. His
massive work War Against the
West is an intricate exploration of
particular Nazi writings, persons,
and proposals.’ Kolnai knew poli-
tics first hand and from the front
seat. He was well acquainted with
its various forms, its different ap-
pearances, and the distinctness of
its ontological texture, as distinct
from ethics per se, art, religion etc..
So Kolnai’s metaphysics of con-
servatism is well grounded in hu-
man experience and aided by care-
ful analysis of precise meanings.
Yet his political philosophy is a
bold and daring attempt to view
political life im its metaphysical
depth.

In addition to metaphysical
depth, Kolnai’s political thought
achieves a high degree of purity
and freedom from cant and politi-
cal slogan. This is not to say that
Kolnai is not a man of deep
political passion; at times he en-
gages in harsh critical judgment.®
Perhaps his condition of being
stateless for 12 years offered an
opportunity for political detach-
ment; whatever the reason, Kolnai
is also a writer remarkably free of
partisan spirit or an ideological

programme. He wrote a fine article
entitled “The Moral Theme in Po-
litical Division,” in which explores
the various shades of meaning and
connotations of the terms ‘right’
and ‘left’ as they pertain to moral-
ity.” From reading this article, one
could not tell where Kolnai himself
stands; he views them as comple-
mentary positions with different
takes on the conditions and impli-
cations of morality, both of which
have strengths and weaknesses. Let
the ‘phenomena speak’ Kolnai
counsels. From other writings, as
we shall soon explore? it is per-
fectly obvious that Kolnai considers
himself to be a man of the right or
a conservative; but he is well aware
of the special illusions, shortcom-
ings, and exaggerations which that
political side might fall prey.® To
conclude this opening attempt at
orientation to the political thought
of Aural Kolnai we should consider
his own qualification of his desig-
nation as ‘conservative’:
What we have in mind is not, of
course, a proposal to substitute for
Western Democracy along with its
ideological biases, a fancy system of
Conservative Constitutionalism, nor a
return to this or that specified stage
of the past, but a suggestion to
displace the spiritual stress from the
‘common man’ aspect of democracy
to its aspect of constitutionalism and
of moral continuity with the high
tradition of Antiquity, Christendom
and the half-surviving Liberal cul-
tures of yesterday.10

Exactly what is the ‘common man
aspect’ of democracy is the great
theme of Kolnai’s critical political
thought, and the prospect of *mozal
continuity’ the great theme of his
constructive socio-political vision.
The core of Kolnai’s philoso-
phy, which we shall explore in
detail below, may be stated in two
broad statements. The first is that
political liberty, and democratic
regimes, require a respect for vari-




ous forms of ‘privilege.” Indeed as
he forcefully argues ‘Privilege is
the rampart of liberty,—mnot the
liberty of the ‘privileged’ only, but
of all classes of the people, of the
whole multitude,—because 1t safe-
guards the existence of relatively
independent persons.” And further,
privilege inextricably entwines both
natural and artificial excellence:
‘there is no “natural” distinction
which is not the fruit of various
“privileges”, and none which not
generative of new privileges’. Con-
tra Thomas Jefferson, Kolnai seeks
to demonstrate, not the need for
aristocratic government, but the ap-
preciation of diverse pockets of
excellence, many of which have
been sheltered mn the folds of social
privilege.!! Kolnai’s second basic
thesis is that the hatred of privilege
and hierarchy is the bridge to a
totalitarian form of democracy.!? In
more poetic form, the thesis states
that a ‘dialectical chrysalis is hid-
den from the outset’” in modem
political liberalism, which ‘ready to
develop while feeding, by virtue of
the original kinship of stuff, on the
flesh of the host, may assume full
life and cast away the carcass of its
devoured relative.” In more concep-
tual terminology he shows that
liberal individualism was united at
birth with collectivism, and that
Machiavelli, Hobbes, Roussean and
Marx merely work out the logic of
the democracy of the common
man.!3 Or to reverse the metaphor,
Kolnai said that ‘the graceful but-
terfly of personal dissimilarity can-
[not] alight directly on the drab
fabric of social homogeneity’ but it
requires a ‘congenial framework of
social hierarchy and the “fields of
tension” implicit therein.” (CM
293) To finish the broad stroke of
Kolnai’s philosophy—as a post-war
writer, Kolnai has the experience of
Nazism directly behind and Stalin-
ism ahead; but he foresees an
eventual demise of the Soviet
scourge and the same threat of
political danger to liberal democ-
racy from within. At stake is a
‘metaphysical substructure’ of
sound political order and the con-
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trast of a “metaphysical subversion’
(PL 75) of the highest order which
comports not simply with a Hitler,
a Lenin, or 2 Mao, but an ‘inherent
tendency towards anti-constitu-
tional, monistic, totalitarian types
of power,” which tendency may be
discerned in America, Britain, or
Germany {(CM 317).

2 Hierarchy, privilege
and liberty

Kolnai’s understanding of political
life centres on the presence of
social hierarchy and various forms
of ‘privilege.” He shows the vital
connection of hierarchy and privi-
lege to political Liberty. This con-
nection is historical, analytic and
phenomenological. His vision of
the best régime is not aristocracy
per se, but some form of mixed
régime which has the broadest
possible participation of people but
which maintains intermediate
groups and sources of influence on
social and political life which are
independent of a central power-
—these groups and centres of influ-
ence he thinks operate through
‘privilege’ and often exhibit hierar-
chical patterns of organisation and
operation. Thus, like Tocqueville,
he thinks that the existence of
political liberty requires snch things
as intermediate groups, religious
activity, and thoughts, sentiments
and mores which may counter the
relentless trends of egalitarianism.
To explore this area of Kolnai’s
thought we shall elaborate his no-
tions of hierarchy, privilege and
liberty.

Hierarchy.
The notion of hierarchy Kolnai
subjects to a thorough linguistic
and phenomenological analysis. He
explains the vital social role played
by hierarchy. And finally we must
understand a metaphysics of ‘par-
ticipation’ by which hierarchy plays
such a vital role.

The notion of hierarchy is a
complex one which includes guan-
titative (higher number), qualitative

(bigher study), social subordination
of command and obedience, social
prestige based on excellence, higher
forms of life and activities, and
finally the notion revealed by the
etymology (the Greek 1epoo)—the
sense of the sacred, that which
transcends the human as outside
and ‘above’ man. (CH 170-175) He
also explores the metaphor of verti-
cality and its contrasting meanings
of height and depth; finally he
considers the phenomenological ap-
proaches to hierarchy of values and
marks ‘noble’ not as a sheer vital
value a la Scheler, but as 4 ‘com-
penetration between a concrete be-
ing amnd some salient of wital
aesthetic, intellectual or moral val-
ues’ (CH 181). He finishes the
phenomenology of hierarchy with a
brief consideration of nobility in
society; his thesis that ‘division,
equilibrium, control and manifold-
pess of social hierarchies, positions
of authority, power, rank, prestige,
wealth etc.. deserved  being re-
spected and homored not because
they warrant personal excellence
but because they stand for a vital
necessity of social order and are
conducive to the recognition by and
in society of the hierarchical - dis-
tinction of vatues’ (CH 185). Kol-
pai admits both that the presence of
hierarchy is irksome in the ‘egali-
tarian atmosphere’ of the present
world and that a democratic correc-
tive is necessary for the aristocratic
features of hierarchy as such. These
political ties are explored in great
depth and with great vigor in his
political philosophy. But by estab-
lishing the phenomenon of hierar-
chy, Kolnai provides a certain
grounding for the political analysis.

To begin with the social phe-
nomenon already touched on
above, the so-called social hierar-
chy results from a natural leader-
ship in various sectors of human
endeavor. Kolnai notes that a noble
is a notable—one who is known
and is not anonymous (CM 297)
and therefore exists and acts with a
degree of independence. Kolnai
points out that a notable is not
restricted to ‘medieval feudality’ or
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‘modern age tural squirearchy’
(CM 299). Notables are members
of the higher middle class, urban
patriciates, Church organisation—as
well as found in ‘military, aca-
demic, and even trade union -
liewx.” Such notables have a claim
to social prerogative or leadership
in virtue of a ‘value intrinsic,
distinctively qualitative, pervading
the essence of its bearer.” Yet the
sense of hierarchy does not as such
mean the noble persons are higher
morally or even metaphysically bet-
ter than another; but they do serve
as ‘a stimulus and a gross provi-
sional measure of value.” The noble
represents a higher value; there is
an exemplariness—such as the gen-
eral of conspicuous courage, the
scholar’s devotion to truth, the
monk’s dedication to prayer, the
union leader’s commitment to jus-
tice etc. The idea of exemplar now
strikes to the depth of the meta-
physical substructure of a well
ordered society. Kolnai says that
nobility simply means ‘the recep-
tion by society of a structural
principle of order that is not of its
own making or positing but origi-
nates in a supra-social quasi-entita-
tive human value . . . . it is a
recognition of what is higher and
better than its own “thesis”, “voli-
tion”, or appointment may be’ (CM
299). This notion of participation is
quite profound. It means that we
receive the good; we hold it pre-
cariously and tentatively; we are
stewards if you will of the good.
The notion of participation implies
analogy—that is diverse modes of
fulfilment of the value, with vari-
ous sets of primacy and secondary
modes of fulfilment and responsi-
bility. Hierarchy and participation
may mean that ‘certain personnel,
by virtue of its very constitution
and in a sense penetrating ifs
distinctive being as it were is
primarily ordained to actualise and
to cultivate a certain set of higher
values; to attend to and to serve
certain aspects of the common
good” (PL 72). This notion is
embodied by the professions. The
importance is that there are higher
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values—indeed the noble stands for
the idea of ‘man’s participation in
values higher than those universally
and actually obtainable for man,
and with it, Man’s bondage to an
objective order of natural being
which essentially and metaphysi-
cally surpasses his power and out-
ranges his sovereignty’ (CM 302;
PL 73) At the end of the day
we are merely creatures and guests
of God even on earth, not in any
sense claimants on Him . . . and we
are also ineliminably and most fortu-
nately for us all, beneficiaries and
benefactors, servants and masters,
pupils and teachers, imitators and
exemplars of one another . . . always
in a more proper sense receivers and
followers than as “privileged’ spend-
ers or leaders’ (PL 70).

Response not fiat is the primary
gesture of man. The notion of
hierarchy then leads to that of
privilege.

Privilege

The notion of privilege parallels
that of hierarchy. Kolnai says that
‘privilege means the social projec-
tion, institutional recognition, tradi-
tional embodiment of the essen-
tially msurmountable dividedness,
iraperfection and subjectivity (in
the face of a transcendent Object
and Good) of Man’ and a correc-
tion of our smaliness and fallen-
pess—in fact, he says, very few or
rather ‘very many men in different
ways transcend the common level’
and those who have achieved in
some limited respect may be their
instrumentality have others reach
out ‘beyond their own immediate
possession or proper natare and
enrich themselves.” (PL 69) What
Kolnai has in mind here by privi-
lege would be something like privi-
lege of rank, privilege of attaining a
social position such as a tenured
faculty member, member of the
bar, physician; or alternatively stu-
dents at a college, traders in a
market etc.. They are able to carry
on their business or profession
without external interference and to
gain access to the information,
tools, etc.. which they need to

perform such activities. It is the
very independence of the actual
will or appetites of society allows
the privilege to serve such an
enriching function in society. Privi-
lege Kolnai says is an established
positional value in society relatively
independent of the will of society,
yet fundamentally in tune with it.
Privilege allows ‘a pattern of con-
crete and specialised ‘points of
interblending’ between private and
common good.” It implies interme-
diate groups, classes, bodies with
their own ‘perspectives, insights
and devotions, virtues and loyalties,
responsibilities and vocations,
standards of honour and accumnula-
tions of value’ (PL 93). The vital
functioning of a society will have
many diverse such groups with
their hierarchy, leaders and privi-
leges. But no elite group is the only
one, nor does any such group excel
the rest of society in all humanly
relevant values and achievements.
Not every group will be equal in all
respects, nor will every individual
be equal in all respects as they are
members in various groups and
participate at various levels within
each group. And as we said above,
there is no natural distinction which
18 not a fruit of privilege and none
which is not generative of privilege
(CM 289). So sons and danghters
of a physician may have a privilege
(a social, not legal of course) to
gain the habits and knowledge to
enter medical school and become a
physician. So too sons and daugh-
ters of an Ivy League school may
have a certain privilege that leads
to their entry into the same Ivy
League school.

Kolnai points out that privilege
derives from the notion of exemp-
tion from the law granted to a
particular category of persons; they
are set apart, not set above the law.
‘Privilege means in the first place,
“distinction” and hence limitation’
(PL 99) Thus it is not simply a
favour but a confirmation of the
distinguished. Kolpai thus exhibits
the connections between hierarchy
(distinction), privilege (exemption),
and liberty (relatively autonomy to




act). The metaphysics of participa-
tion is how the various notions are
united, and it is worth quoting
Kolnai at length on this matter:

In all tue participation there
must be present some element
embodying a specific stress on the
dissimilarity and distinction be-
tween what participates and what is
participated in; this indeed is what
Privilege chiefly signifies on the
level of social reality, in a three
fold sense:

1. as regards the participation of the
privileged qua private parties, in
public authority and rulership;

2. as regards the participation of the
‘common’ or relatively underprivi-
leged citizens in the possibilities and
benefits of a more excellent mode of
life as realised, adumbrated, or tried
out by the holders—that is, the prime
beneficiaries and ‘trustees’ as it were
of privilege;

3. as regards participation of human
reason, by its proper use including its
acceptance of the irrational and con-
tingent as well as the fact of its own
social dividedness in a Reason infi-
nitely surpassing man’s own (PL
100).

Privilege therefore is not a position
generated for its own sake or for
the pleasure and private good of the
individual holding the privilege; but
it is a function of the common
good

Liberty.
Kolnai uvnderstands hberty politi-
cally as a certain independence
from the central power; it first
appears as an exemption. Privilege
serves as the rampart to liberty;
again because of its social role and
because of the metaphysics of par-
ticipation and the dispositions it
cultivates in a social body. The
historic root of political liberty lies
in ‘privilege’ and its extension (PL
89). There were privileges of the
barons against the crown; or privi-
leges of umiversities from political
and ecclesiastical control; so citi-
zens’ rights are in some way

geared to and dependent upon the

subsistence of certain ‘exemplary’
privileges necessarily limited to a
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minerity. In this way then privilege is
the ‘rampart of liberty—for all
classes of people “because it ex-
presses and safeguards the existence
of relatively independent persons as
quasi finite parts of society, as
principles of the community (PL 94).

A free society will be a society
‘rich in privileges, affording mani-
fold means of redress and opportu-
nities {not devised in the spirit of
effacing the framework of privi-
leges) to the “underprivileged™ (PL
96). 1t should be a balanced society
involving a plurality and limitation
of all social powers and political
prerogatives, and an ordering ‘in
deference and reference to a Power
radically beyond and above Man in
his social reality, in his political
dignity, and in all manifestations of
his “will” (CM 274). Freedom is a
‘high good’ because it is the signa-
ture of the ‘civic status of man.” It
implies a constitutional state be-
cause this limits the power of the
state to allow manifold privileges
to the citizens. Kolnai explains the
notion of ‘liberty under God.” It is
an ‘intrinsically hmited freedom’
susceptible to be developed in
concrete social institations, and at-
tached to a moral order in which
man is a responsible agent (PL 86).
Limitation and balance are essential
to the very idea of freedom.
Kolnat’s notion of hierarchy,
privilege and liberty does not at all
entail an aristocratic society. He
emphatically insist that the con-
servative concept of liberty entails
a mixed régime, balanced in the
fashion outlined above. It requires
equilibrium among ‘finite, limited
and unequal weights” (PL 90). In
fact Kolnai sees Aristotle’s mixed
régime, preponderantly democratic,
in a ‘spirit of time-conditioned,
‘realistic’ compromise”’ as the ideal.
Indeed he says that the ‘participa-
tion at various levels of the broad
strata of the people in shaping
public policy is essential to remind
the elites of their ‘limits’ and to
restrain them from ‘one sided va-
garies and predilections’ etc. (CM
309). The high and low are com-
plementary and not even a designa-

tion of better Kolnai points out in
his analysis of hierarchy—the low
view is as essential as the high (CH
1747).

Thus Kolnai’s initial analysis
and proposals are in tune with
liberal democracy; but as we shall
see, they are counter to the stress of
the common ideology which secks
to eliminate all privilege, equalise
all sectors of society, and use a
ceniral consciousness and will to
bring about a more just society.
Against this totalitarian tendency,
Kolnai thinks the direct argument
for hierarchy, privilege and liberty
is the only counter.

3 Equality as l1dentity

Beyond envy
Why is the presence of ‘privilege’
and ‘hierarchy’ so irksome to con-
temporary liberal democracy? Why
is it so relentlessly under attack? It
is a truism concerning democracy
that envy is a special problem
msofar as it champions the many
against the few. Indeed, Alexis de
Tocqueville noted the wvarious
manifestations of envy in American
democracy.!4 Kolnai explains that
the dynamic of democracy springs
from a source decper than envy as
such. That is, modem democracy
contains a sentiment, an ideology, a
spiritual orientation that go beyond
the classic understanding of the
relative claims of the many, or the
poor, or a lower class against the
few, the rich, the upper class. This
new democratic spirit showed itself
most distinctively, of course, in the
ideological claims during the
French Revolution. Kolnai is fond
of citing Sieyes’s formula ‘What is
the Third Estate? Nothing;,—What
ought it to be? Everything;’ thus
Kolnai says ‘the quasi-religious im-
petus of Total Equalitarianism
draws on deeper forces than envy
and jealousy, competitive self-as-
sertion, the need to overcome for
- one’s inferiorities, and craving for
material comforts’ (CM 281; PL
90). The deeper source lies in the
new metaphysical conception of the
common man. Tocquevile also

Appraisal Vol.2 No.1 March 1998 29



John Pollard Hittinger

connects the vehement hatred of
privilege with a new conception of
man and its concurrent trend to-
wards centralisation;!5 but Kolnai’s
analysis is more trenchant, on the
one hand being less sociological
than is Tocqueville’s, but on the
other it gains in conceptuyal and
phenomenological clarity.

At the outset of his best account
of the issue, ‘Privilege and Lib-
erty,” Kolnai lists three false pre-
suppositions of the new egalitarian-
ism:

1. goods of society are solely goods for
consumption, such that the posses-
sion by one entaills the want of
another;

2.strict proportional equality must ob-
fain in the distribution of goods
based upon some evident test of
contribution to society;

3.sameness of reference, use, enjoy-
ment, and immediacy (CM 68-69).

The first false presupposition is the

standard condition for envy; classi-

cal writers from Aristotle through

Augustine and Dante noted the

problem of reducing the good to

the material and exclusive; and it
drives in part the Hobbesian con-
ception of the state of war.!16 This

notion can be overcome by a

number of political and moral de-

vices including a more expansive
notion of the common good, the
expansion of the material goods
themselves. The second notion is
more challenging and starts to for-
mulate the ideology of the common
man, It does pervert the notion of

justice, Kolnat explains, by taking a

pattern of commutative justice and

strict rectification and applies it to

distributive justice (CM 282-283).

Kolnai notes that greater access and

opportunities for ascent, for greater

participation in social benefits and
privileges is an important part of
democracy properly understood

(PL 96);!7 further, political democ-

racy need not have a direct bearing

upon socio-economic, cultural and
traditional gradations within its pre-
political structures (CM 279). The
notion of strict proportional equal-
ity will wreak havoc when com-
bined with the demand for a central
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consciousness to determine and
equalise the just shares; and this
can be set in motion by a sloppy
notion of equal opportunity and
equal chances to advance and ac-
quire privilege and social benefits.
But the sloppy notion of equal
opportunity often resolves itself
back to elimination of legal bars to
participation and means of encour-
agement for development among
some classes of society. That is,
even this presupposition need not
drive the new vision of totalifarian
equality. It is the third presupposi-
tion that is ‘more recondite’ and
‘carries us straight to the core of
the matter’ (PL 67).

The basic false presupposition is
that the common good must be
interpreted in terms of ‘sameness of
reference, use, enjoyment, and im-
mediacy’. This very thesis is hard
to grasp at first, yet it has the
farther-reaching implications (PL
68). It can be grasped only by way
of opposition to the metaphysics of
participation; it substitutes a meta-~

physics of identity. It involves the

dialectic of modem political phi-
losophy of individualism versus
collectivism, both inextricably com-
bined when drawn mto the orbit of
the identarian schema: ‘individual-
ism prefigures colectivism from
the outset and collectivism is only
individualism raised to the high
power of an absolute monism cen-
tred in “all and every one™ (PL68).
The core notion is the thesis that
‘no man must hold more or be
more than his fellow man’ and if he
does happen to ‘hold more or
represent more’ this be ‘on behalf]
and in the name and jurisdiction of
Society as an actual Unit of Con-
sciousness, an actual Subject of
Will entirely contained in the col-
lective thoughts, moods, decisions
of the moment.” It is the notion of
common man that allows this fun-
damental sameness of reference,
rationale for centralisation of
power. The common man is more
than a plamtiff, nor simply a victim
of spoliation; the common man is
the construction of preferable type
of man, indeed ‘a hero, if not a

new god’ (CM 279). The notion of
common man embodies the modern
aspiration to overcome limitations
and contingency; to become the
master and owner and nature; to be
free in the most radical semse of
free from limitation by nature and
God. Thus Kolnai claims that the
‘war against nobility’ (hierarchy
and privilege) is “in truth an essen-
tial and metaphysical rebeflion lev-
elled at something that towers infi-
nitely above kings, dukes, barons,
squires, factory owners, generals
and admirals, fops or usurpers’
{CM 302). We must therefore care-
fully trace the contowrs, origins,
and effects of this notion of the
common man.

First, Kolnai’s attempt to ac-
count for political life in terms of a
type of man hearkens back to
classical political philosophy; Plato
and Aristotle traced the essential
formality of political life to the
politiae or régime, which reflects a
purpose and form of good life, as
well a distinct notion of justice.
Leo Strauss explains this idea as
follows:

The character or tone of society
depends upon what the society re-
gards as most respectable or most
worthy of admiration. But by regard-
ing certain habits or attitudes as most
respectable, a society admits the
superiority, the superior dignity of
the those human beings who most
perfectly embody the habits or atti-
tudes in question. That is to say,
every society regards a specific hu-
man type as authoritative. When the
authoritative type is the common
man, everything has to justify itself
before the tribunal of the common
man, everything which camot be
justified before that tribunal becomes,
at best, merely tolerated, if not
despised or suspect.18
What is the ‘tribunal of the com-
mon man’? Kolnai provides a very
sharp description. First, the com-
mon man is very different from the
plain man, but may be nghtly
described as ‘any man’; second, the
common man requires the sameness
of reference mentioned above, en-
tailing an equality of similarity or
identity (entitative equality); third,



the common man must be the
generator of value, not submissive
to any higher value. The tribunal of
the common man, so constituted,
must lead to the utopian goal of
abolishing alienation and rely on
the means of centralising a mass
consciousness and will.

The first point, that the common
man is a ‘construct of subversive
sophists and power seekers’ and
quite different from the ‘plain man’
shows Kolnai at his best in attend-
ing to the nuances of language and
phenomena of every day political
life. The ‘plain man’ Kolai says
has a centre of gravity in ‘his
practical concerns’ but is attached
‘by firm if somewhat elastic ties to
“things higher than himself” (CM
310); the plain man is embedded in
particalar background; the plain
man may be distrustful of the
elites; he may be indifferent to the
concerns of higher culture. As such,
Kolnai says the plain man is neces-
sary as a corrective and supplement
to the ‘higher’ or notables of
society (CM 309). In his phenom-
enology of hierarchy, Kolnai even
points out the positive good em-
bodied by the ‘low’ view as well as
the limitation of a strictly ‘high’
perspective; thus the plain man
‘presupposes distinction [and] em-
bodies a complementary relation to
it” (CM 311). The common man,
on the other hand, is what philoso-
phers now call the ‘nnencumbered
self’—Kolnai says this ‘anyone’
implies a standard

without the implication of either
mature personal judgment or a par-
ticular creed or tradition which most
members of a community happen to
share. It is precisely this foundation
of an empty humanistic ‘universality’
in the sense of ‘anyoneness’ wupon
which this ‘creed’ the cult of the
Common Man and the mentality bred
by that cult, is erected (CM 323).
He is indeed not a notable (without
distinctions of wealth or social
position) but can be ‘anyman.” Any
particular commitment or perspec-
tive is a limit to his commonness.
He is not only distrustful of power,
but is intolerant and covetous of the
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higher ranks. He cannot appreciate
the meaning of any ideal point of
view ‘not assimilable to his wel-
fare’ (CM 310).

Second, the tnbunal of common
man requires that sameness of ref-
erence for all benefits and achieve-
ments. This encourages and breeds
a reductionist and materialist ethos;
only with a uniform scale of value,
identical standards of value and
‘habits of valuation® can there be
quantification, ‘calculation and
functional regulation” (CM 290).
The subtle, the immaterial, the
qualitative are soon lost. In addi-
tion, the notion of equal opportu-
nity or equal chance leads to a
positing of similarity:

Once we fall prey to the lusive ideal
of an absolute “formal’ equality, that
is, of a neutral and homogeneous
mediom of equal ‘rights’ and ‘chanc-
es’—we cannot help sliding down the
path that leads to the abyss of
material equality, with its concomi-
tants of an impoverishing, oppress-
ing, suffocating and deadening uni-
formity.
Indeed, it is the contradiction be-
tween the claim of formal equality
and the absence of social or mate-
rial equality that long gave fertile
ground for Marxist critiques of
bourgeois society. This antinomy is
rooted in the role of contingency,
limitation and dividedness of the
human condition; it is only the
struchiral role of privilege and
hierarchy which leads us to give a
realistic appreciation of this condi-
tion.

Thus finally the tribunal of the
common man can brock no superior-
ity: the Common Man is Man Divine
. as mere man , . . Man above whom
is set no Order, no Power, no Being
essentially different from him, mmper-
vious to his reason, independent of
his will; no social authority, there-
fore, either, which symbolises, ex-
presses, and fructifies, illuminating its
various aspects and corollaries, this
fact and this sense of metaphysical
subordination (CM 318).

Indeed, Kolnai sees political power
of the Common Man become bat
‘the ensemble of human conscious-

ness moving and decreeing in com-
plete unison throughout all indi-
vidual minds’ (CM 319), or again,
the common man must represent
‘humamty pure and simple, sheer
humanity’ such that ‘all particular
determination must be broken up
[as] it implies Man’s creaturely
Limitation’ (CM 281). The meta-
physics of participation must be
replaced by a metaphysics of iden-
tity: the tribunal of the common
man just is the standard of the
good, the maker of right. If Hierar-
chy, and privilege, stand for ‘sub-
mission of man to what is highest
in man’, ie., participation, then
equality of the common man pro-
claims the ‘equal and joint sover-
eignty of men’ and speaks the
idiom of Identity which taunts ‘man
with the mirage of ‘positing’ and
‘generating’ reality, including his
own, of absorbing the infinite into
one human Consciousness, of sup-
planting or indeed ‘creating’ God’
(PL 73). The true goal of the
régime of the common man must
be that utopian goal of overcoming

Alienation and utopianism

In a marvellous brief essay entitled
‘Utopia and Alienation’ Kolnai at-
tacks this issue directly. Utopia is
defined as ‘Life without alienation.’
Alienation is man’s ‘being con-
fronted with what is not himself:
the landscape of Alteriety which
constitutes his world.” In fine phe-
nomenological style Kolnai lists out
various features of alienation: ob-
jective categories; works of man;
distinctness of human wills and
their precarious harmony; the ca-
ducity of individual life; the ‘very
fact of conscience; problematicity
of practice; contingency of social
process’. Each is elaborated. But in
the core, alienation means ‘man’s
dependence on human reality that is
not the expression of his mind and
will’ nor the expression of ‘amy
self-identical. and umitary human
essence and will with which he may
identify himself” He goes on to
expound on the utopian tfemper
which is hypersensitive to aliena-
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tion. This is the tribunal of the
Common Man.

The secret motive beyond envy
lashes out at hierarchy and privilege
becanse of the sheer othemness,
altereity, of them, that is the contin-
gency and divideness of the social
reality. It is not masterable or
controllable by immediate reason
and will of the common man.
Therefore the ideology leads to an
‘active suppression’ of what is alien
to self, this suppression may in-
volve branding the other as an
outcast or pariah, or an ‘immature’
section of mankind in need of
re-education. Kolnai observes that
every human face in which the
common man cannot recognise his
own reflection is ‘crazy’ or ‘un-
canny’ (PL 75-76). Hierarchy and
privilege are most irksome in their
claim to represent some higher
demand and its fragility and tenta-
tiveness to human possession. The
superior or higher must be brought
down and neutralised; that is,
whereas the ‘plain man’ may regis-
ter some indifference or avoid
contact with the higher claim, the
common man must either eliminate
them, or better yet, ‘amnex’ and
‘remodel them’ thereby bending
them to ‘the measure of his require-
ments, with the pretension of thus
enhancing and intrinsically improv-
ing them’ (PL 70, see also CM
311). For example, the institutions
of religion and education are par-
ticular vulnerable to the process of
annexation and remodelling. The
idea of the common man as just
‘amyone’ means that ‘any subjectiv-
ity as such is—equivalently to
others—a judge of truth, and simi-
larly any human need an immediate
sovereign determinant of the good’
(PL 76). The rampant spread of
subjectivism and relativism in ethi-
cal thought reflects this trend-
—*who is to say what is right or
wrong?’ since anyone’s judgment is
good as anothers; and so too the
notion of a therapeutic society
places any felt need as a prima
Jacie right to be reckoned with.
Kolnai perceptively notes that unity
becomes a ‘self contained theme of
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society’ no longer is it ‘a function
of the convergency of minds to-
wards a transcendent cause, meas~
wre and end’ (PL 77). Thus reli-
gious differences do not require
true civility and dialogue, but rather
such differences are suppressed as
divisive or a remodelled along the
lines of a new age substitute for
religion, a generic unifying spiritu-
ality that substitutes for divided,
particular faith traditions.!® The
utopian goal is that of a ‘tension-
less common subjectivity’ (CM
320) and this means the destruction
of any ‘objectivisation’ be it reli-
gious, philosophical, juridical or
social. This goal reflects the meta-
physics of identity.

Participation presupposes divi-
sion and contingency, form and
limitation; man receives the good
and the standard and in tums
renders an appreciative response;
there is an acknowledgment of the
tentative hold on the higher value;
and an acknowledgment of realities
beyond self, higher than self, such
as common good, human good, etc.
The metaphysics of Identity, on the
other hand, projects human mastery
and unity, and progress and eman-
cipation. It is by the fusion of all
into one, the mediate into the
immediate, that that such mastery
and emancipation appear possible.
But in fact, Kolnai considers this
utopian projection to be an ‘impos-
sibility on the border of the ‘ana-
lytic’ and empirical’—it violates
the “basic constitution of man” and
leads to an ‘mcurable self-contra-
diction.”2% The violation of human
nature involves the very require-
ment of an object for human
activities of ‘love, fight, curiosity,
understanding, virtue, possessions,
rank, equalisation, conquest, adap-
tation;’ and further ‘alienation con-
stitutes a fount of pleasure, thrill,
happiness, vitality, [and] sense of
being alive.” As Kolnai explains it
elsewhere:

By claiming Identity, we stop our-
selves, as it were from participation;
by asserting man’s absolute and all-
comprehensive Actuality we foil the
manifold real potentialities in man

which can only thrive in spheres
remote from a totalitarian concentra-
tion on the evident needs of the
moment, and prevent them from
actualisation; by ‘emancipating’ man
from ‘divisions,” ‘tensions,” ‘contra-
dictions,” Verdinglichen’ and ‘al-
ienations’ that are inherent in his
natural condition we isolate, “divide’
and ‘alienate’ him integraily from his
proper humanity, se him against
whatever represents the reality of
freedom and dignity-—of nobility and
sovereignty, of virfue and wisdom, of
perfection and progress—within him
(and can never be simply he, any-
more than his) and reduce him to an
abject Thing while inflating him into
a self styled Deity. (PL74)
The violation of human constitution
leads to the great contradiction: it
leads to a super-alienation, it re-
quires an all-powerful central con-
sciousness which can overcome the
alienation and rectify the injustices
of privilege and liberty.

The central consciousness

We return full circle now to Kol-
nai’s claim that ‘privilege is a
rampart of liberty.” It destruction
requires and encourages a central
consciousness and power to achieve
the utopian goal of equality as
identity. The step towards the uto-
pian goal is already taken by liberal
democracy when it proclaims for-
mal ‘equal opportunity’ and must
thereby arrange for equal chances
and opportunities—the contradic-
tion arises because ‘an ommipotent
leveling power itself needs a dis-
tinct supremacy over the power of
he common man” (CM 289). How
else shall we secure trme equal
conditions; who shall cleanse ‘the
tissue of society’ from power rela-
tionships (‘relations of dependence
and from ‘vertical’ principles of
articulation’). We must be led to
concentrate power in the hands of
“’One Subject” of consciousness
and will: the subjectified, totalitar-
ian collective; to make all social
order dependent on the decree of
one human agent supposed to incar-
nate the “rational will” of “us all™
(PL 95). Kolnai is most amazed at
the ultimate willingness to be di-



rected by the central consciousness;
it amounts to a self-enslavement of
man. This is the temper of the
utopian mind.

The power must be centralised
in order to suppress amy °‘private
factors” of public relevancy and
influence becanse these would in-
troduce privilege, division, superior
standard etc. Kolnai views the
tendency towards centralisation as
something more than a sociclogical
trend or fact; it is part of the logic
of the common man. The real
object of hatred is the idea of ‘a
concrete natural order of society’s
life; of an artificial texture of social
relationships and appreciation’s re-
posing on a receptive incorporation
of ‘natural’ data of value rather
than on the opinion and will of an
omnipotent collective subject” (CM
301). Although liberals are adverse
to totalitarianism and certainly to
methods of terror, Kolnai thinks
that the liberal has virtually become
totalitarian in the war against privi-
lege in the name of the Common
Man. How the dialectic of the
common man unfolds itself in the
life of western liberal democracy is
our next topic for consideration.

4 Western liberal democ-

racy
The forms of democracy and mod-
els for interpretation

As we emphasised at the outset of
this paper,” Kolnai is not about a
reactionary return or conservative
utopianism; his sights were trained
on Western liberal democracies as
high historic achievements requir-
ing support. His main concern is
the preservation of kberty against
the ideology of the common man.
We can review some of the points
made already. The historic roots of
political liberty are to be found in
privilege and the extension of privi-
lege. As such privilege still holds
out a standard for political hiberty
and shelters in it more good than
bad. Kolnai does not have in mind
an aristocracy let alone an oligar-
chic defence of privilege. The best
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arrangement for Lberty lies in a
mixed régime, first recommended
by Amstotle. The form of mixed
régime Kolpai has in mind is of
course a popular democracy in
which a broad stratum of society is
enfranchised and participates in the
political process. It is a society that
most of all reflects balance; politi-
cal checks and balances as well as
division of social power. And we
should add, Kolnai saw capitalist
and market economy as a support
for hiberty:

Their power {capitalists}—obnoxious
as are many of its effects, and
howsoever desirable its curtailment
may be in itself—is radically insepa-
rable from a certain groundwork of
division, independence and competi-
tion of the liberal bourgeois type, as
inherent in the structure of market
economy .

So Kolnai concludes that the case
of Capitalism versus Socialism rep-
resents the case of ‘human dignity
and political liberty, of Constitu-
tional Society, as against the self-
enslavement of man’ {(PL 95; see
long note, p. 107).2! At least Mam-
mon is ‘an ouigrowth of polytheist
heathendom” whereas socialism
amounts to a monotheist worship of
man by himself.

Since Kolnai understands pru-
dence and does not seek a utopian
refashioning of western liberal de-
mocracy, we must understand his
work to be involved with the
interpretation of those basic institu-
tions and historic roots. At stake
are two fundamental models of
democracy rooted in political phi-
losophy. We have given a brief
sketch of that political philosophy
which uses a model of participa-
tion, recognising a true common
good, indeed a good higher than
immediate human needs and
moods. Kolnai does not often refer
to textual sources for this view. In
part this is his phenomenological
method. From time to time he does
mention Aristotle and Aquinas. |
have suggested an affinity with
Tocqueville. His own formulation
runs as follows:

what has made the concrete reality
and duration of liberal democracy,
with its manifold compromises and
elements of sanity, possible and prac-
ticable has been ‘Conservative’—the
Christian, hierarchic, pluralistic, and
realistic—as it were ‘finitistic’ sub-
stance of our civilisation (PL 87).

The alternative view he traces to
a certain dialectic of individualism
and collectivism that originates
with Hobbes; he also mentions
Descartes, Machiavelli, Rousseau,
and Kant as sources for understand-
ing the humanistic and rationalistic
oricntation that gives rise to the
philosophy of the Common Man.
Although Kolnai does not write as
a theologian or as a Catholic
apologist, he does see the role of
religion as an important component
in the new philosophy. In the more
polemical ‘Cult of the Common
Man’ he attributes many feature s
of the new philosophy to the
imitation or substitution for reh-
gious concepts—universalism,
monotheism, will of God, provi-
dence, Christendom all have their
equivalent in the new philosophy as
totality, monism, will as God,
planned economy and collective
security. Elsewhere Kolnai does
allude to a “humanistic misreading
of the gospel’ that holds out a
promise of a terrestrial paradise and
a divinisation of reason and will
(PL 90). And indeed interpretations
of Bacon and Descartes have come
to recognise this new interpretation
of charity as benefaction for human
progress.?? There is no doubt that
Cartesian rationalism has had a
devastating impact upon political
philosophy and this constitutes a
great topic for conservative politi-
cal writers like Oakeshott and Rus-
sell Kirk. But the key issue con-
cemning religion is that of the
question of objective value and
moral obligation over and above
human desires (PL 96). Hierarchy
and privilege, the metaphysics of
participation, reflect this philo-
sophical orientation. Religion has
an important role in being the most
direct reminder of this metaphysic.
Kolnai has written a very percep-
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tive and careful analysis of the
religious and humanitarian attitude,
the details of which we need not
belabour at present.?3
He sees liberty is a fruit rather
than the foundation of civilisation;
it requires a finitistic notion of the
human condition and a scheme of
participation. Or again, he says no
organisation of freedom can guar-
antee freedom. The most direct
account he gives lies in the dialectic
of individualism and collectivis-
m—the mere horizontal limitation
of freedom, ie., freedom limited
by the equal fieedom of others
cannot support liberty. Individual-
ism and collectivism are not ‘point
and counterpoint’ but ‘essentially
the self same thing’ in Hobbes,
Roussean, Kant, and Marx.
The combination of ‘popular sover-
eignty’ with the ‘rights of the indi-
vidual’ is not a purely arbitrary
mixture of two contradictory
schemes, [since] they are both meant
to express one basic dimension, re-
spectively of the sovereign self-deter-
mination of man as shared equally by
every man as such (PL 85).

Kolnai was struck by the claim of
communist citizens to have greater
freedom; they meant that the state
is not so limited by dividedness,
contingency ¢tc. The habits and
customs in liberal democracy are to
reject the notion of central power;
yet it is called forth by the notion
of the common man as we showed
above.

Kolnai anticipates the communi-
tarian critique of liberalism now
making its way through contempo-
rary political philosophy.24 The
common man is naught but man,
rescinding from ‘local, racial, cul-
tural, professional or other particu-
larising and limiting data® (CM
307). He has a remarkably incisive
description of what Rawls would
later construct as the ‘veil of igno-
rance’—the neutrality and shedding
of ‘pre-established biases’ to use
morality as leverage for moralisa-
tion of life (MT 246). Beginning
with isolated individuals, a collec~
tive approach is demanded. How
will their actions and interests be
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coordinated without the central an-
thority; the classical hiberal notion
of the market or invisible hand will
disappoint because of the inequali-
ties and privileges it will generate.
The contradiction between formal
equality and the material chances,
with ‘no socially meaningful in-
equality of status, no qualitative
“pretension of value™ to support it’
pushes the dialectic of the common
further towards Identity and central-
ising power: ‘

The ‘liberal axiom’ conceives of
human life as 2 welter of discrete
‘points’ which ‘meet’ accidentally as
it were in an empty space . . . the
assertion of an ‘equally absolute
freedom’—the divinisation of the
subjective will as such, in the sense
of a rigorous formalism, independ-
ently of its intrinsic quality and its
specific object must needs take a turn
towards Identity in the place of mere
mutuality; toward an actual fusion in
the place of harmony or arrangement
(PL 87; on formalising morality see
HR 446-447).

Present dynamic

Kolnai characterises the contempo-

rary (1945-1970) dynamic of hb-

eral democracy as a threefold situa-
tion:

1. the reduction of good to desire and
want fulfilment and the interpretation
of freedom as a means for comfort-
able preservation;

i2. the restless spirit caused by the gap
between the formal rights and the
material conditions and outcome;

3. the growing attack on the very
conservative values (ie., privilege
and hierarchy as reflecting an objec-
tive, transcendent order of value).

Kolnai marks the beginning of
the end of the dialectic of the
common man the emergence of
welfare state. We have become, he
says, a democracy of wants. He
was appalled by the American
thetoric of freedom from want and
fear. The idea of freedom from
want transformed freedom as a
high good, a constitutional value
for limited government, to the idea
of freedom through government
(PL 82). Government must do
something to make me happy,

equal, free etc. The loss of an
objective axiology, the reduction of
good to appetite is also part of the
issue (CM 315; 327). Of course the
seeds of this corruption are directly
traceable to Hobbes and to the
revered John Locke.2% The desire
for comfortable self-preservation
sets the dynamic for at Jeast what
Tocqueville calls a ‘soft despot-
ism.’26 Kolnai says the common
man ‘craves security, comfort, and
the bliss of never being denied a
need” (PL 32)

But it is the contradiction be-
tween the formal equality and the
material conditions and outcome
that creates an unrest and condi-
tions the people to embrace more
and more of state intervention,
uniform conditioning, in short the
soft despotism.

Kolnai’s plea is for the recogni-
tion of the importance of conserva-
tive values, in the form of the
metaphysics of participation, to of-
fer any limitation on the power of
government and the centralising
consciousness and will. The liberal
democratic order reposes on pre-
liberal axioms, conventions and
traditions which limit the excess of
individual liberty and popular sov-
ereignty, and it is not the automatic
mechanisms of constitutional or-
der.27 The liberal state must destroy
the very thing that gives it balance
and sanity; the ‘liberal conception
of society’ cannot support and
sustain liberty ‘except in a precari-
ous and self-contradictory fashion’
because it must rely on conserva-
tive values ‘unofficially tolerated
yet continually harassed, and eaten
away, by the immanent dialectic,
the law of evolution, of liberal
democratic society as such’ (PL
86).

5 Kolnai and the present
Crisis

Kolnai’s metaphysical approach to
political liberalism and conserva-
tism still provides a very nsightful
and useful heuristic for understand-
ing the state of politics today. His




core project appears all the more
relevant today as it was in 1945,
We must ‘displace the spiritual
stress from the “common man”
aspect of democracy to its aspect of
constitutionalism and moral conti-
nuity with the high tradition of
Antiquity, Christendom and the
half surviving Liberal culture of
yesterday’ (CM 274). We do this
by emphasising Balanced Society’
or ‘finiteness of all human power,
the plurality and limitation of all
social powers and political preroga-
tives; and the ordering of society in
deference to a power radically
beyond and above Man in his
social reality.” The defence of
privilege and hierarchy is as timely
as ever; it must be done with the
sure dialectic finesse as Kolnai’s so
that the case can avoid the inevita-
ble charges of craven protection of
interests alone. But the protection
and support of true diversity and
the vitality of intermediate groups,
again a great concem of Toc-
queville a hundred years earlier.28
But Kolnai’s defence is more pen-
etrating. First he criticises the ‘Fed-
eralist Fallacy.” The mere more for
decentralisation is not sufficient; if
the overall cultural and mental
climate reflects the homogeneity of
the common man ideology; if the
administrative tasks are given over
to subsidiary groups while the cen-
tral consciousness and will retains
directives, standards etc., then the
federal scheme is of no avail
Further, the intermediate group and
the communitarian goals of con-
temporary political philosophers
still emphasise the voluntary, the
power free, and the lack of vertical-
ity and non-voluntary relationships.
I think Kolnai envisions the wider
range of pre-liberal culture that was
necessary to sustain liberty. Al-
though he did not have much to say
about the details, Kolnai did antici-
pate the possibility of family rela-
tionships being undermined by the
gender and gay liberation move-
ments. He noted in passing that it is
inevitable that egalitarianism would
move into this area and thereby
‘strike even more fundamentally at
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the root of the concept of social
order’ and impose ‘artificial simi-
larity npon natural similarity in the
place of “artificial” mores shaped
in rteverent awareness of natural
order and elemental differences’
(CM 301). The reference to homo-
sexual movement is more brief-
—but he says that sexual promiscu-
ity of all forms, as well as perverse
forms of it,
symbolise both the absolute sover-
eignty of man over the universe—the
negation of his creaturelines of the
fimits and laws imposed on him by a
concrete order of nature he has not
made—and the joyous descent of
man to the level of ‘blind urges’ and
physical forces or pressures’ {CM
326).

Kolnai’s analysis of liberal de-
mocracy in terms of the metaphys-
ics of Identity versus Participation
is remarkable rich for understand-
ing the ‘culture wars’ in America
and the fundamental fault line
which is uncovered therein?® In-
deed, the role of a central con-
sciousness has been assigned of late
to the United States Supreme Court
by a group of thinkers who argue
for the ‘judicial usurpation of de-
mocracy.30 Justice Kennedy’s re-
cent opinion concerning the right to
define one’s own view of existence
and meaning of the umiverse is a
remarkable statement passing over
to the metaphysics of Identity and
against hierarchy and participation
in an objective order of value.

At the end of the day, Kolnai’s
account places education and reli-
gion as the core institutions for
sustaining liberty in our western
regimes today; they have the ‘privi-
lege’ so to speak of ‘inoculating the
national mind with the seeds of
objective value-reference, of a vi-
sion of things “sub specie aeterni”,
of intellectual independence and
moral backbone’ (PL 97). At least
for the United States, the educa-
tional institutions have abandoned
the field to the common man
ideology and the metaphysics of
Identity. Religion maintains a pri-
mal vigor, when it is not given over
to the generic new age spiritualities

or the therapeutic mentality. Kol-
nai’s vision of a sound democratic
régime depends upon a conception
of “liberty under God” (PL 86).
Perhaps for Kolnai’s political phi-
losophy to be persuasive, a prior
change in perspective is needed. It
was Chesterton who had a decisive
impact on Kolnai’s religious
thought and ' sensibility. Perhaps
Chesterton is needed to keep alive
that vision of the ‘ragged rock’ of
orthodoxy still balancing itself
thronghout the centuries. Aurel
Kolnai saw it and by its light he
relentlessly sought to show the
imbalances of the present day and
what might be their fateful conse-
quences.
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SELF-REFERENCE AND THE LOSS OF MEANING

Some Comments on Polanyi’s Notion of Indwelling*

1 On the difficulties in
specifying the boundaries
of the self

It is not a simple task to make
explicit the profundity of meta-
phors, especially the profundity of
the metaphor of indwelling, and
even less simple when dealing with
the way Michael Polanyi uses this
term. In the first instance, in using
this metaphor one questions the
existence of distinct boundaries be-
tween subject and object, between
the self and the world outside, and
therefore some sort of subject-
object-dualism, which seems to be
self-evident to most people. Ac-
cording to this dualism, the world
is something external, faced by and
different from the subject. More-
over, speaking about mdwelling or
incorporation raises the difficulty
of separating body and mind and
subordinating the first to the sec-
ond; it questions the equally com-
mon! body-mind dualism? and—to
use Gilbert Ryle’s (1949) term
—the ‘intellectualist legend’. Ac-
cording to this doctrine the mind
governs the body like a ‘ghost in
the machine’ (Ryle 1949, p. 13),
giving directions as if it were an
engine-driver, whether consciously
or unconsciously. Whenever the
body shows behaviour of some
kind, there i1s a corresponding
‘something’ which the mind pos-
sesses and processes: knowledge.
Action is the result of thinking; a
rule or a plan is recited in order to
transform these instructions into
bodily motions. Because of this
kind of inner planning, action can
be said to be ‘intelligent’. And in
general the unique dignity of man
is due to his gift for ‘theory’,
intelligent practice being its step-
child3. But not only is mind said to
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be the true home of the self, of
knowledge and of command over
the body; the mind is also able
to—and, as is often added, should
—reflect on ‘itself, transforming
itself into an object of thought.

These ideas are for their part
metaphors or deduced from meta-
phors, of course. What other meta-
phors could we set up against them
and what do we stand to gain?

Let us address some questions
to the subject-object dualist®:
Where exactly do you suppose your
‘self’ to be located? Where do you
set up the frontier between ‘youw’
and the ‘world’? How would you
define your ‘self’? Spontaneously,
most people might answer that the
skin is the borderline between the
self and its surroundings, defining
the self by means of a physically
determined understanding of the
body (although at the same time
they might admit that the ‘real’ self
cannot be located m space at all).

But we may rapidly begin to
doubt the validity of the skin as the
border between the self and the
world if we turn to the classical
problem of distal reference dealt
with by the theory of perception
(cf. Prinz et al. 1995). If ‘we’ look
at a ‘flower’, why do we then see a
flower, although its perception is
entirely due to proximal stimuli on
our sense organs and the resulting
central processes in the bran? Why
do the patterns of stimuli on the
retina, signals in the sensory nerves
and the activated central structures
belong to ‘us’, whereas the flower
~—far away from the skin-border
just supposed to be the body’s
boundary—belongs to the ‘world’?
Why do we just see the flower as
an object distinct from us and none
of the links between ‘us’ and the

flower, though they are spatially
nearer to us?

‘What makes it possible for ‘me’ to
watch my own hand, making it into
an external object? Isn’t it true that
I can decide whether it should be
part of ‘me’ or part of the ‘world’
at this very moment? Why does the
way in which I am aware of ‘my’
hand change according to whether I
am using or 1 am watching #t? And
if the sole of our shoe touches the
floor, why do we then say that we
touched the floor instead of saying
we touched the shoe and the shoe
touched the floor? Because an item
of clothing is part of the body of its
wearer and not part of the environ-
ment; it is ‘a second skin’, as
Gibson (1979, p. 43) puts it. But
why do we find this a meaningful
way of talking?

Where is the borderline of the
self for a blind man using a stick to
find his way? Whereas the stick is
something external for the seeing
man, it is part of the blind man’s
self. He does not feel that the
stick’s - handle touches his palm.
What he feels is the tip of the stick
touching objects, just as if his hand
were touching the objects.

The blind man’s stick has ceased to
be an object for him, and is no longer
perceived for itself, its point has
become an area of sensitivity, extend-
ing the scope and active radius of
touch, and providing a parallel to
sight’ (Merleau-Ponty, 1945, p. 143)
—as every kind of tool turns into ‘a
sentient extension of our body’
(TD, p. 16) if we extend our body
to include it. The world of objects
then recedes, beginning no longer
with the skin of the hand but with
the tip of the object we use as a
tool, and, to the same extent, our
body is extended. ‘To get used to a
hat, a car or a stick is to be
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transplanted into them, or con-
versely, to incorporate them into
the bulk of our own body’ (Mer-
leau-Ponty 1945, p. 143). Surgeons
using probes, dentists using drills,
pilots flying—they all extend their
bodies this way. ‘This capacity’,
writes Gibson (1579, p. 43),
1o attach something to the body
suggests that the border between
the living being and its environ-
ment is not to be found on the
surface of its skin but might shift,
or, more generally, that the abso-
lute duality of ‘objective’ and
‘subjective’ is false.
So why are retinal patterns part of
the self, but flowers part of the
world outside? How is it that tools,
clothing and even our own limbs
may be part of the self at one time,
but strange to us at another time?
Obviously the border of the self
cannot be determined systemati-
cally by means of the criterion of
the skin. If the duality of ‘objec-
tive’ and ‘subjective’ is relative
because of our ability to dwell m
objects, how then to determine the
self?

2 The structure of ind-
welling

Michael Polanyi answers this way:
The self ends where the things
cease i0 be insfruments for dealing
with the world and begin to be-
come objects of our attention and
thereby external objects. In the first
instance, it 1s of course our body in
the narrowest sense, which is the
instrument for dealing with the
world. But there would be little
meaning in speaking about indwell-
ing if one could not shift the
border. Whereas our body is the
only thing in the world, ‘which we
normally never experience as an
object, but experience always in
terms of the world to which we are
attending from our body’ (1D, p.
16), with all other things we have,
in principle, the choice of usmg
them as incorporated tools, or ob-
serving them as something opposed
to and distinct from us.
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Interiorisation then means shift-
ing the border of the self away
from the subject and into the world,
alienation on the other hand is the
shift of the border towards the
subject. Body in the metaphorical
sense is everything we are not
aware of in itself, because we use it
as a tool in order to grasp or
achieve something eise we are
interested in. World is what we
attend to, what we are aware of in
the common sense of the word.

Let us follow Polanyi’s analysis
of the process of indwelling with
regard to the functional, the phe-
nomenal and the semantic aspect of
tacit knowing. What does it mean
to live in one’s own body?

Firstly, there is a functional
dimension. Our body functions as a
key to get in touch with something
else. We always direct our attention
from somatic processes fo external
objects; these processes have a
vectorial function in so far as they
point beyond themselves. Con-
sciousness is the way we expern-
ence our body, the result of a
“from-to-experience’. It is not only
consciousness of something, not
only directed to something, but also
directed away from something else:
it has a “‘from-to’ or ‘from-at’
stracture {LP, p. 29). Because of
this directedness we experience the
flower not neuronal processes. The
body is the platform from which
we attend to the world. We cannoi
make it an object of our attention,
since ‘object-ness’ is determined
precisely by the way we experience
the processes within our body.

Secondly, the directedness of
consciousness determines the qual-
ity of the subject’s experience (phe-
nomenal dimension). if we direct
our attention away from something,
using it as am instrument of our
attention and not as its object, it is
experienced as something else. In
terms of external objects we are
subsidiarily aware of somatic proc-
esses. They are experienced as
external objects, not in themselves;
we normally do not attend to our
own body nor do we attend to our
own mind. We become ‘aware of

them as the purposes we pursue, or
as the objects we attend to’
{CUMB, p. 76) and precisely be-
cause of that fact we experience
our body as our body and not as an
external object.

Thirdly, the functional directed-
ness of consciousness from bodily
processes to external objects not
only leads to their phenomenal
transformation but also enriches
them with meaning (semantic di-
mension). We understand these
bodily experiences, because we do
not attend to them but to the
entities they point to. By directing
attention away from them they are
endowed with meaning so that they
mean these things to us; indeed we
know them oply in the way the
world appears to us. Bodily proc-
esses therefore turmn out to be
pointers to the world and our
capacity to construct meaning,
metaphorically speaking, appears as
the capacity not to look at the
pointer but to follow it (KB, p. 181
£). Meaning manifests itself outside
the body, at the same time being
rooted within the body. Dwelling in
the body is the subject’s privilege
and the same holds for the phe-
nomenal transformation of bodily
sensations into conscious distal ob-
jects. The third person looking ai
neural processes would see what
the subject would see, were the
latter able to alienate them by way
of attending fo them instead of
attending from them fo the flower:
neural processes without meaning.

What is fixed for us as an
clementary relationship between so-
matics and perception in its func-
tional structure and its phenomenal
and semantic consequences, holds
for all acts of perceiving and
doing—with the important qualifi-
cation that we have the capability
and necessity to leamn, and this
means that we must try to interior-
ise what is alien for the time being.
And when interiorisation has taken
place, we can often take our choice
between bodily use and alienation.
Whenever we leamn, get to know,
enlarge our powers of perceiving
and acting, we interiorise some-



thing, pour ourselves into it, take
hold of it, use it to direct our
attention from it to something else
or to reach something.

Whenever we use certain things
for attending from them to other
things, in the way in which we
always use our body, these things
change their appearance. They
appear to us now in terms of the
entities to which we are attending
from them, just as we feel our
own body in terms of the things
outside to which we are attend ing
from our body, In this sense we
can say that when we make a
thing function as the proximal
term of tacit knowing, we incor-
porate it in our body—or extend
our body to include it—so that we
come to dwell in it (TD, p. 16f.).

Accordingly, we also find the
structure described above in the
example of interiorising a tool. The
blind man does not attend to the
sensations in his palm but from
them fo the environment he wants
to explore. He is not aware of them
in themselves but incorporates them
as clues, making them part of him
and thus endowing them with
meaning. The sensations which
would be meaningless in their raw
nature are transformed into mean-
ingful ones and projected away, felt
at some distance from their origin.
As a result pressure on palm and
stick

are no longer given; the stick is no
Jonger an object perceived by the
blind, but an instrument with which
he perceives. It is a bedily auxiliary,
an extension of the bodily synthesis
(Merleau-Ponty 1945, p. 152).

If asked, the blind man would be
just as unable to give an algorithm
for inferring the characteristics of
his path from bodily clues, as is the
perceiver who uses processes in his
brain to infer that there is a flower.
This is a typical featuwre of all
processes of indwelling. The proxi-
mal term is known only in so far as
it contributes to the quality of the
distal term, and the same holds for
the process of construction itself.

The study of the structure of
indwelling becomes even more im-
pressive if we tum to Gestalt
perception. We do not recognise
the whole by looking at the details.
If we do, they are perceived as
something external opposed to us.
The decisive point is to use the
details as instruments for grasping
something new, rather than to focus
on the individual elements. Under-
standing the pattern means incorpo-
rating the details, lending a specific
direction to one’s attention, attend-
ing not to the details but from them
to the bigger picture, which is their
meaning. If we succeed, the details
change their phenomenal appear-
ance and acquire new meaning—up
to the point where we finally know
them only in so far as they contrib-
ute to the shaping of the total
picture.

In the acquisition of a skill, e. g.
that of dancing, we can experience
the meaning of indwelling in a less
metaphorical sense. It is, as Mer-
leau-Ponty (1945, pp. 140, 143)
puts it, the body which ‘under-
stands’ in the acquisition of a habit.
As long as we strive hard to attend
to the details of the muscular
operations involved, they remain
external to us in a very peculiar
way. Should they operate success-
fully we have to attend away from
them to their joint meaning, the
motional Gestalt. Then they appear
phenomenally different to us. But it
does not seem that with increasing
practice we recite rules or plans
increasingly quickly and uncon-
sciously in the world of the mind.
Rather it seems, ‘that we have
interiorised the muscular structure
of the learning, giving new flexibil-
ity and fluency to our behaviour’
(Dreyfus 1972, p. 161). In focusing
on the joint execution of the el-
ementary motions they seem to get
evoked automatically without our
consciously focusing on them; we
‘rely’ upon them, as Polanyi often
puts it.

Rules and maxims are often
helpful in the process of learning
skills, of course. And the external
observer might legitimately state
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that in the end we follow these
rules. But it would be an intellectu-
alist fallacy to - conclude that the
body eventually executes what the
mind—consciously or not—pre-
scribes. The rule is no more than a
crutch which we throw away when
the body has understood, exactly as
Searle postulates for the example of
skiing (1983, p. 151):
The advanced skier doesn’t fol-
low the rules better, rather he skis
in a different sort of way alto-
gether. His movements are flow-
ing and harmonious, whereas the
beginning skier, consciously or
unconsciously concentrating on
rules, makes movements which
are jerky, abrupt, and inept.

Polanyi would surely agree that
the experienced sportsman does not
memorise any rules, not even un-
consciously, and Searle is wrong in
accusing Polanyi of sharing the
traditional cognitivist view which
is, as Ryle (1949) has shown,
subject to a category mistake. Be-
cause of the distinction between
successful practice and its recon-
struction mr terms of rules, precepts
are often totally ineffectual in the
process of learning. The phenom-
enon of cycling provides a striking
example (cf PK, p. 49 £, KB, p.
144). When we start learning to
ride a bicycle, the bike is experi-
enced as something external to us.
We have to learn to use it as we
use our body. Training transforms
the bike into an extension of our
body, so that we finally feel the
structure of the road as if our body
were in direct contact with it. This
learning process cannot be replaced
by studying a mathematical formula
for maintaining balance—although
this sort of rule would describe
what we actually do to keep our
balance.

It is characteristic of our body
that it submits to operations the
particulars of which are virtually
unknown to us and that these
largely unspecifiable operations
cannot be replaced effectively by
any focally controlled operations
(KB, p. 134).
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What about the higher intellec-
tnal skills? We can see again that
we do not gain control over the
world by focusing on our own
thoughts. The idea of the mcorpora-
fion of tools can be generalised ‘to
include the acceptance and use of
the intelleciual tools offered by an
interpretative framework, in par-
ticular by the textbooks of science’
M, p. 36 £). To dwell in moral
principles, conceptual tools and
theories means that we attend from
them to experience, not to know
them in themselves, but to experi-
ence them in the resulting phenom-
enal and semantical transforma-
tions, to which they contribute; in
short, we dwell in them as we do in
our body.

The transposition of bodily ex-
periences into the perception of
things outside tams out to be
merely an instance of the transposi-
tion of meaning away from us,
which we find to some extent in all
acts of interionsation. There are
always objects, which at the same
time are part of our body in the
sense that we use them as we use
our body. Man extends his powers
of perceiving and acting by enlarg-
ing the range of his body. ‘Indeed,
whenever we experience an exter-
nal object subsidiarily, we feel it in
a way similar to that in which we
feel our body. And hence we can
say that in this sense all subsidiary
elements are interior to the body in
which we live’ (KB, p. 183). At the
start things always seem to be
strange, we are aware of them as
objects. But as we dwell in them
they loose their character as exter-
nal objects and become instruments
which we use and experience as
tools. They are experienced as the
external environment we focus on
and we are aware of them in terms
of their meaning, in terms of what
we see through them or do with
them, not as entities in themselves.

Contrary to the dualistic view
we can see now that the self is
unable to know itself as a self
Whenever it believes it is referring
to itself, it is actually referring to
itself as something alien. ‘In so far
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as it sees or touches the world’,
writes Merleau-Ponty {1945, p. 92),
my body ‘can therefore be neither
perceived nor tonched’—and this is
true for everything we have incor-
porated. The self is not the home of
self-consciousness, on the contrary:
The self is the one thing we can
only experience in the way we
perceive the world. We recognise
what we are in the way the world
appears to us. To this extent there
is no and can be no subject
separable from the world.

3 A warning against self-
reference

We have established that, with the
exception of certain somatic proc-
esses, we can as a rule decide either
to dwell in something and use it as
an instrument or to alienate it and
transform it into an object. The
point is that we must decide: it is
impossible to attend fo something
and to attend ffom it fo something
else at the same time. Just as we
cannot use glasses to look at them,
we cannot use interiorised parts of
the world to get them mto focus
“We cannot look of them since we
are looking with them’, writes Po-
lanyi (M, p. 61).

The interiorised is merged into
what we grasp with it, inaccessible
in -itself and thus not subject to
criticism. We cannot therefore as a
rule specify the particulars we use
to identify another person’s face, or
what we did exactly as we moved
our arm to hit 3 ball, or what kind
of psychological or sociological
theory it was, which influenced our
behaviour in a particular situation
we perceived in its light. And this
is what really indicates intimate
knowledge.

However, man is unique in his
ability to alienate things again—and
this means: to refer to himself. We
speak of self-reference, because
whenever we focus on something
interiorised, we focus on something
which was formerly an unques-
tioned part of ourselves, exterionis-
ing parts of what we were. We are
able to change the direction of the

from-to-structure, turning our atten-
tion away from the world fo the
hitherto interiorised, and at the
same fime questioning it. From
time to time, this redirection is
necessary in order to make sure that
our background knowledge 1is
sound. And it is a vital help when
we face novelty and radical change,
when we are to abandon familiar
perspectives. Popper held that the
main difference between Einstein
and an amoeba lies in Einstemn’s
ability to reflect comsciously and
critically on his theories, whereas
‘the amoeba cannot be critical vis-
a-vis its expectations or hypotheses;
it cannot be critical because it
cannot face its hypotheses: they are
part of it (1972, p. 25, emphasis
partly mine). '

Therefore we must not underes-
timate the significance of man’s
ability to redirect his focus. But the
metaphor of indwelling at the same
time points up the dangers of
alienation, especially for us Po-
lanyians, who have dwelt in the
idea of indwelling. There is no
other way to get meaning than to
attend oway from something. If this
is true, then we destroy mesning in
the process of redirecting our atten-
tion, as we do in alienating a word
by repeating it hundreds of times.
‘We . . . endow a thing with
meaning by interiorising it and
destroy its meaning by alienating
it’, writes Polanyi (KB, p. 146).
Meaning has its price: at least for
the time being we must a-critically
accept as our platform what we
have interiorised.

Let us study some simple exam-
ples of the destructive impact of
self-reference (cf. PK, p. 55 £, KB,
p. 146, 213). We can destroy the
meaning of a painting when we
come too close to it. Nearness
alienates the details and destroys
their joint meaning. Or think of
trying to hammer in a nail. Effec-
tive use of the hammer presupposes
that we incorporate the impacts
made on our palm in order to direct
our attention onto the effect on the
nail. And if we try to focus on the
hammer as a hammer we might




well hurt our finger seriously. The
piano-player, shifting his attention
from the piece of music he intends
to play to the motions of his
fingers, will immediately paralyse
himself, and the tight-rope walker
will also lose his balance if he
focuses on his attempt to keep it.
The impacts of stage fright can be
explained with regard to the actor’s
anxious attention to the instrumen-
tal parts of his activity: he destroys
their vectorial quality. The speaker
who focuses on each word as it
comes will lose his thread, because
he transforms instruments of atten-
tion into objects of attention, and
some people who are fond of their
own voice (e. g. Hamlet) fail to
have their mind on the job pre-
cisely because they concentrate on
the secondary task of conferring
with themselves about their primary
task (cf. Ryle 1949, p. 192).

We can sum up therefore, that
‘unbridled lucidity can destroy our
understanding of complex matters’
and that ‘the belief, that since
particulars are more tangible, their
knowledge offers a true conception
of things is fundamentally mis-
taken’ (TD, p.18 f.). But this is not
a recommendation for carelessness.
The athlete concentrates every fibre
of his body while approaching the
barrier for a high jump, Polanyi
reminds us (KB, p. 194)—but he
focuses on the barrier, not on
himself. To keep one’s wits about
one therefore implies no dual op-
eration. It does not mean acting and
simultaneously thinking about what
we are doing. It means: melting
into what we do>. That is the
peculiar paradox: holding tight re-
quires letting go—the harder we
focus on the element in order to get
in touch with the whole, the easier
it exceeds our control.

What does this mean for the
learning process? Fistly, what we
need is mindfulness, an attitude,
which, like Heidegger, we could
call ‘Horchsam-Sein’. Volpert
(1994, p. 114) describes it as being
open to experience, having a sense
of what is going to happen to us
without using fixed frameworks or

interpreting prematurely, obeying
the experience rather than com-
manding it Secondly, we need
calmness in our attitude of relying
on our power of interiorisation, of
concentrating on expertence with-
out loosing the self (cf Volpert
1994, p. 119). But there is also
some danger if the will to be
mindful gets too intense, if we start
to will what cannot be willed. If
man approaches ‘the development
of mindfulness with the greatest
ambitions—the ambition to acquire
a new skill through determination
and effort . . . his mind fixates and
races, and mindfulness/awareness is
most elusive’, warn Varela/Thomp-
son (1991, p. 29). ‘Relating directly
to the world, without relating also
to the relating’ (Elster 1983, p.
48)—that seems to be the highest
art.

Looking at it this way we might
go far beyond Polanyi in our
warning against self-reference.

Don’t forget reason, we are
often told, and rightly so. Goals,
plans and desired realities have to
be projected, means and ways de-
tected. Calculation is required—in
order to live better. That is the one
side of the truth. In calculating man
becomes aware of himself as a
thinking subject, distancing himself
from the world, from things, from
the present, from himself No
longer is there mere unquestioned
being. Other things join the party
now: the future joins the present,
consciousness joins being, evalua-
tion joins the object.

But if past and future gather
force to an extent where the present
disappears, rationality becomes a
precarious principle. That is the
other side of the truth. We have to
learn from the past, to anticipate
the future, and this is how we then
spend the present. Therefore, we
have a need for concentration pre-
cisely as the absence of meta-
reflection; the non-assessing stand-
point as some sort of taking no
standpoint at all must be the coun-
terweight to rationality.

It may well be that in directing
our attention away from us to the
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world we will learn that there are
‘things that recede before the hand
that reaches out for them’ (Elster
1983, p. 107), above all the kind of
quality we strive for and seek so
often by way of reflection: mean-
ing. The conscious search for
meaning itself might seriously indi-
cate that we have lost that self-
transcendence, which—although it
gives no answer to the question—
makes the question itself disappear.

Perhaps self-reference overtakes
us again and again because we want
to get things—and ourselves—un-
der control. But the man who wants
to record in his diary all he does
must fail: the last entry demands
notice as a deed in itself. Gilbert
Ryle (1949, p. 266) thought that
this explains ‘the feeling that it is
possible to describe and explain
fully my last year’s or yesterday’s
self and that your present or by-
gone self could be fully described
and explained by me whereas my
present self continually eludes my
grasp’. Perhaps it explains even
more; namely why we have to
attend from ourselves fo the world,
why self-reference may lead to an
infinite regress. And it tells us why
those who live their life are en-
gaged upon a more successful
project than those who describe it
in their diaries instead.

Johannes Kepler University of
Linz,
Austria.

* This article was first published as
“Von mir auf die Welt und nicht
umgekehrt” in Behinderte in
Familie, Schule und Gesells-
chaft (Austria) 2/1997, and this
translation, by the author, is
printed with the kind permission
of the proprietors.
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Notes:

1. Most people would agree that they
have a body, but very few would
agree that they are a body

2. For a profound and readable his-
torical and systematic discussion of
the body-mind-problem see Wiesen-
danger (1987).

3. Ryle (1949) treats with irony the
implications of body-mind-dualism
for the relationship between know-
ing-that and knowing-how.

4. There would be a further classical
query to mind-body dualism: If
legs, arms and tongue do what the
mind wants them to do, how then
to conceptualise the causal impact
of the non-material ‘substance’ the
mind is supposed to be on the
body’s material substance?

5. See Csikszentmihalyi (1990) for a
detailed description of a kind of
state he calls “flow’. The amalgama-
tion of action and consciousness, he
writes, is ‘one of the most universal
and typical features of optimal
experience’ (p. 30).

Continued from p. 25

Bibliographical note:

I append a list of published papers in
FEihics written in English, with brief
notes on these not referred to in my
paper (‘EVR’ refers to the collection of
papers Ethics, Value and Reality men-
tioned in the main bibliography above).
“The Thematic Primacy of Moral Evil’,
Philosophical Quarterly, VI, 1956,
pp. 27-42.

‘Erroneous Conscience’, Proceedings
of the Aristotelian Society, 1957-8,
pp. 171-98 (reprinted in EVRY).

‘A Note on the Meaning of Right and
Wrong’, in Scientiis Artisbusque,
Hungarian Academy of Science and
Arts, Rome: Herder Pub. Co,
1958, pp. 49-60. (Actually written
at Quebec, this paper interestingly
contrasts the ethics of duty (Kant)
and the ethics of virtue (Aristotle)
and‘thematic’ with ‘implicit’ moral-
ity. See my paper. Unusually, it
anticipates some of the themes of
‘Moral Truth’.}

‘Existence and Ethics’, in symposium:
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“Existentialism’, Aristotelian Soci-
ety Supplementary Volume XXXVII.
1963, pp.27-50 {reprinted in EVR).
[A critical survey of existentialist
ethics, concentrating on authenticity
and alienation ]

‘Moral Consensus’, Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society, 1969-70, pp.
93-118 (reprinted in EVR).

‘A Defence of Intrinsicalism against

© Situation Ethics’, in Situatiorism
and the New Morality, ed. R. L,
Cunningham, New York: Appleton-
Century-Croots, 1970, pp. 232-71
[An attack on the ‘antinomian’
Christian view that an ethic of
diverse principles ouglt to give
place to an ethic of love.]

‘Forgiveness’, Proceedings of the Aris-
totelian Society, 1973-4, pp.91-106,
(reprinted in EVR) [Analysis of the
concept, and examination of the
‘antinomy’ of forgiveness. ]

“The Ghost of the Naturalistic Fallacy’,
Philosophy, LV, 1980, pp. 5-16
{Interesting reinterpretation of

Moore’s so-called “Naturalistic Fal-
lacy’.]

Ethics, Value and Reality also contains
the first two chapters of Kolnai’s
unfinished book Morality and Prac-
fice. The first, entitled, “The Ambi-
guity of Good’, discusses the differ-
ent types of Good, or Value, and
certain attempts, notably Aristotle’s
to reduce them to a single type.
The second, ‘The Rise of the Moral
Emphasis’, s about thematic and
implicit, positive and negative, mo-
rality, and related questions.

Note: Kolnai also wrote several papers
on the logic of practice. Efhics,
Value and Reafity contains ‘Delib-
eration is of Ends’ (Proceedings of
the Aristotelian Society, 1961-2, pp
195-218), a valuable discussion of
Aristotle’s claim that we deliberate
about means, since our ‘end’ (hap-
piness) is already given




F. R. LEAVIS AND MICHAEL POLANYI ON MEANING

’IZ} offer a quasi-academic dis-
cussion of Polanyi’s influence
on Leavis would be out of place;
the very word ‘influence’ assumes
too much. Polanyi came to hand, as
an ally, long after Leavis’s central
convictions had been formed.
Nonetheless, when one considers
the amount and quality of reference
to Polanyi in recent books on
Leavis—the glancing mentions in
the biographies by Ian MacKillop
and G. Singh, the superficial com-
ments of Anne Samson, and the
complete omission of Polanyi by
Gary Day, who conversely is happy
to manufacture ‘parallels” between
Leavis and Lacan or Derrida—one
may well feel a modest note would
not be superfluous.!

Leavis first encountered Polanyi
through Knowing and Being, to
which he refers in a lecture given in
1969, the year of its publication.
When this lecture appeared in book
form in Nor Shall My Sword
(1972), Leavis drew further atten-
tion to Polanyi in his introduction.
Opening his campaign against Car-
tesian dualism and the mechanical
positivism which denies the unique
character of artistic creativity,
Leavis quotes from KB 195 and
201 to point the reader to Polanyi’s
‘theory of knowledge (with, of
course, ontological implications)
that is closely and cogently argued
in terms of evidence from a diver-
sity of experimental fields’.2 Unlike
himself, Polanyi can’t be accused
of literary bias: ‘Polanyi’s preoccu-
pation with epistemology and on-
tology is a lively concern for
human creative activity and human
responsibility’.> If Leavis is not
often credited with this kind of
interest in philosophical questions,
that is because he was not inter-
ested in displaying erudition for its
own sake; these references are
practical, a matter of enlisting sup-

Pauf Dean

port from a specialist in another
discipline. The enlistment was a
tactical ome; Leavis quotes only
from KB (he mentions PK but
gives no evidence of having read it,
although he had of course read
Marjorie Grene’s The Knower and
the Known), and then only from the
essays in Part Three. Remarkably,
even while reprinting in Nor Shall
My Sword his lecture “Two Cul-
tures? The Sigpificance of Lord
Snow’, which occasioned such a
furore on its delivery and original
publication in 1962, he fails to cite
Polanyi’'s essay ‘The Two Caul-
tures’, which had been written in
1959 and was reprinted in Part One
of KB4 This provided powerful
support for Leavis’s criticisms of
Snow, and its conclusions— that
the ‘objectivity’ sought by scientists
is illusory, and that ‘a humanistic
revolution’ is required, beginning
with the eradication of “the scourge
of physicalism’ (KB, 46)}—would
surely have appealed to Leavis
who, at that time, was working
intensively on Blake and Dickens
as opponents of scientism.

1 The problem of meaning

It is in The Living Principle (1975)
that we find Leavis’s most exten-
sive use of Polanyi in an epistemo-~
logical context. The nature of criti-
cal judgment—what we are saying
when we say ‘x means y’, and how
an interpretation of a work of art
can, without being scientifically
demonstrable, still be more than
simple assertion of opinion—had
preoccupied Leavis for over forty
years. Polanyi’s declaration, ‘All
knowing is an act of personal
judgment’ (KB, 179), offered a way
forward, as did his argument that
all meaning is rooted in the person.
Leavis was not interested in the

kind of semiotic psendo-sophistica-
tion underlying such treatises as C.
K. Ogden and 1. A Richards’ The
Meaning of Meaning {1923). He
did once write, “There is, I hope, a
chance that 1 may in this way have
advanced the theory, even if 1
haven't done the theorising’’ In
The Living Principle he addressed
the abstract issue more squarely,
even admifting that ‘an adequate
account of how words mean will be
a venture into epistemology and
have ontological implications that
are more than implicit’.® Most of
his ‘advancing’, however, had been
practical—demonstrations of how
to read, in forty years of published
criticism, vindicating his conviction
that ‘the ideal critic is the ideal
reader’.” Polanyi in ‘Sense-Giving
and Sense-Reading’ reviews various
meanings of the concept of ‘read-
ing’, as part of his explanation of
the difference between focal and
tacit awareness, and he observes
that a printed word is meaningless
if we attend only to the individnal
letters which compose it: what we
instinctively do, having learned to
read, is to “look through the word
at its meaning’ (KB, 184). That he
would agree with Leavis in seeing
such ‘meaning’ as going far beyond
the denotative is suggested by his
later claim that

the conflict between the view that
denotative language bears on objects
and the classical view, which holds
that language bears on conceptions, is
resolved here by admitting both pos-
sibilities and establishing a continuous
transition between the two. (KB, 190)
—for how are conceptions con-
structed if not through the interac-
tion between denotative and conno-
tative meanings? Polanyi had
stated, ‘An alteration [alternation?]
of analysis and integration leads
progressively to an ever deeper
understanding of a comprehensive
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entity’ (KB, 125), noting the se-
mantic duality—at once abstract
and concrete—of the concept of
‘grasping’ a subject (126). His
crucial distinctions between focal
and subsidiary awareness, facit and
explicit knowledge, would have
been congenial to the Leavis who,
over thirty years earlier, had de-
scribed Shakespeare’s ‘complexity’
in terms of ‘something grasped and
held, something presented in an
ordering of words, and not merely
thought of or gestured towards’,
and had said that ‘Shakespeare’s
marvellous faculty of intense local
realisation is a faculty of realising
the whole locally’® In the act of
analysis, which he defined as ‘a
process of re-creation in response
to the black marks on the pages’
(LP, 35), Leavis assumes that we
attend focally to the words of the
text and tacitly to the larger organi-
sation, what Eliot called sensibility,
which brought the work mto being
and underlies it. At the same time,
Leavis makes room for the ultimate
ehusiveness of works of art; the
pursuit of total meaning is a chi-
mera. As Polanyi puts it in a fine
aphorism, “The analysis of art can
be profoundly revealing, but only if
it remains incomplete’ (KB, 164).

2 The Third Realm

The meanings of the work, estab-
lished in critical discussion between
readers (inmitially individual readers,
but over time a community of
readers), exist in what Leavis called
the Third Realm:
A poem is ‘there’, a meaning is
‘there’, but not in space; the ‘there’ is
a way of saying that, theugh not in
space, it is ‘concrete’—that is, not
something merely, in a postulating or
theoretical way, thought of The
antithesis, ‘public’ in the ordinary
sense, and merely ‘private’, isn't
exhaustive. The poem we acceptingly
discuss—the ‘acceptingly’” meaning
that we agree that there is an
mnpressive created thing (not just the
black marks on paper) between
us-——is neither. 1 coined the phrase
‘the third realm’ to designate the
order of being—I say naturally, ‘the
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order of reality’—to which the poem
belongs. A poem is nothing apart
from its meaning, and meanings be-
fong to the third realm. (LP, 62)

The temptation to comstruct a sol-
emn theoretical parallel between the
Third Realm and Karl Popper’s
World 3 must be resisted,® for
Leavis 1s not using his phrase with
‘scientific’ precision; he even goes
so far as to say, much later, that the
Third Realm is ‘spuitual’ (LP,
179). Rather he is gesturing to-
wards a reality of critical activity.
We bring the text alive in our
discussions, and it exists, released
from its passiveness as a printed
document, created to an extent by
our analysis of it. “To an extent’
because Leavis would never agree
with literary theorists that we are in
effect the authors of the text and
that it can mean anything we want
it to. Nor would he agree with their
assumptions that langmage is an
arbitrary system of signs and that
words relate only to themselves.
Nor would Polanyi, who remarks
(surely with a tinge of irony) that
“The brilliant advances of modemn
linguistics in phonology and gen-
erative gramunar have cast no new
light on the strange fact that lan-
guage means something’ (KB, 192).
There is an external world, which
we can hardly begin to grasp
without language, and words are
not free-standing agents but have
histories and lives like everything
else. The facile quasi-philosophical
ploy of saying that it would be
quite easy to call a cat a dog and
vice-versa if we all agreed to do so,
is nonsense, because the words
‘cat’ and ‘dog’ have over centuries
acquired identities as linguistic enti-
ties which cannot be abolished by
whim, even collective whim. To
ignore the connotative dimension of
meaning is absurd, and in fact
impossible. Leavis and Polanyi
point to this m their emphasis on

the role of continuity and tradition

in the transmission of English as a
language. At the same time, lan-
guage exists only in and through its
users, who are the preservers as
weil as the developers of meaning.

As Polanyi says, “our knowledge of
life is a shanng of nLfe’ (KB,
150-1).

Language for Polanyi is a means
of interiorising the self: our attempt
to formulate our experiences ver-
bally is simultaneously a resting-
point, the completion of one stage
of understanding, and the incite-
ment to further understanding (and
hence further experience) through
progressive refinement of our for-
mulations. (Ben Jonson’s ‘Lan-
guage most shows a man: speak
that T may see thee’ comes fresist-
ibly to mind here.) ‘Our capacity to
endow language with meaning’, he
writes, ‘must be recognised as a
particular instance of our semse-
giving powers’ (KB, 193).

3 A Polanyian criticism

Polanyi ventured into literary criti-
cism only in his last, least satisfac-
tory, book, Meaning, which as far
as we know Leavis never saw. Here
he relies heavily on the theories of
L A Richards and Max Black
about metaphor. He sees the rcla-
tion between disparate terms, which
is at the heart of metaphor, as a key
to ‘the literary incoherence that
bitterly protests the state of man in
our day’, ‘this expression of frag-
mentation, which refuses to accord
any meaning to our modern world’
(M, 77). As comments on the work
of Pound and Eliot, whom he
quotes, these phrases are breathtak-
ingly inadequate. Accepting Rich-
ards’s separation of metaphor into
tenor and vehicle, Polaanyi has no
difficulty in showing in the case of
lines from Richard II, or from
Sonnet 18, that ‘translation’ of
metaphor into non-metaphorical
language produces only banality.
The inference that such ‘translation’
is a waste of time is one which we
can only deduce that he makes, but
for Leavis it was axiomatic. Com-
paring Blake’s ‘The Sick Rose’
with Shelley’s ‘Music, when soft
voices die’, Leavis easily shows
that ‘there is [...}] much more solid
ground for attributing “thought” to



this wholly non-ratiocinative and
apparently slight poem [Blake’s]
than to that ostensibly syllogistic,
metaphysical piece of Shelley’s’
(LP, 92). Blake’s poem thinks in
our presence, making us think with
it; Shelley offers the conclusions of
thought for acceptance, not discus-
sion, and his poem is dead where
Blake’s is alive. In Polanyian terms,
Blake makes us attend through the
rose and the worm to the complex
of human feelings—a spectrum, not
a focussed beam of white light—to
which they point. In his analysis of
Four Quartets in The Living Prin-
ciple, Leavis adeptly separates pas-
sages where Eliot offers only ‘rati-
ocinative procedures’ from those in
which he is really thinking through,
rather than just in, words.

Leavis’s supreme instance of a
poet whose fusion of form and
content is inextricable is Shake-
speare. Neo-classical assumptions
(language as ‘the dress of thought’
with all the arid dualism that
entails—a position to which Po-
lanyi in M appears surprisingly
close) can’t begin to be adequate to
our experience of reading a Shake-
speare play. Macbeth was an in-
stance to which Leavis repeatedly
turned, and i LP his cominents on
the texture of its imagery contrast
sharply with Polanyi’s reductive
conception of metaphor. One of
Leavis’s finest, most Polanyian,
statements about Shakespeare’s
thought came in an essay of 1933
on Joyce. It nods towards Eliot’s
brilliant sentence about the words
of Shakespeare, Donne and other
great seventeenth-century writers
having ‘a network of tentacular
roots reaching down to the deepest
terrors and desires’:

One insists, it can hardly be insisted
too much, that the study of a
Shakespeare play must start with the
words, but it was not there that
Shakespeare—the great Shakespeare
—started: the words matter because
they lead down to what they came
from. [..] That is Shakespeare’s
greatness: the complete subjection
—subjugation—of the medium to the
uncompromising complex and deli-
cate need that uses it. Those miracu-
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lous intricacies of expression could
have come only to one whose me-
dium was for him strictly a medium;
an object of interest only as some-
thing that, under the creative compul-
sion, identified itself with what in-
sisted on being expressed.1®

“That Shakespeare so obviously
can’t have first stated his thought
explicitly, “clearly” and “logically”
in prose, and then turned it into
dramatic poetry doesn’t make it any
the less thought” (LP, 97). The age
of Dryden, Johnson, Locke and
Descartes was blankly incapable of
understanding this point, bent as it
was upon destroying the organic
character of human existence by
exalting reason and logic into su-
preme powers of the mind at the
expense of instinct, irrationality and
the subconscious. Leavis’s famous
comparison of Antony and Cleo-
patra with Dryden’s travesty of it
All for Love (LP, 144-54) makes
the pomt unanswerably. In our own
time, Wittgenstein’s expositors, the
practitioners of ‘linguistic philoso-
phy’, are Leavis’s targets: ‘the
conception of language implicit in
that “linguistic” is of no interest at
all to the intelligent studenmt of
English—no interest and mo use’
(LP, 101).11

It is relevant to note that the
index to KB contains no reference
to Wittgenstein and that only two
brief (but annmihilating) pages are
devoted to him i PK (113-4),
where Polanyi insists that ‘disagree-
ments on the nature of things
cannot be expressed as disagree-
ments about the existing use of
words’ and ‘The purpose of the
philosophic pretence of being
merely concerned with grammar is
to contemplate and analyse reality,
while denying the act of doing so’.
‘Analysis’ in the Wittgensteinian
sense—and in the related sense of
J. L. Austin, who, revealingly, has
been taken up by literary critics in
much the same way as Wittgenstein
has—is a dead-end: in responding
to the multivalent suggestions of
Shakespeare’s imagery, Leavis
says, ‘We rtespond to the actual
diversity in a tacit way as we

re-create within ourselves the total-
ity of the communication’ (LP,
103).

4 The case of Eliot

The creative writer has a special
place, and responsibility, in Leav-
18’s thought as the person who puts
us in touch with pre-conscious life
and also urges us on towards ‘the
as yet unrealised, the achieved
discovery of which demands crea-
tive effort’ (LP, 44). Major art
demands as much a re-definition of
‘thought’” as of ‘language’: thought
is heuristic, inexplicit in important
ways (perhaps analogous to Po-
lanyi’s ‘tacit’), and resistant to
abstraction or umiversalising. “Wis-
dom we may call a higher plausi-
bility, profoundly judicious and
responsible. For in this realm of
thought there is nothing certain or
provable, and no fmality’ (LP, 69).
The last part of LP, an analysis
of Four Quartets (155-264) and
Leavis’s final verdict on a poet
with whom he had been grappling
for nearly fifty years, bears with
special intensity on the question of
the relationship between thomght
and language in a work of art. Such
weaknesses as Leavis finds in the
Quartets are traceable to lingering
Cartesian habits of mind—an oppo-
sition of flesh to spirt, of eternity
to time, of reality to illusion—and,
nitimately, to Eliot’s religious con-
victions (from which Leavis dis-
sents unequivocally, with ‘a pro-
foundly convinced “No™, LP,
191). Eliot feels compelled to set
his ‘merely” human creativity at
nought while shirking the obvious
objection that it’s only through that
creativity that he has come to make
his denial of it. To be confident of
one’s art is not, in the case of
genius, to be amrogant: on the
contrary, it is to be humble, in the
knowledge that one is the servant
of one’s gift. That kind of humility,
in Leavis’s judgement, Eliot Jacked.
Moreover, Eliot’s asceticism-
~Leavis repeatedly calls it nihilism
(LP, 203, 215)-his distaste for
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and disgust at the physical, implic-
itly rejects the Polanyian account of
the mind-body relationship: ‘But
for the fact that minds are the
minds of bodies there could have
been no poem—there could have
been no meaning and no communi-
cation” (LP, 179).

The way in which Eliot brings out
the word ‘Incarpation’ in such a
triumphant fashion (‘The hint half
guessed, the gift half understood, is
Incarnation’, The Dry Salvages,
line 215) is in this context extraor-
dinary, for the burden of the poem
has been that flesh is an umreality,
not that it is redeemable, still less
that it has been redeemed. As
Leavis says, ‘the reality that Eliot
seeks to apprehend being spiritual,
he assumes that the spiritual must
be thought of as the absolntely
“other”—the antithetically and ex-
cludingly non-human’ (LP, 203).
Eliot’s repeated mvocations of a
‘pattern’ of significance, outside of
time, at the ‘still point of the
~ turning world’, to which all tempo-
ral events contribute, is condemned
by Leavis as meaningless, and
contrasted with Polanyi’s use of
‘pattem’ {e.g. KB, 152—to which
Yeats’s “How can we know the
dancer from the dance?’ and the
whole stanza leading up to i in
‘Among School Children’ are far
more congenial). Leavis makes an
unintentional verbal slip when he
writes, in opposition to Eliot’s
denial of life as manifested in
creative art: “There indisputably is
life now, and creative life, and in
the person of T. S. Eliot it writes
Four Quartets . . . (LP, 232). This
is infelicitious because if Eliot had
not written Four Quartets there is
no reason to suppose that anyone
else would have done (whereas
—could one say?—someone else
might have discovered the Theory
of Relativity if Einstein had hap-
pened to miss it). ‘In the person of
T. S. Eliot it wntes . . .” is an
astonishingly impersonal statement
(as though Eliot were simply a
conduit) coming from Leavis, who
mdeed goes on to assert that ‘life is
“there” only in the individual life’
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(LP, 234), summarising Polanyi:
‘without the individual person, who
as such has a body and a unique
personal history, there could be
neither knowledge nor the ahnung
[anticipatory apprehension] that
leads to it” (LP, 234).

5 The role of religion

Leavis, we bhave seen, rejects
Eliot’s Christian answer to the
questions he asks himself. But
Leavis at the same time insists that
‘unless it has a religious quality the
sense of human responsibility can’t
be adequate to the plight of the
world that so desperately needs
t—won’t, i fact, be what is
needed” (LP, 236). He thinks of
Polanyi’s work as having a reli-
gious dimension, and conjectures
that Polanyi would not object to
this. Such a position is startling,
given Leavis’s upbringing in the
traditions of high-minded rational-
ism and his well-reported hostility
to institutionatised religion.!Z ‘Reli-
gion’ i the Leavisian sense is
caught by a sentence he was fond
of quoting from The Rainbow: “he
knew he did not belong to him-
self’13 (echoed in 1P, 238). Reli-
gion, that is, involves, as a mini-
mum, the acknowledgement that
neither the individual nor the uni-
verse is self-explanatory or self-
sufficient: something external is
needed to give them meaning. It is
tempting to see Leavis’s insistence
on the validity of (non-doctrinal)
‘religion’ as a lingering Victorian
element in his character, associated
with morality in Amoldian fashion.
That suspicion is strengthened by
this way of putting the point: ‘there
is no acceptable religious position
that is mot a reinforcement of
human responsibility” (P, 236).
‘Acceptable’” to him, one assumes.
He quotes Polanyi on ‘responsibil-
ity’; interestingly, the sentence in
question begins ‘All thought is
mcamate . . .” (KB, 134). The kind
of incarnate thought Polanyi and
Leavis are defending is not what
Eliot meant by ‘Incamation’ (the

use of the initial capital meant to
prescribe a bushed reverence in the
reader). “When we come to the
theological affirmation’, Leavis
writes, assuming his readers’ agree-
ment, ‘we have to recognise that
the emphatically firm explicitness
is, for us, not acceptable’ (LP,
249).

As for Polanyi, one has to say
that his dealing with religion in
Meaning is staggeringly naive (the
book was written, with assistance,
in his extreme old age). As soon as
we read ‘Religion, we can see, is a
sprawling work of the imagination’
(3, 152) we know that something
has gone badly wrong; and the
example Polanyi chooses, of the
mstitution of Holy Communion at
the Last Supper, is presented m
such terms—‘a myth describing
how this ceremony was “once upon
a time” ordained by a god’, ‘In
Holy Communion the myth, of
course, is the story of the Last
Supper’ (M, 153)—as to compel
the conclusion that the writer is
moving in realms for which he is
simply unqualified. The bland con-
fidence with which the guestion of
the historicity of the New Testa-
ment narrative is—not disposed of,
for it is never evenm raised—is
painful to see in someone of Po-
lanyi’s intelligence. His later refer-
ence to the ‘metaphoric meaning of
the satisfaction of a spiritual hunger
and a replenishing of the spiritual
tife’ (M, 153), which uses ‘meta-
phoric’ to describe something
which in theological terms is also
literal, is a further disabling error,
an instance of dualsim which seems
to have escaped him.

6 Conclusions

I have hoped only to raise issues
for discussion and development It
seems to me that if one takes
Leavis’s references to Polanyi seri-
ously, as professional philosophers
on the whole have not done,!¢ one
will begin to notice, as one passes
from Leavis to Polanyi and back
again, less obvious correspondences




of thought than at first appear.
They concur in holding that mean-
ing is, in all branches of intellectual
life, human-created, human-cen-
tered, and i important ways inde-
finable; they see it as a collabora-
tive process, dependent on tradi-
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tion, cumulative understanding, and
shared preoccupations; they are
both opposed to Cartesian separa-
tion of mind from body or thought
from langnage. They both defend a
variety of incarnational philosophy
in relation to thought. Neither, for

different reasons, can carry such a
position to the point of a dogmatic
religious affirmation, but the work
of both has a religious quality.

Portsmouth Grammar School

Notes

1. References are to lan MacKil-
lop, F. R Leavis: a Life in
Criticism (London: Allen Lane/
The Penguin Press, 1995); G.
Singh, F. R. Leavis: a Literary
Biography (London: Duck-
worth, 1995); Anne Samson, F.
R Leavis (London: Harvester
Wheatsheaf, 1992); and Gary
Day, Re-Reading Leavis: ‘Cul-
ture’ and Literary Criticism
(London: Macmillan, 1996).

2. Nor Shall My Sword (London:
Chatto and Windus, 1972),
p-21.

. ibid,, p.23.

. Nor did Sunow refer to Polanyi’s
essay when he reviewed the
controversy in 1963 (C. P.
Snow, ‘The Two Cultures’ and
‘A Second Look’, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press,
1964).

5. The Common Pursuit (London:
Chatto and Windus, 1952: Per-
egrine ed. 1962), p.216.

6. The Living Principle (London:
Chatto and Windus, 1977),
p-229. Subsequent references to
this book, abbreviated LP, are
inserted in my text.

7. The Common Pursuit, p.212.

8. (1936: Peregrine ed., 1964),
p.56.

9. Popper himself makes the con-
nection (Objective Knowledge,
Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1972, p.73n.) but Leavis

P

discounted it in a letter to
Michael Black in 1974 (quoted
in The Leavises, ed. Denys
Thompson, Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1984,
95), and indeed, the possibility
will not long survive a perusal
of Popper’s book. He dismisses
as a subjective fantasy the idea
that “a book is nothing without a
reader: omly if it is understood
does it really become a book;
otherwise it is just paper with
black spots on it’ {op. cit,
p-115)—virtually Leavis’s for-
mulation—and asserts the objec-
tivity and impersonality of
World 3 in a fashion which
Leavis would have found repng-
nant.

10.“Joyce and “The Revolution of
the Word™, reprinted in The
Critic as Anti-Philosopher, ed.
G. Singh (London: Chatto and
Windus, 1982), pp.121-2. The
last phrase always reminds me
of Rilke, whom Leavis had, of
course, read, pace the critics
who sneer at his ‘provincialism’
(see English Literature in our
Time and the University, Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1969, p.188).

11.0f course, this was not Leavis’s
last word on Wittgenstein. There
may still be some people who
haven’t read one of his greatest
essays, ‘Memories of Wittgen-

stein’, reprinted in The Critic as
Anti-Philosopher.

12.There was a bizarre episode
shortly before Leavis’s death
when a former pupil, who had
become a Roman Catholic
monk, asked if he could visit
Leavis to offer spiritual counsel.
Mrs Leavis reluctantly agreed,
and ‘paid the price of a very
bad night’ (MacKillop, F. R.
Leavis, p.408). The question of
Leavis and religion is not satis-
factorily addressed by any
writer I have seen.

13.The Rainbow (London: Hein-
emann, 1915: Penguin ed,
1949), p.40. In the context of
the present essay one might
ponder the conversation between
Will and Anna about ‘meaning’,
especially in religion, in chapter
6 (Penguin ed., pp.160-2).

14.Michael Tanner’s reaction to LP
was the only one to which
Leavis thought it worth replying
(in ‘Mutually Necessary’, re-
printed i The Critic as Anti-
Philosopher); and . even Tanner
more or less dismissed Polanyi
as a negligible figure, attributing
Leavis’s endorsement of him to
the gullibility of a non-specialist
over-impressed by a chance en-
counter with a kindred spirit.
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Dorothy Emmet

Philosophers and Friends: Remi-
niscences of Seventy Years in
Philosophy

Macmillan, London, 1996; xiv
130pp.; ISBN 0-333-67013-2. £35
hbk.

This is an interesting, unusual and
slim volume. Dorothy Emmet now
in her nineties, disclaims any at-
tempt to write an autobiography or
an intellectual apologia. She has
chosen to write about those whom
she knew and who made a personal
impact upon her including some
not generally accounted as philoso-
phers She writes with perception
and kindliness and there also many
amusing anecdotes. The chapter
headings indicate the major charac-
ters: H. A. Prichard and R. G.
Collingwood; A. D. Lindsay; A.N.
Whitehead; John Macmurray and
Reinhold Niebuhr; Samuel Alexan-
der; Michael Polanyi; Alasdair
MacIntyre and Max Gluckman; Ri-
chard Braithwaite and Margaret
Mastermian. There are, however,
many others who may he described
as having ‘walk-on parts’: philoso-
phers such as Ludwig Wittgenstein
and Karl Popper; politicians such
as Mahatma Gandhi, Eamonn De
Valera, George Thomas and Roy
Jenkins; theologians such as Wil-
liam Temple, Paul Tillich and Ni-
cholas Berdyaev. All are viewed
with a kindly, yet critical, eye and
mterwoven into the author’s con-
tinuing intellectual pilgrimage.

I enjoyed her story of how she
invited Michael Polanyi to share a
meal with her during a wartime
Sunday when rationing was tight
and how this co-incided with his
desire to dedicate Science, Fuaith
and Society to her. Her comment
that some of the followers of
Polanyi’s philosophy can show an
attitude that is more akin to preach-
ing than to arguing is one that
should commend itself to readers
of Appraisal. This short book dis-
plays the characteristics of a skilled
teacher in that the reader is continu-
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ally prompted to reflect and to
question. The concluding chapter,
‘Retrospect and Prospect’, contain-
ing reflections on political and
religious interests, is particularly
noteworthy. At 27p. per page, it is
not cheap and purchasers will be
few, but I hope that some discern-
ing librarians will purchase it and
their readers will be rewarded.
Brian G. Gowenlock

Kevin Mott-Thornton

Common Faith: Education, Spir-
ituality and the State

Ashgate, Guildford, 1998; ix + 217
pp.; ISBN 1 84014 321 5. £35 hbk.

The signal merit of the central
portions of Kevin Mott-Thorton’s
book is its exposure and criticism,
with detailed attention to a wide
range of sources, of some of the
entrenched assumptions and conse-
quent recommendations for policy,
of the many sub-forms of ‘liberal-
ism’ that dominate contemporary
thought and educational policy.
Here he valuably unravels the ways
in which metaphysical assumptions
(or, rather, the assumption that one
can avoid metaphysical beliefs),
epistemological ones, political col-
lectivism, and the identification of
schooling with state-schooling,
have been combined, along with
the deceptive claim that all these
are ‘procedural’ and never substan-
tive positions. Space allows me
only to commend him for his
careful logic and willingness to
swim against the tide.

That critical section is topped
and tailed by the author’s more
positive proposals, and there I find
the book to be less satisfactory,
mostly because he has not, I think,
sufficiently liberated himself from
contemporary illiberal ‘liberalism’.
On the one hand, the notion of
‘spirituality” which he commends
contains little normally associated
with that term. He tries to free
Dewey’s ‘common faith® from
Dewey’s scientistic assumptions,

yet comes up (p. 69) only with
beliefs and cognitive frameworks
related to oneself, others and the
world. Important as they are, and as
it is to stress them against the
disguised Positivism of the rest of
‘philosophy of education’, they do
not constitute ‘spirituality’, which is
a heightened inner discipline of the
self orientated towards that which
truly transcends oneself and the
world. Here he runs up against the
fact that ‘Spirituality’, like other
abstractions such as  Art and
Language, does not exist and so
cannot be developed in the child.
Only concrete traditions of spiritu-
ality exist and can be developed,
and his approach is therefore liable
to evaporate either into a plea for a
more generous teaching of literature
and writing (needed though that
may be) or a re-inforcement for the
replacement of RE by ‘religious
studies” in which specimens of
‘world religions’ are presented as
sO many museum pieces to be
gawped at or cafeteria menu to
picked from, in order to protect
him from ‘indoctrination’ and so
preserve his precious - ‘autonomy’
(i.e. to be a clone of his Secularist
teachers).

Similarly I find that, for all his
exposure of the ‘monism’ of con-
temporary liberalism (i.e. compul-
sory uniformity in the form and
and content of education), and his
own preference for a ‘pluralism’
that would allow for real local
diversity within a state-financed
national system of schooling, a
position curiously labelled ‘Con-
servative’, with its obviously anti~
Bitish and anti-Christian implica-
tions (real ‘pluralism’ means plural-
ism in all areas of life, e.g. plural
marriage laws). For, it seems, he
still identifies education with
schooling, and the ordinary day
school and its lessons are not
adequate for anything that can
properly be called spiritual devel-

opment
RT. Allen
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