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FOREWORD

HE growth of science and technology, the advance of medicine,
universal education, and general enlightenment have greatly
increased the valid authority of science. Any number of sqcial

questions which were once the exclusive prerogative of religion and
conventional morality are now recognized as falling within the sphere
of the social sciences. Sex and family relations are examples. Virtue
and wickedness have largely given way to personality adjustment and
maladjustment ; and crime is traced in considerable measure to social
causes. The schoolboy is no longer beaten as inherently bad or lazy
because he neglects his studies. Nutritional, medical, personality factors
are, instead, investigated, and the home life and associates of the boy
are searched for contributing causes. In this shift from moral con-
demnation to technical remedies, we see the concurrent rise of science
and humaneness. This kind of progress has resulted in an increasingly
materialist outlook. But, as we shall see, it is a more subtle and adequate
kind of materialism.

The purpose of this cooperative book in which scientists and phi-
losophers collaborate is, quite simply, the exploration and reformula-
tion of materialism.

Although anticipated by the Milesians and Heraclitus of Ephesus,
the first clear-cut materialists of ancient Greece were Leucippus,
Democritus, and Epicurus. A passage from Lucretius’ poem “On the
Nature of Things” will show the searching insights of these ancient
thinkers:

But nature 'twas
Urged men to utter various sounds of tongue,
And need and use did mould the names of things,
About in same wise as the lack-speech years
Compel young children unto gesturings,
Making them point with finger here and there
At what’s before them.*

* William Ellery Leonard’s translation, Everyman's Library.
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The early Greeks wrote the first chapter of materialism, but many
more are still to be added.

In this volume we are concerned mainly with modern materialism.
Scientists have joined philosophers to examine the issues with as much
light and as little heat as possible. Modern materialism, as we under-
stand it, asserts the following : The inorganic pattern of matter is prior
to living, minded and purposive organisms, which arise gradually and
only as a result of a complex evolutionary development. With the
advent of organic life, new, biological laws begin to operate. The
principles of physics and chemistry necessarily apply, but are not by
themselves sufficient to the biological level. Thus mechanism or the
theory that physicochemical explanation is adequate to all levels, is
emphatically rejected. If a thing can be explained by physics and
chemistry, however, it must be so explained, and there is no justifica-
tion for adverting to any other level of the organization of matter. The
inorganic and organic constitute distinctive levels, which can be re-
ferred to as lower and higher, in the sense that organic material
systems are more highly organized and more complex, exhibiting new
behavior traits. There are also many subsidiary levels, gradients, and
resonances within the inorganic and organic. Within the organic, for
example, we have cell, tissue, organ, organ system, organism, and
population. Each level except the first contains all lower levels within
it. For example, the tissue contains cells, which in turn have chemical
components. The cell within a tissue, however, does not behave just as
it does outside the tissue. Chemistry within the cell, too, is altered by the
envelope which contains it. The one-floor plan of the classical biological
mechanism is thus superseded by a modern structure displaying many
diverse stories. The top stories, however, are always supported by the
lower floors ; and all floors must rest upon the ground floor studied by
physics and chemistry. The diverse stories, the modern materialist
insists, can be easily confirmed by scientific methods. Organized matter
reveals integrative levels of organization characterized by distinctive
laws.

As to the nature of matter, the materialist as a philosopher has
nothing factual to add to the account of the scientists, although
scientists may sometimes use “matter” in a limited sense (interpreting
light, for example, as matter if it is corpuscular, but not if it is of wave
form). The materialist holds that philosophers cannot improve upon
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the descriptive concepts of matter supplied by the working scientists of
his time. He accepts what the physicist, chemist, biologist, histologist,
etc. say as the best approximation at any given time. But he
should be able to add considerable epistemological clarification along
with semantic and categorial analysis. History shows this is also
needed.

The theory of integrative levels turns its back upon any crude
mechanism, much as recent science is doing, but also guards against
new and subtle forms of Vitalism. In conformity with the findings of
the biological sciences, purpose, intention, plan are confined to the top
reaches of the phylogenetic scale. General teleology is therefore ex-
cluded. The modern materialist forgoes the comfort, unless it be in
poetic reverie, of imagining that the order of nature is attuned to his
purposes, or endowed with sensitivity and bencficence. Such longings
have yielded myths in all ages, but are scarcely appropriate for a
scientific era like our own. The materialist makes himself at home in
the world, not by investing Nature with purpose, but by transforming
it to meet his needs. The vast strides already accomplished by science
in controlling and utilizing and molding nature are an earnest of the
advances to be worked for and achieved in the future. Modern
materialism is thus marked by an effective, working optimism.

Modern materialism is hospitable to every effective method of the
sciences, and excludes no procedure which is likely to yield understand-
ing or prediction. It characteristically emphasizes explanation in terms
of causal and genetic relations, in contrast to idealism, which makes
the relations of ideas primary, and explains the course of the world in
terms of abstractions. While insisting on the indispensability of highly
specialized, detached studies of various subject matters, the modern
materialist recognizes the equal importance of integrating special
departmental studies into a comprehensive world view. He thus
emphasizes, in contrast to many other philosophical tendencies, the
interrelatedness of things. Materialism does not doubt the possibility
of satisfying man’s need for a comprehensive picture of the universe,
and asserts the capacity of scientific methods eventually to cope with
basic human problems. It therefore combats agnosticism, skepticism,
and all irrational confessions of defeat.

Thought and symbolism have a strategic role in the material world
at the human level, but always in close connection with brain events
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and brain traces. No mental process occurs without its appropriate
neural patterns. In the behavior of the organism, the psychic and
biological are fused. The movement of an animal is not merely trans-
position in space but also movement to escape, for example, or move-
ment for food. Movement is psychobiological. There are not two
processes that satisfy basic needs and desires—one mental, the other
physical—but rather one psychobiological process. The study of be-
havior is the only scientific approach to the understanding of mind;
but this does not rule out hypotheses as to the contents of other minds,
that is, reconstructions of mental states of others, on the basis of
behavior. Language is here of primary import. Introspection is, of
course, a valid method, but the final test of it is behavioral. Obviously
excluded by our position are dualisms, parallelisms, and simple or
reductionist identity views of mental and bodily processes.

The psychobiological individual must be understood in his develop-
ment and relations. Personality is conditioned by society and can only
be comprehended in its historical context. The alleged conflict between
the individual and society as such is artificial, for a human being is
highly socialized. Conflicts which arise are concrete and historical.
In accounting for the development of societies and their members, in-
creasing importance has been assigned to economic factors, such as
natural resources, technology, and ownership relationships; but it is
necessary to recognize likewise the interweaving of other factors, such
as education, art, and morals. The latter themselves, however, are not
independent of economic conditions. To be rejected, in our view, are
historical idealism, extreme economic determinism, and romantic
pluralism, that is, the view that no systematic empirical account of
history is possible.

The advance of science, technology, industrial organization, and
rationality opens up the opportunity of a far fuller servicing of human
needs than has ever been possible before. It is the socio-economic
organization of men which lags behind, and prevents the full realiza-
tion of human values inherent in our industrial and scientific efficiency.

Because modern materialism recognizes that cultural values must, in
general, wait upon the servicing of vital needs, it favors forms of social
organization which release the productive forces of the economy, so
that men, living in some leisure and dignity, can express their genius,
their intellectual and artistic bent. It demands a society which organizes
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full production for the maximum benefit of all its members. There is
no evidence meanwhile that, with security and basic needs supplied,
man will not make good use of his additional leisure and abundance,
realizing indefinite potentialities. )

Like naturalism, modern materialism is opposed to any other
criterion of human value and policy than human needs and aspirations.
It combats all forms of authoritarianism in morals and arts, opposes
reduction of ethics to mere formalism, and rejects the appeal to any
supposed extranatural source of experience. With the removal of a
supernatural perspective, man must stand consciously on his own feet.
Let him rise to his full stature and dignity.

The term “naturalism” has been defined by R. B. Perry as “the
philosophical generalization of the sciences,” and it has been determined
with respect both to the content and to the method of the sciences.
Unfortunately, the historical forms of naturalism have often been
distinguished by their readiness to compromise, or cautiously to set
limits to the use of scientific method. Thus, the naturalism of Spencer
was tempered by his agnosticism ; and the same may be said of Huxley.
Added to this fact is the further circumstance that the evolutionary
movement eventuated in what may be called a “pseudo-evolutionary”
social philosophy, often referred to as “social Darwinism,” in which
there was a dangerous confusion of biological and social concepts. It
is a notorious fact that writers such as Pearson and Kidd extolled or
apologized for social conflicts in the name of biological values. The
general term “naturalist’” has been applied not only to such types, but
also to the pantheistic Haeckel, to some emergent evolutionists with
their natural piety and theistic acknowledgments, and to the contem-
porary group influenced by Dewey. In the recent volume Naturalism
and the Human Spirit (edited by Y. H. Krikorian) the reader is in-
formed that “contemporary naturalism recognizes much more clearly
than did the tradition from which it stems that its distinction from
other philosophical positions lies in the postulates and procedures
which it criticizes and rejects rather than in any positive tenets of its
own about the cosmos.”

This passage will serve clearly to distinguish current naturalism
from the frank materialism described above. Whereas this type of
naturalism is reluctant to commit itself to a positive theory of the
world, materialism endeavors to set forth a synoptic view of man and



, FOREWORD

the universe implicit in the sciences at their present stage of develop-
ment. .

Realism, the view that matter is independent of cognition, is essential
to materialism. The Realists, both the New and the Critical, did yeo-
man service against persisting forms of idealism. In so far as the New
Realists were faithful to their realism, and did not resolve matter into
sense-data or so-called neutral stuff, their thesis resembles a main tenet
of materialism. On the whole critical realism is closer to materialism.
Both schools, however, were myopic, restricting their interest to a
few epistemological and metaphysical questions, whereas the gamut
of materialist theory goes far beyond.

Just as realism and naturalism have taken many forms, there are
also varieties of materialism. A number of these are listed in the fairly
classical summaries of materialism in English, American, German, and
French dictionaries and encyclopedias. There i3 cosmological and
ontological materialism, whose dominant motive is a comprehensive
world-scheme. There is medical materialism, directed by the bias of
physicians in favor of physiological causes for disease. There is
scientific materialism, expressive of the methodology of science and
opposed to dualistic vitalism. And there is historical materialism, begun
as a protest against the speculative and idealistic approach to history.
It held that economic and class relations were the main, though not
the only, determinants of social development. And in all this we
must be on guard against emotional transfers, such as moral material-
ism, and question-begging assumptions.

Materialism has had a long history, reflecting scientific climates and
clashing cultural currents. Hobbes turned materialism to defense of
secular power against the claims of the Church, and to the undermin-
ing of superstition. The spirit of the Enlightenment continues in the
writings of Diderot, La Mettrie, Holbach, and Cabanis. The ideas of
peace, progress, indefinite perfectibility and equality were impressed
upon men’s minds. Physiological interest grew. The brain came in for
ever more consideration as something of its powers was guessed. In
literature, this mode of thought maintained itself with Stendhal beyond
the romantic reaction, to Balzac and Zola. The next wave of material-
ism appeared in Germany, largely as a challenge to speculative idealism.
Here Feuerbach played a crucial part in a transition from Hegelian
idealism to the dialectical materialism of Marx and Engels. Parallel



FOREWORD -

to this development was the popular materialistic literature of Vogt,
Moleschott, and Biichner. Despite crudities and confusions, they were
instrumental for a short period in disseminating materialistic ideas
and perspectives. Dialectical materialism, on the other hand, has con-
tinued its development, and today exerts enormous influence. It is a
matter of regret to the Editors that an article on this subject could
not be obtained in time.

Almost simultaneously with the understanding of social development
came the theory of organic evolution. Now, for the first time, mas-
sive evidence was given for the view already suggested by ancient
materialists, that man is inseparable from nature, and is the product
of a long and continuous development from simpler forms of life.

“Materialism” has been used as a term of opprobrium for so long
that numerous scholars who might well identify themselves with it, at
least as a broad tendency, have chosen to use other names, and have
carefully justified that action by repudiating “crude” forms of ma-
terialism in the past. But is it more justifiable to renounce “material-
ism” because of its crude and partially antiquated beginnings than to
repudiate science because so many epochmaking changes in concepts
and methods have come only in recent decades? The use of a particular
term is not important in itself. The avoidance of a term or designation
may, however, be important. It would not take long for a truly critical
naturalism to become an object of condemnation in fideistic and con-
servative quarters, just as forthright materialism is today. The broad,
programmatic, and self-corrective character of modern materialism
makes unreserved endorsement possible to scholars who wish to pre-
serve their birthright of independence, and the ideal of following
wherever the facts may lead, in all fields of inquiry.

In this Foreword, we must limit ourselves to indicating the questions
to be taken up in the chapters that follow. An effort has been made to
integrate science and philosophy in a cooperative and supplementary
fashion. In the first part will come relevant historical surveys. In the
second, scientists and philosophers delineate different stories of the
architectonic of nature. The third part is devoted to a critical study of
diverging philosophical positions, such as subjectivism, pragmatism,
positivism, and Neo-Thomism. The stress throughout is upon under-
standing rather than polemic. It is the feeling of those taking part that
the possibilities of a critical modern materialism should be explored.
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The vast accumulation of our knowledge of the world, the effective
conquest of nature which has transformed the conditions of life, has
obliged us all to take stock. In the long run, is it not better to face
realities, as the psychologists are constantly telling us? In any case,
we are offcring analyses, facts and theories for what they are worth.
We ask only that they be pondered and, if the spirit moves, that they
be discussed.

The Editors are grateful to scientists and philosophers who have
made this cooperative volume possible. Individual writers are not re-
sponsible for the views expressed by others. Such differences of
opinion as exist among them are of a kind to be expected in a growing
philosophical movement. Philosophy for the future cannot be confined,
any more than advancing science, within set limits. It is an enduring
quest, and we believe that such a recurrent and perennial philosophy as
materialism deserves a more systematic and penetrating study than
it has received, up to now, at the hands of scientists and philosophers.
Roy Woop SELLARS
V. J. McGrLL
MARVIN FARBER
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DEMOCRITUS, PLATO,

AND EPICURUS

o
e

Benjamin Farrington, now Professor of Classics at Uni-

by versity College, Swansea, was educated at Cork and Dublin

and has been Professor of Classics also at Capetown. He

is general editor of the Past and Present series of studies

BENJAMIN in the history of civilization. His own writings include

Science in Antiquity (1936), Science and Politics in the

FARRINGTON  Ancient World (1939), Greek Science: Its Meaning for
Us (1944).

The universe is not to be narrowed down to the limits of the
understanding, which has been men’s practice up to now, but the
understanding must be stretched and enlarged to take in the tmage
of the universe as it is discovered.

—FRranNcis BacoN, Parasceve (Aphorism iv)

RANCIS BACON gave his Novum Organum the subtitle

Aphorisms concerning the Understanding of Nature and Man’s

Dowminion over it. His fundamental contention was that man’s
dominion over nature was the proof of his understanding of it. In this.
identification of theory and practice, or, as he called it, knowledge and
power, lay the profound originality of his book. Generations of
academic philosophers have insisted on treating the book as a con-
tribution to logic and have often wondered in what precisely his con-
tribution consists. But the book was more than a contribution to logic,
it was a contribution to practice. The Encyclopedists in France and
the founders of the Royal Society in England were in no doubt as to
the importance of his contribution to life.

1



2 BENJAMIN FARRINGTON

Bacon asserted the identity of knowledge and power. On the basis
of this identification he uttered his famous condemnation of the works
of Plato and Aristotle, those light planks, as he called them, which had
floated down to us on the tide of antiquity while the weightier matter
of the pre-Socratics had gone to the bottom. There was much in the
history of Greek science that was unknown to Bacon. In particular he
was ignorant of the researches of the later Aristotle and his successors
in the headship of the Lyceum, as well as of the achievements of the
early period of the Museum. If he had understood this period he could
not have limited the fruitful years of Greek science to the two hundred
years from Thales to Democritus. Nevertheless there was an essential
justice in his judgment which is recognized by his materialist successors.

The Baconian judgment of the unique importance of the pre-
Socratics and their special relation to the birth of modern science was
reasserted by the founders of Marxism. In the Introduction to his
Dialectics of Nature, for instance, Engels wrote:

We have once again returned to the point of view of the great
founders of Greek philosophy, the view that the whole of nature, from
the smallest element to the greatest, from grains of sand to suns, from
Protista to men, has its existence in eternal coming into being and
passing away, in ceaseless flux, in unresting motion and change, only
with the essential difference that what for the Greeks was a brilliant
intuition, is in our case the result of strictly scientific research in
accordance with experience, and hence also it emerges in a much more
definite and clear form.

For the pre-Socratic tradition as it culminated in Democritus,
Wisdom meant the knowledge of the laws of change in the material
universe. For Plato, Wisdom was knowledge of suprasensible realities
lifted far above the material world of change. Henry Macran, that
brilliant but unproductive Hegelian, in the Introduction to his transla-
tion of Hegel's Logic of World and Idea, wrote:

Plato may justly be called the founder of idealism in the sense that
he was the first to draw asunder into explicit and emphatic contrast
the truths or eternal universalities—which he called ideas—on the one
hand, and on the other hand, the phenomena or transitory facts of
existence; for it is on this contrast that idealism rests.

This is well said. It is indeed true that idealism rests on making and
maintaining an unbridgeable contrast between the universal and the
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particular. But this is not the whole truth nor the whole mischief.
Idealism rests also on the earlier and more fundamental premise, and
error, that truth is wholly a matter of contemplation, not of practice.

For Bacon, the founder of British materialism, as for his Marxist
successors, theory is part of practice. It rises out of practice and must
be proved in practice. We fall into idealism when we abstract it from
practice and deify it as an eternal verity.

The nature of this preliminary step from fruitful practice to barren
idealism was analyzed by Hegel. The last great idealist, after whom no
progress is possible except the transition to materialism, discussed the
different consciousness of the Lord and Serf (or Master and Slave,
for he had the ancient as well as the medieval world in mind) in his
Phenomenology of the Mind. The relation of the Lord to the Thing,
he said, is indirect, through the Serf. Having thrust the working Serf
between himself and the Thing, the Lord has to deal only with that
side of the object which has been worked on by the Serf, that is, with
the tame side, which he can fully enjoy. The untamed side is left to
the Serf to work on.

The position of the Lord is precisely that of the Platonic phi-
losopher. The material basis of the philosopher’s life was to be secured
by the slave or serf labor controlled by a slave overseer. Only thus
could the leisure be secured for a life of contemplation, the precon-
dition for the attainment of truth. But such a life presents the
philosopher with a sort of predigested world. All he needs to know
about things is their logical aspect. He fails, however, to realize that
it is an historical accident which puts him in this privileged position.
There is no gain without loss. The leisure-class philosopher has time
for some hard thinking, and his hard thinking has been necessary to
the progress of truth. But he is unaware how the range of his con-
templation has been restricted and the product of his thinking distorted.

Hegel employed a class principle, drawn from the changing structure
of society, in his analysis of the development of different types of
consciousness. The class analysis of the formation of consciousness is
firmly embedded in Hegelianism. No doubt it was owing to their pro-
found initiation into this philosophy that the youthful Marx and
Engels exploited this method so brilliantly. In their German Ideology,
which they left to the gnawing criticism of the mice, but which the mice
happily spared for the instruction of our generation, they wrote:
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Division of labor only becomes truly such from the moment when a
division of material and mental labor appears. From this moment on-
wards consciousness can really flatter itself that it is something other
than consciousness of existing practice, that it is really conceiving some-
thing without conceiving something real; from now on consciousness
is in a position to emancipate itself from the world and to proceed to
the formation of “pure” theory, theology, philosophy, ethics, etc.

Among the Greeks this emancipation of thought from the world of
practice reached its consummation in Plato.

Prior to the fifth century not the contrast but the unity of thought
and deed is uppermost. In the epic and lyric knowledge is practical;
to know is to know how ; wisdom is skill in action and therefore power
to act. Heracleitus, the first of the philosophers to turn to this theme,
assumes as a matter of course that logos and sophié carry the double
reference of true word (and thought) and right deed.?

As with Heraclitus so with Democritus. For though the flight from
the world which was to give us Plato was already foreshadowed,
Democritus was free of it. Wisdom for him still meant understanding
of the order of nature. He did not admit the existence of the super-
natural. When he spoke of the soul it implied no dualism of soul and
body. Soul and body were both atomic structures dependent on
each other for their existence. Art (techné) was power to control
nature resulting from the Wisdom which understands the order of
nature.

In this materialistic system it was natural that the mode of explana-
tion should be genetic. Genetic analysis is the hallmark of materialism,
ancient and modern. Marx and Engels, in the work to which we have
already referred, remark: “When we conceive things as they really
are and happened, every profound philosophical problem is resolved
quite simply into an empirical fact.” Thus the idealist seeks the
definition of man per genus et differentiam. He is the rational animal,
or the religious animal, or the laughing animal, what you will. Marx
and Engels offer a genetic explanation: “Men begin to distinguish
themselves from animals as soon as they begin to produce their means
of subsistence.”

The genetic mode of explanation as employed by Democritus may
be illustrated by his account of the origin of human society, speech,
and techniques. “The first men lived a random life like wild animals,
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going out to pasture independently of one another. When individuals
became the prey of carnivorous beasts expediency taught them to co-
operate. This brought about recognition of their common human form
and the need for communication. From their confused utterance speech
developed when they slowly agreed on the meanings to be attached to
sounds. None of the conveniences of life had yet been invented. Lack-
ing clothing, shelter, fire, cultivated foods, and even the idea of making
a store of wild fruits, men suffered and died, till necessity fostered the
invention of the arts. Necessity was the teacher, but she found an apt
pupil in man, with his hands, speech, and mother-wit.” #

In the wreck of our Greek heritage the loss of the works of
Democritus is the heaviest item. The Academy, which existed for
nine hundred years, preserved all the published works of Plato. No
similar fortune defended the writings of the man whom Plato is said
to have hated so heartily that he never mentions him, though he
challenged all his main positions. For Plato, Wisdom meant a knowl-
edge not of nature, but of the supernature constituted by the ideas.
When he spoke of the soul it implied a sharp dualism with the body.
The soul was immortal and had acquired its knowledge of reality
before its birth into this world and union with the body. As for art—
that power to control nature, the slow acquisition of which by man
Democritus regarded as identical with his self-differention from the
animals—it was relegated by Plato to a kind of limbo. It belonged to
the sphere of opinion, the bastard knowledge of the slave, not the truth
of the philosopher.

The mode of explanation appropriate to this view of reality was
not the genetic one, which is immersed in time, but the pure logic of
the eternal verities. Wisdom was not an end product of an historical
process but an eternal premise, the connection of which with time was
an insoluble mystery. To take a particular example : While Democritus
tried to deduce from observation the historical conditions under which
language gradually arose, treating it as a product of society, an im-
perfect invention of average men, Plato regarded language as created
once for all by a language-legislator, who submitted it to the approval
of a metaphysician whose business it was to guarantee the fitness of
words to the expression of the corresponding ideas. This entirely un-
historical conception makes of language a creation of pure reason, con-
stitutes man (or, at least, the philosophic freeman) the rational animal
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by definition, and authorizes him to find the ultimate truth of reality
in words rather than in things.®

Both in ancient and in modern times Platonic idealism has been an
obstacle to progress. The purpose of Bacon—*“the real progenitor of
English materialism,” as Marx called him—was to clear the decks for
the application of science to industry and the radical transformation of
the conditions of human life. He was an enemy of the whole age-long
movement which reduced science to contemplation. Hence his reversion
to the pre-Socratic position. He was not profoundly interested in the
eternal verities, protesting that Truth was the product of Time, not
Wit. He understood the social conditioning of men’s minds. He said
that there were times unfavorable for the discovery of truth, and that
the formation of the minds of individual men was the work of circum-
stance. He regarded the separation of the mind from things as the
insuperable obstacle in the way of progress in science, denouncing the
false opinion “that the dignity of the human mind is imparted by long
and close intercourse with particulars, subject to sense and bound in
matter.” He laughed at the folly of looking for truth in words rather
than in things. He protested that skepticism as to man’s ability to
understand the laws of nature not only hindered the acquisition of
contemplative truth, but “cut the sinews of industry.” * Finally, in
adopting every one of these positions he made it sufficiently clear that
he was combating the authority of Plato, though he sought not to
prejudice the acceptance of his message by continual and open conflict
with such an exalted name.®

If this was the position of Bacon with regard to Platonism in the
seventeenth century of our era, what, we may well ask, was the situa.
tion of Greek philosophers of the immediately following generations?
First, we may consider the absolutely fundamental question raised
by the contradiction between Platonic skepticism and the needs of
practical life. If true knowledge of the phenomenal world is not to be
had, how are the processes of industry possible? Unless philosophy
were to become mere speculation, a retreat from such skepticism
was necessary; and even the aristocratic Lyceum retreated from
it when Aristotle so transformed the theory of ideas as to make
the ideas capable of yielding knowledge about the phenomenal
world.®

But for a philosophy with a vast popular appeal like that of Epicurus
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the Platonic skepticism was quite inadmissible. In Epicureanism the
revolt from such skepticism was fundamental, and its connection with
the claims of practical life explicit. Epicurus felt that even Democritus
was not sound on this point, and the absolute trustworthiness of sensa-
tion is the basis of his whole system. The connection of this teaching
with practical life is revealed in the title of the work of Colotes: “That
even life itself is impossible, if we adhere to the opinions of other
philosophers.” Colotes was one of the favorite friends and disciples of
Epicurus and was certainly expressing his views. This rejection of the
Platonic skepticism was equally essential for the other great popular
philosophy of the time, Stoicism. Accordingly we find the Stoic in
Cicero protesting: “If you steal from us perception, how will you
distinguish the man who knows an art from him who does not? . . .
What result can possibly be produced by the aid of art, unless he who
is to practice the art has perceived a number of facts?’7? This is the
fundamental criticism of Platonic skepticism, disposing of it not by
logic but by appeal to practice, and revealing it as the illusion of a
privileged class which does not realize that life itself would cease if
society accepted the philosopher’s view.

Bacon protested not only against the skepticism of the Academy.
He complained also that Plato corrupted natural philosophy by super-
stition.? The same complaint was made in antiquity. Epicurus was the
bitter opponent of the astral theology of Plato. This has not always
been recognized. In my Science and Politics in the Ancient World
(1939) 1 took it for granted without claborate argument that the
polemic of Epicurus was directed against Plato. “Epicurus,” T wrote,
“was fighting for two causes to which Plato was relentlessly opposed,
the Ionian scientific tradition and the spread of popular enlightenment.
Plato was in a quite peculiar sense the object of his attack.” There was
a certain originality in the assumption of this position at the time. The
idea was foreign to our greatest authority on the subject in the English-
speaking world. In his Epicurus (1926) Cyril Bailey had consistently
interpreted the polemic of Epicurus against false astronomical heliefs
as an attack on popular superstition. In his Greek Atomists and
Epicurus (1928) he had written: “Although in Epicurus there are
traces of the influence of Aristotle and a keen critic has even seen an
approach to the doctrines of Plato, there is never a word of polemic
against either.” Authority seemed against me, nor had I seen Bignone’s
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L’ Aristotele Perduto (1936) till my own book was in the hands of the
printers,

Bignone, in the more than one thousand pages of his very remark-
able book, defines more accurately, more fully, and more learnedly
than I could, the relation of Epicurus to Platonism. He regards
Epicurus as a continuator of the philosophy of Democritus and the old
Ionians who was engaged, as I also said, in bringing materialism
up to date to meet the criticism of the Socratic schools. But he rightly
points out, what I had completely missed, that the passionate polemic
of Epicurus was directed first against the lost writings of the youthful
Platonizing Aristotle, then against various disciples of Aristotle and
the Academy, and of course finally against their common master, Plato.
This, though a rectification, is of course a confirmation of my view.
The point is important. It is unlikely that the philosophy of Epicurus
will ever again be described without recognition of the fact that, in one
aspect, it is a sustained polemic against Platonism. It is gratifying to
note that the recent book of the brilliant French scholar Festugiére
(Epicure et ses Dieuxr, 1946) fully accepts this point of view.

The astral theology expounded by Plato in the tenth book of his
Laws bears an equivocal character. It is established by argument but
imposed by law. If you resist the force of the argument the penal code
is there to effect conviction. Is it science or legislation? The question
forces itself on the modern reader. We may be sure it did so also upon
the ancient. In his Letter to Pythocles (par. 86), protesting against a
false mode of interpreting celestial phenomena, Epicurus writes: “It
is impermissible to conduct the inquiry into nature by empty as-
sumptions and acts of legislation.” Bignone and I have independently
seen in this passage an allusion to the title of the Laws and to the
equivocal character of the astral theology set forth therein.® It is, in
fact, a shrewd thrust neatly exposing the political character of Plato’s
astronomical science.

The exposure of the political function of the new religion founded
by Plato on the supposed (or alleged) motions of the heavenly bodies
is uppermost in the Epicurean polemic. In Athens a public service
imposed upon an individual was called a “liturgy.” Epicurus makes
this word carry the burden of his attack. The vice of the false
astronomy he detests is that it imposes “liturgies” on the gods.!® He
condemns it, not simply because his gods had no share in running the
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world, but because it involved them in the religion of fear, which it
was his special task to oppose. Festugiére puts the point thus:

The Epicurean doctrine of ataraxy . . . came into open conflict
with these novel Platonic dogmas. For, if one makes of the celestial
movements the image of Necessity herself, and if one attributes this
Necessity to the will of the gods, the consequence follows that all
events here below are ordered by the command of the gods. And,
since these events are for the most part painful, one is forced to
suppose that the gods pursue us with their hatred, a hatred that one
cannot turn aside and that will never cease. It is to immortalize the
regime of fear. There is no more pernicious error.

Lucretius put the same point in the famous lines:

O genus infelix humanum, talia divis
Cum tribuit facta atque iras adiunxit acerbas ! 11

The protest is not merely against burdening the divine nature with
the task of administering the activities of the heavenly bodies. The
special bitterness of the protest is directed against attributing the
regular phenomena of the heavens, which excite such awe in men’s
minds, to angry gods, thus summoning the most recent achievements
of mathematical astronomy to the aid of the worst aspect of ancient
superstition.

We must now return to the Platonic skepticism as to the possibility
of a science of nature. We have seen that this arose out of the separa-
tion of the consciousness of the philosopher from the business of the
production of material life. We have also seen that the difficulties
caused by this skepticism were promptly felt. Aristotle, with his com-
ment, “The whole enguiry into nature is abolished,” *2 had expressed
the inconvenience of the idealist position from the point of view of the
disinterested researcher into nature. The Stoics and Epicureans had
to go beyond this aristocratic objection. They voiced the more practical
objection that the arts of life were abolished.

The difference in character of the two protests is instructive.
Aristotle in the Metaphysics safeguarded his scientific interests; but
he betrayed his relative indifference to the claims of the productive
arts by his remark: “the comforts and refinements of life had been
sufficiently provided for [this among the poverty-stricken Greeks!]
before the quest for Wisdom [that is the kind of science he was in-
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terested in] began.” 1® Thus his quarrel with Platonic skepticism was
half-hearted.

As for any serious revolt on Aristotle’s part against the politico-
religious function of Plato’s astral theology, that did not exist. In the
lost De Philosophia he developed a dual physics, which served him
also at later periods of his life. This dual physics was materialist for
the earthy creation and spiritualist for the planets and the stars.'* In
other words, he was a materialist in so far as it did not threaten the
astral theology which was now beginning to be universally recognized
as the best religion yet invented. The candid historian has not always
been able to approve his compromise. “Aristotle,” said Rosmini,
“exerted himself to compose a philosophical polytheism and flattered
himself that he had risen far above the prejudices of the vulgar. But
all that he had done was to deny to the divinity the forms of men and
animals and bestow upon it that of the stars.” 18

Far different was the position of the Epicureans and the Stoics. It
has been a tradition of scholarship to regard the later enmity between
the Garden and Porch as characteristic also of their beginnings. This
is not so. As popular philosophies they were united in their opposition
to the aristocratic Academy and Lyceum. During the lifetime of
Epicurus and Zeno and their immediate disciples there was no con-
troversy between Epicureans and Stoics, but both were united in
opposition to the Academy and the Lyceum. Nothing could be more
natural. Both the schools were materialist. Both were fighting skepti-
cism with regard to sense evidence in the interests of practical life, and
both were enemies of that aristocratic and disinterested scientific
speculation which characterized the Academy and the Lyceum.

It might indeed be said that it was not till they had won their victory
against the idealist schools that the Garden and the Porch had occasion
to quarrel among themselves. Then the Stoic adherence to astrology
put a widening gap betwen them and fitted Stoicism in its turn to
become the patron of an astral state religion. Nilsson is probably right
in his view that it was cooperation between astrology and Stoic
philosophy that created the Solar theory which towards the end of
antiquity became a religion of the Empire.!® This long process could
only excite the increasing hostility of the followers of Epicurus.

The Epicureans were the most consistent champions of materialism
in antiquity. They were the most determined enemies of the super-
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natural. They best kept alive the conviction of the possibility of a true
science of nature. They did most to keep alive an understanding of the
achievement of the pre-Socratics. They were the surest guardians of
the view that man had made himself by his conquest of nature, and that
his civilization was to be understood as a human experiment. But it
would be a mistake to suppose that they had any hope of a radical
betterment of the material lot of man on earth by an organized attack
on nature. Ancient society was already in decline, and the ambition of
Epicurus was to ease the lot of the individual. He rid his followers
of the fear of the supernatural, taught them a rational pursuit of
pleasure, and instructed them to look to friendship as the chief security
in life. The gods he made were in his own image. “Gods who did no
wrong. Gods who were not wicked . . . Gods without hatred and
without ill-will. Such was the gospel Epicurus brought the world.” 17
Gods also who had no power to affect nature. And in this too they
were like their maker. For the evidence is that Epicurus was a simple-
lifer, who would cheerfully have reduced life to the level of a picnic.
Detesting the injustices of society, he sought only not to have part in
them. Centuries were to pass, bringing with them the disappearance of
slavery, before a Bacon could preach materialism the burning heart of
which was the power of man to transform radically his material con-
ditions of life ; and still more centuries before a Marx could reveal the
dialectical connection between the conquest of the material environ-
ment and the destruction of class society. Meanwhile, so long as class
society survives, we shall have our idealists with us. They are its
product as well as its defenders.
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life thus extends from the defeat of the Spanish Armada to

the beginning of the Popish Plot; from the year in which the
independence of Protestant England was first ensured to the period
when a threat to restore Catholicism in England was less a political
reality than the stunt of a parliamentary party. In the middle of
Hobbes’s life occurred the decisive event of modern British history—
the revolution of 1640-1649. In this revolution political power passed
from the crown and the House of Lords, representing the state church
and the great landed magnates, to the merchants and gentry, the class
represented in the House of Commons. The defeat of the Armada in
the year of Hobbes’s birth, the supreme achievement of the Tudor
monarchy, had made the survival of absolute monarchy in England
impossible. Those classes which had profited by the Tudor internal
peace and by Tudor foreign policy—the merchants, enclosing gentry,
and industrialists—had henceforth nothing to fear from foreign in-
vaders. The only obstacle to their continued expansion was internal—
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THOMAS HOBBES was born in 1588 and lived till 1679. His
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a fiscal system designed in feudal times to run England as a private
estate of the king’s. This system had been rendered obsolete by the
sixteenth century rise in prices resulting from the influx of American
silver into Europe, and by the growing complexity of administration
which was itself a reflection of England’s economic expansion. But
if the financial system of the country was to be reorganized those who
were to pay the taxes wanted to have a greater say in the government.

Over this the clash came. The crown clung to its ancient privileges,
the House of Commons put forward new demands. The whole complex
of quarrels grew up—quarrels over foreign policy, over control of the
church, over control of the economic life of the country. But the real
issue, as Hobbes was one of the first to see, was one of political power,
of sovereignty: who was to have the decisive word in governing the
country ? The king, backed by the state church and most of the lords,
asserted the rights of the old system; the House of Commons, repre-
senting the new go-ahead classes, began to claim supreme power. The
issue was fought out in the Civil War, and Parliament won. After
1646 the revolution went—from the point of view of those who started
it—dangerously far to the left; and finally in 1660 fear of the demo-
cratic left brought the solid mass of the bourgeoisie and gentry to com-
promise with their defeated enemies. Charles II, the bishops, the
House of Lords were restored—to guarantee the new social order.
For whatever the trimmings, the reality of power was henceforth in
the hands of the gentry and the bourgeoisie. Charles II, prudent man,
realized this when he said he didn’t want to go on his travels again;
James II, less prudent, traveled. The year 1688 finally formulated and
consolidated the compromise settlement of 1660, legitimized the union
of merchants and landed aristocracy which produced the eighteenth
century Whig oligarchy.

That was the world in which Hobbes lived. His main ideas had
taken form before 1640; but they had been shaped by the intellectual
forces of his world. The revolution which took place in England
between 1640 and 1649 was only one manifestation of a process which
had been taking place all over Europe, and which includes the German
Reformation, the rise of Calvinism, and the Revolt of the Netherlands.
In the world of thought Reformation—not directly, and not in ac-
cordance with the desires of the early Reformers—had led to a great
intellectual liberation. The assertion of human dignity implicit in
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Luther’s “priesthood of all believers,” the translation of the Bible into
vernaculars, the endless discussion of fundamental philosophical
problems, had ultimately produced a quite new rationalism, a reliance
on the human intellect as such, rather than on authority, whether
of Pope or Scriptures, King or common-law precedent. The new
bourgeoisie was shaking itself free from the traditional fetters which
had bound feudal society down in a hierarchy of principalities and
powers. Modern science was also emerging to meet the needs of the
new productive forces: this is the age in which Copernicus and
Galileo are making discoveries which the Inquisition cannot sup-
press, starting ideas which will overthrow Aristotle and the school-
men.

In England the intellectual process is summed up and synthesized
in Bacon, the father of the inductive method, of scientific experiment,
of empiricism. Bacon had a robust optimism, an infinite confidence in
the power of human reason if freely and honestly applied. He was also
a utilitarian, believing that man’s reason should be applied to the
problems of life on earth, rather than to the more abstruse speculations
of theology. Science was necessary to give man power; to command
nature, he said, we must first obey her; and to obey we must under-
stand.

Hobbes at one period—we do not know exactly when—worked in
close collaboration with Bacon and acted as his amanuensis.

What then was Hobbes’s position in society, in the old world whose
institutions were breaking down and the new world which was forming
itself in man’s consciousness? Like so much else in that age of
revolutionary transition, Hobbes’s very social position was ambiguous,
facing both ways.

His father was a country vicar, and by all accounts not a very
learned one. But he died while Hobbes was still young, and the boy
was brought up by his uncle, a glover of Malmesbury. His mother
was of yeoman stock. They managed to send him to Oxford. From
there he passed in 1608 into the service of the great family of the
Cavendishes, as tutor to the future Earl of Devonshire. With brief
interruptions he remained in the service of this family until 1640,
when he fled to Paris and the Cavendishes began to gather an army
for Charles I. In Paris, he was for a time tutor to Prince Charles.



16 CHRISTOPHER HILL

In 1653, after his return to England, Hobbes resumed his service with
the Cavendish family, though this did not prevent Cromwell offering
him official employment.

The contradiction is apparent. Hobbes, the small bourgeois, the
clever boy making good at Oxford, is taken into the service of one of
the most conservative of the great feudal families, which still ruled
large tracts of the economically backward north of England. When
Hobbes takes his noble pupils on the grand tour of Europe he meets the
most progressive intellects of his time—Galileo, Descartes, Gassendi.
He comes home to discuss their ideas with the Duke of Newcastle.

Hobbes’s station in the world thus rendered him conscious of con-
flict, of the rifts in society which were plunging it into a civil war that
would be fatal to his position as a hanger-on of the old order. In
Behemoth he gives a convincing class analysis of the causes of the civil
war. In the De Cive and The Leviathan his object is to prevent that
class conflict (or any other conflict) ever taking the extreme form of
civil war. Hobbes’s theory of sovereignty dates from the actual period
of armed conflict in England between the social classes.

So Hobbes, suspended between two worlds, is equally critical of
both. His environment and mode of life may have affected the objec-
tives he set himself and the practical conclusions he reached ; but none
can deny the revolutionariness of his method, of his criticism, the bold-
ness of his rejections. Even his reasons for not being a bourgeois-
revolutionary themselves have far-reaching implications: for his
critical-skeptical approach cut right through the religious smoke screen
behind which the seventeenth century bourgeoisie advanced on power.

What then was the Hobbesian revolution?

Hobbes found official political thought dominated by the idea that
government was to be obeyed because ordained of God; and he sub-
stituted the theory that the state was instituted by man for his own
convenience, and that it should be obeyed because the consequences
of disobedience can be demonstrated to be more disagreeable than
obedience, in almost all cases. That is to say, expediency, not morality,
is for Hobbes the motive for political obedience.

Hobbes found opposition thinking dominated by the idea that
government should not be obeyed when it conflicted with divine law,
natural law, natural rights; and he showed that natural law, morality,
and rights in society are derived from the state, and that it is nonsense
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to speak of “natural rights” antecedent to the state, just as it is im-
possible to obtain agreement among men on what constitutes divine,
natural, or fundamental law except in so far as these have been defined
by the sovereign. That is to say, he made power, not right, the key
question in politics.

Finally, Hobbes abandoned the old games of text swapping and
precedent hunting for logical argument. That is to say, he made reason,
not authority, the arbiter in politics. Paradoxically, it is the absolutist
Hobbes who demonstrated that the state exists for man, that it is the
product of human reason, and therefore that political theory is a
rational science.

Despite his practical conclusions, then, the whole essence of
Hobbes’s approach to politics, his mental atmosphere and presup-
positions, are bourgeois. He postulates a society in which traditional
static hierarchical feudal relations have broken down. In the feudal
state the important questions had been those of personal status and
privilege : the relation of lord to serf, of gild member to purchaser, of
cleric to layman. But by the seventeenth century society has dissolved
into its component parts, who face one another not as members of
estates or corporations but as egoistic individuals. This new individual-
ism is reflected in religion: Hobbes’s view of human nature is that
of Calvinism or Jansenism; he has as little use as Calvin for the
hierarchy of saints, the mediating priesthood, the round of formal
“works” by which the medieval Catholic hoped to save his soul.
Hobbes sees society as a collection of atoms, in which the important
relations are contractual, such as those between employer and work-
man, the Nonconformist and the minister whom he selects: the
emphasis is on the individual, not on the social group. Hobbes’s
natural man is an individualist, like Robinson Crusoe or Adam Smith’s
economic man. Like Descartes, Hobbes believes he can generalize about
the passions of all men by examining his own. His state is a mechanical
contrivance, set up by contract. The contract idea which he adopts was
almost the private property of the Puritan and revolutionary op-
position, whether we consider the Vindiciae contra Tyrannos, which
was the Bible of the Dutch revolutionaries and the French Huguenots,
or the Solemn League and Covenant which bound together the
Scottish and English opponents of Charles I.

Hobbes postulates the complete equality of natural man in “the
faculties of body and mind.” “The inequality that now is, has bin
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introduced by the Lawes civill.” * “Good Counsell comes not by Lot,
nor by Inheritance; and therefore there is no more reason to expect
good Advice from the rich, or noble, in matter of State, than in de-
lineating the dimensions of a fortresse.” So the sovereign will give
the hereditary aristocracy “no further honour, than adhaereth naturally
to their abilities.” 2 No egalitarian democrat could go further. How
right Clarendon was to upbraid Hobbes for “his extreme malignity to
the Nobility, by whose bread he hath bin alwaies sustain’d.” The noble
lord correctly pointed out that the Levelers concurred with Hobbes’s
view “that no man may have priviledges of that kind by his birth or
descent.” 3

Man in the state of nature, for Hobbes, is an abstraction from the
competitive world he saw about him. Human nature is bourgeois
nature : the fittest survive. Indeed, he goes out of his way to tell us that
his state of nature is a logical abstraction rather than a piece of
historical description.* Natural man is bourgeois man with the police-
man removed. Hobbes is consciously talking to a bourgeois audience.
The main objections which he makes to his state of nature are such
as would occur to and appeal to the commercial classes: “There is no
place for Industry; because the fruit thereof is uncertain: and con-
sequently no Culture of the Earth, no Navigation, nor use of the
commodities that may be imported by Sea ; no commodious Building ;
no Instruments of moving, and removing such things as require much
force; no Knowledge of the face of the Earth; no account of Time;
no Arts; no Letters; no Society.” 8 The setting up of the sovereign
state is the only escape from the natural state of war.®

Man escapes from the state of nature by his own efforts, by self-
help based on the use of reason. The laws of nature are “precepts or
general rules, found out by reason,” and they lead to the elevation of
the sovereign to save men from the state of war which is at once the
state of nature and the condition of “feudal anarchy.” “To seek peace
and ensue it” is for Hobbes the first law of nature, the clue to al)
success in politics ; and peace, internal order, and security are the first
necessities of existence for the commercial and industrial classes. It
had been the function of the Tudor monarchy to provide this peace
and order in England against “feudal anarchy”; and in so far as the
Tudors gave internal peace and order, and security from external
attack, they had been supported by the commercial classes. A great
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deal of Hobbes’s theory, in fact, looks back to the Tudor age, in which
he was brought up, and which was the golden age alike for the small
bourgeoisie and for the landowning aristocracy adapting itself to
capitalism.

The overriding problem of seventeenth century politics, which
Hobbes was shrewd enough to see absolutely clearly, was, Who was
to interpret conflicting customs—king or parliament, Lords or Com-
mons? A new social order had grown up, with some support from the
Tudors in its early stages, without any fundamental modification of
the laws and institutions of the country. As a result of the largely rural
nature of English capitalism, the House of Commons had come by
1640 to represent mainly the merchants and progressive landowners.
As the crown, in its financial extremity, became less able to respect the
rights of property so the House of Commons resurrected the claims
to power of fifteenth century Parliaments, through which big feudal
lords had dominated the state directly. There were therefore con-
flicting precedents, with which the conflicting claims could be sup-
ported. Most students of politics devoted themselves to antiquarian
research to find arguments for their own side, or to the hopeless task
of discovering which side was “right.” Hobbes brushed all these cob-
webs aside, and showed that such questions were not decided by
“right” but by power; what mattered was not arguments, but who
was to decide between them. Custom, precedents, admittedly could
produce contradictory conclusions : very well, then, the only important
question was, Who was to interpret conflicting customs? This is the
historical point of Hobbes’s theory of sovereignty.

Hobbes agrees with almost all contemporary political theorists in
seeing the rise of private property from a previously existing state of
primitive communism as the cause and justification of the state. “For
before constitution of Soveraign Power . . . all men had right to all
things ; which necessarily causeth Warre : and therefore this Proprietie,
being necessary to Peace, and depending on Soveraign Power, is the
Act of that Power, in order to the publique peace.” 7 As property is
inherited, and we may not go behind possession (sanctified by the
sovereign) to question right, so sovereignty itself passes by in-
heritance, and we have no right to question the arrangements made by
our ancestors. Sovereignty and property stand or fall together, are
maintained by the same laws of inheritance.
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Here again Hobbes is transitional, and this part of his argument
seems the weakest in the light of later and more sophisticated con-
tractual theories. But we must remember when and for whom Hobbes
wrote. His combination of contract and inheritance reflects the
position of the landowner, for whom an unchallengeable succession of
property is the important thing. It is only after the victory of the
bourgeoisie that even land loses its feudal status and becomes a com-
modity, which can be bought, sold, and devised, and is secured by con-
tract. This development is reflected in political theory by the transition
from divine hereditary right to Locke’s contractually limited monarchy.
Hobbes is defending an intervening stage of absolutism, and his argu-
ments are addressed to the contractualists, to those, like Selden, who
held that “a King is a thing men have made for their own sakes, for
quietness’ sake.” ® There is already nothing divine about the sovereign’s
right: that is why Hobbes was so unpopular with the high-flying
Church of England men.

Hobbes is also a spokesman of the new attitude towards poverty in
capitalist society. The idea that poverty was a holy state had long been
abandoned. Opinion was now shifting away from the sixteenth century
view that the new social problems of pauperism should be dealt with
by Christian charity. That solution had been sufficient for the occa-
sional victims of misfortune in the more static feudal society : it could
not cope with the mass unemployment created by early capitalism and
enclosure of arable lands for sheep farming. Hobbes saw that pauper-
ism on the new scale was a problem for the state. “And whereas many
men, by accident unevitable, become unable to maintain themselves by
their labour; they ought not to be left to the Charity of private per-
sons ; but to be provided for, (as far-forth as the necessities of Nature
require,) by the Lawes of the Common-wealth.” But even this sub-
sistence minimum must not be rashly distributed. “For such as have
strong bodies, the case is otherwise: they are to be forced to work;
and to avoyd the excuse of not finding employment, there ought to be
such Lawes, as may encourage all manner of Arts: as Navigation,
Agriculture, Fishing, and all manner of Manifacture that requires
labour.” Emigration is also a remedy for unemployment. And with
Malthus and all clear-sighted investigators of the structure and impli-
cations of capitalism, Hobbes concludes: “And when all the world is
overcharged with Inhabitants, then the last remedy of all is Warre;
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which provideth for every man, by Victory, or Death.” ® The function
of the state in a competitive world, as Hobbes sees it, is the mercan-
tilist one of building up power for wealth and wealth for power, and
building up power and wealth for ultimate war, the final arbiter of
wealth and power in the new world.

One final point about the contract. “Whatsoever is not Unjust, is
Just,” says Hobbes. “And the definition of INJUSTICE, is no other than
the not Performance of Covenant.” 1° Justice is the keeping of con-
tracts: no more. One consequence of this will be clear to anyone who
is acquainted with the social problems of sixteenth and seventeenth
century England. The burning question of the day was the position of
the small proprietor, the copyholder or cottager, whose holding was
frequently an obstacle to consolidatiori of estates, enclosure, racking of
rents, and all the familiar methods by which one section of the gentry
was enriching itself and sharing in the commercial and industrial
boom of the century before 1640. The attack on the security of tenure
of these small men, the mere idea that customary rents could be raised
and that peasants unable to pay might be evicted, had seemed in the
sixteenth century a grave moral crime, a breach with all that was right
and proper, a gross violation of equity even when the letter of the law
was observed. For most copyholders and cottagers held by customary
right, at customary rents, not automatically enforceable at common
law. There was no contractual basis for their claims. The aim of the
improving landlord was to replace copyholds by leaseholds, copyholds
for lives by copyholds for a fixed term of years; to substitute precise,
limited, and determinable contracts for the indeterminate, traditional,
customary rights of the medieval peasantry; to pass from status to
contract. It had been a moral as well as an economic revolution, an
intrusion of the alien standards of the market into a sphere hitherto
unaffected by them.

By the middle of the seventeenth century, no doubt, the new moral-
ity of competition was becoming generally accepted. The last attempt
to legislate against depopulating enclosures was defeated in Parlia-
ment in 1656. But the peasants’ struggle for stable copyholds still
went on, supported by the Leveler movement just before the publica-
tion of The Leviathan. The last pamphlets against enclosure were pub-
lished in the fifties. At least the new standards were regarded as a
lapse from the old, a concession to the wicked covetousness of fallen
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man. But now here was Hobbes making contract the basis of morality!
Justice is the keeping of covenants: no contract, no injustice. This was
as complete a breach with traditional Catholic morality as with the
feudal hierarchial state. The bourgeois free-contract state received its
ideological foundation: and already the expropriated and starving
laborer is coming to bargain with an employer whose ability to wait
until the workman accepts his terms is fortified by the rewards of
past waiting. Nowhere is the fundamentally bourgeois nature of
Hobbes’s approach to the state and to morality more apparent than in
this, the foundation of both.

It should be noted, moreover, that though the basis is contractual,
force is needed too to maintain contracts. (This again exactly reflects
the contradictions of capitalist society.) Contracts are free, but must
be maintained by force against the unfortunate. As that good Hobbist,
Commissary-General Ireton, put it four years before the publication
of The Leviathan: “Any man that makes a bargaine, and does finde
afterwards ’tis for the worse, yett is bound to stand to itt.” “They
were couzen’d,” replied the Leveler Wildman, “as wee are like to
be.” 11

The bourgeois characteristics of Hobbes’s thought come out perhaps
most clearly in his attitude to the Roman Church, and to magical ele-
ments in religion altogether. The point of the attack on the Kingdom
of Darkness in Part IV of The Leviathan is that Hobbes is defending
the negative achievements of the Reformation, its break with priest-
craft, its denial of the need for a hierarchy to mediate between man
and God.

In the first three decades of the seventeenth century, in opposition
to pressure from the Puritanism of the revolutionary class, the Church
of England under Lancelot Andrewes and Laud had reverted to a
kind of social papistry. With no desire to return to the papal alle-
giance, they wished to elevate the dignity of the priest as maker of
magic, to distinguish him from the mass of the congregation, to em-
phasize the formal and symbolic aspects of worship (prayer and the
sacraments) as against the rational (preaching). “There should be
more praying, and less preaching,” said Hobbes’s patron, the Duke
of Newcastle; “for much preaching breeds faction, but much praying
causes devotion.” 12 Hobbes had no love for Puritanism, for he held



HOBBES AND ENGLISH POLITICAL THOUGHT 23

that the logical conclusion of its belief in the rights of the individual
conscience was complete anarchy ; but he was far too imbued with the
new science to have any truck with the neo-papist movement. In Part
IV of The Leviathan he is attacking “ghost” ideas, in Ibsen’s sense
of the world; clearing away impediments to rational thought. He
openly contrasts religion with science. He mercilessly attacks super-
stition and belief in magic, for the specific reason that they are the
means by which priests establish their authority over the pecple. “Who
will not obey a Priest, that can make God, rather than his Soveraign;
nay than God himselfe? Or who, that is in fear of Ghosts, will not
bear great respect to those that can make Holy Water, that drives
them from him ?” 13 Claims to inspiration may be a cheat; and at best
fear of hell and hopes of heaven are unsatisfactory as motives for
political action.!4

Hence Hobbes’s Erastianism, which is as great as that of the ma-
jority of the House of Commons in 1640. The state must wield the
vast power over men’s minds which religion still possesses, just be-
cause of the infinite possibilities of disagreement and dispute which
there would otherwise be. For “the most frequent praetext of Sedition,
and Civill Warre, in Christian Common-wealths hath a long time pro-
ceeded from a difficulty, not yet sufficiently resolved, of obeying at
once, both God, and Man, then when their Commandements, are one
contrary to the other.” 15 It is in fact the question of sovereignty.
Who is to decide? In the last resort, Hobbes thinks this is a question
of power. The quarrel between the Puritans and Laud was only in
appearance over doctrinal niceties, the position of the communion
table, the priestly vestments. In fact two philosophies of life were in
conflict, two social orders: the medieval, the Catholic, the hierarchic,
the feudal ; and the modern, the Protestant-rationalist, the individual-
ist, the bourgeois.

Yet whilst attacking the priesthood Hobbes has a clear perception
of the uses of religion for keeping the vulgar in order. The ancient
Romans “obtayned in order to their end, (which was the peace of the
Commonwealth,) that the common people in their misfortunes, laying
the fault on neglect, or errour in their Ceremonies, or on their own
disobedience to the lawes, were the less apt to mutiny against their
Governors. And being entertained with the pomp, and pastime of
Festivalls, and publike Games, made in honour of the Gods, needed
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nothing else but bread, to keep them from discontent, murmuring, and
commotion against the state.” 18

Hobbes’s definition of religion sufficiently indicates his view of its
purpose, and his own complete Erastianism: “Feare of power invis-
ible, feigned by the mind, or imagined from tales publiquely allowed,
RELIGION ; not allowed, suPERsTITION. And [with a blatantly cynical
nod to the decencies] when the power imagined, is truly such as we
imagine, TRUE RELIGION.” Religion, in fact, is an instrument of gov-
ernment. “In all things not contrary to the Morall Law, (that is to say,
to the Law of Nature,) all Subjects are bound to obey that for divine
Law, which is declared to be so, by the Lawes of the Common-wealth.”
“An opinion publiquely appointed to bee taught, cannot be Haeresie;
nor the Soveraign Princes that authorize them, Haeretiques.” 17 The
calmness with which Hobbes describes on paper and rationalizes the
practice of all governments in his day takes one’s breath away. He
alone had the courage to justify the cujus regio ejus religio principles
on which every government acted.

It is not surprising, therefore, that the great enemy for Hobbes is
the claim to inspiration, to direct revelation, to be able to work mir-
acles. Here he is attacking the sectaries on the left as well as the pa-
pists on the right ; and in the process his rigorous logic undermines the
whole Christian position. “To say God hath spoken to him in a Dream,
is no more thaen to say he dreamed that God spake to him . . . So
that though God Almighty can speak to a man, by Dreams, Visions,
Voice, and Inspiration; yet he obliges no man to beleeve he hath so
done to him that pretends it ; who (being a man) may erre, and (which
is more) may lie.” “All the Miracle consisteth in this, that the En-
chanter has deceived a man; which is no Miracle, but a very easie
matter to doe . . . For two men conspiring, one to seem lame, the
other to cure him with a charme, will deceive many : but many conspir-
ing, one to seem lame, another so to cure him, and all the rest to bear
witnesse; will deceive many more.” Hobbes denies possession by
devils, even in those cases where the devil was cast out by Christ. He
also denies the existence of a local hell or everlasting torment.1?

It is quite clear, in fact, that Hobbes does not really believe in Chris-
tianity, in any normal sense of the word “belief,” and merely accepts
it as the creed authorized in the state in which he lived.2® “It was . . .
almost impossible for man without the special assistance of God, to
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avoid both rocks of atheism and superstition.” 2! God saves the situa-
tion by direct revelation; but we have already. seen how dubious
Hobbes is about claims to revelation as such. He is no Pascal, using
skepticism to build up a firmer faith; he uses the existence of faith
to inculcate skepticism. “Shall whole Nations,” he asks, “be brought
to acquiesce in the great Mysteries of Christian Religion, which are
above Reason; and millions of men be made believe, that the same
Body may be in innumerable places, at one and the same time, which
is against Reason,” and shall it be impossible to educate them into the
more sensible principles of the Leviathan? 22

Hobbes sneers at arguments based only on biblical texts. Those who
employ them “by casting atomes of Scripture, as dust before men’s
eyes, make every thing more obscure than it is; an ordinary artifice
of those that seek not the truth, but their own advantage.” 2 He de-
velops his own case by logic and rational demonstration first, then
proceeds to bolster it up by texts, “with submission nevertheless both
in this, and in all questions, whereof the determination dependeth on
the Scriptures, to the interpretation of the Bible authorized by the
Common-wealth, whose Subject I am.” 24 Individual interpretation of
the scriptures, carried to its logical conclusion, means as many truths
and schemes of salvation as there are citizens : Hobbes wants uniform-
ity in the interest of stability. But his method again diminishes respect
for the sacred books. He himself indulges in some daring historical
criticism of the attributions of authorship of books of the Bible.2®

Rather unexpectedly, though less so if we consider the social roots
of his theories rather than the form those theories took, Hobbes ap-
proves of Independency so long as it does not degenerate into sectar-
ian anarchy.?¢ But that is really only a measure of his indifference, of
his approval of the independent separation of politics from theology,
of the tendency of Independency to approach deism and rationalism.
For though Hobbes is prepared through indifference to defend poli-
tical intolerance, still tolerance—at least of opinions not translated
into actions—is more natural to him. “But what reason is there for
it?”’ he asks of persecution. “Is it because such opinions are contrary
to true Religion? that cannot be, if they be true. Let therefore the
truth be first examined by competent Judges, or confuted by them
that pretend to know the contrary.” 2" Here again Hobbes links up
with the skeptical or deist aristocrats of the Restoration period, with
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the whole drift of political thought to the sort of practical toleration
de covenance realized after 1688, in which considerations of expedi-
ency and the welfare of trade played a far greater role than the passion
for liberty of a Milton. “Forasmuch as some ease to scrupulous con-
sciences in the exercise of religion may be an effectual means to unite
their Majesties’ protestant subjects in interest and affection . ..” ran the
preamble to the Toleration Act of 1689, frankly. This is how Hobbes
put it: “There is another Errour in their Civill Philosophy . . . to
extend the power of the Law, which is the Rule of Actions onely, to
the very Thoughts, and Consciences of men, by Examination, and
Inquisition of what they hold, notwithstanding the Conformity of their
Speech and Actions : By which, men are either punished for answering
the truth of their thoughts, or constrained to answer an untruth for
fear of punishment.” 28 It is not the noblest strain in which to plead
liberty of conscience, but it has proved perhaps the most acceptable
political argument ; and it is one for which the author of The Levia-
than has received insufficient credit.

The scientific spirit of Hobbes is most clearly shown in the structure
of The Leviathan itself. Dr. Strauss has argued that all Hobbes’s fun-
damental ideas existed before he became acquainted with the scientific
ideas of his contemporaries, that the scientific method is imposed on
Hobbes’s material and does not grow out of it.22 Even if true, this
does not affect my main contention—that both Hobbes’s philosophy
and the scientific method grew out of one and the same social environ-
ment, and so naturally could be fused. I do not think Dr. Strauss is
altogether convincing when he argues that the scientific method con-
flicts in any way with what Hobbes is trying to say: certainly Hobbes
thought he was establishing “‘the science of justice,” lack of which had
brought about the civil war.3® The style and form of The Leviathan
were undoubtedly influenced by the new sciences: that is why the book
is so important in the history of English prose. Its construction is
beautifully logical. Once we have started, it is almost impossible to
break the chain of Hobbes’s argument without going back to the be-
ginning. He is self-consciously rigorous in his use of words. All his
terms are defined in Book I, and a close attention to those definitions
disposes of some of the alleged contradictions in the later chapters,
For “when men register their thoughts wrong, by the inconstancy of
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the signification of their words . . . they register for their concep-
tions, that which they never conceived ; and so deceive themselves.” 3

Hobbes tries to reduce the rational process to calculation. “For
REASON, in this sense, is nothing but Reckoning (that is, Adding and
Subtracting) of the Consequences of generall names agreed upon, for
the marking and signifying of our thoughts.” 3 This is a kind of Ben-
thamite calculus, borrowed from the countinghouse and the merchant’s
ledger : as bourgeois as Benjamin Franklin.

Together with this goes a denial of all metaphysical absolutes.
Hobbes’s corroding skepticism worked a revolution of destruction in
the world of thought parallel to that which was taking place in institu-
tions and social standards. Hobbes has no use at all for conventional
moral noises. “For one man calleth Wisdome, what another calleth
feare; and one cruelty, what another justice . . . And therefore such
names can never be the true grounds of any ratiocination.” Standards
are entirely relative, except for Leviathan’s absolutes. ‘“Whatsoever
is the object of any mans Appetite or Desire; that is it, which he for
his part calleth Good.” 3 And this moves over to politics. “The doc-
trine of Right and Wrong, is perpetually disputed, both by the Pen
and the Sword: Whereas the doctrine of Lines, and Figures, is not
s0; because men care not, in that subject what be truth, as a thing that
crosses no mans ambition, profit or lust. For I doubt not, but if it had
been a thing contrary to any mans right of dominion, or to the inter-
est of men that have domination, That the three Angles of a Triangle,
should be equall to two Angles of a Square; that doctrine should have
been, if not disputed, yet by the burning of all books of Geometry,
suppressed, as farre as he whom it concerned was able.” The laws of
nature, therefore, are precepts or general rules, found out by knowing
the consequences, by bookkeeping, by counting the cost.®* They have
no transcendental moral binding force ; only a man would be irrational,
unaware of his own best interests if he did not observe them, just as a
merchant would be a fool if, having once learned to keep accounts, he
let his affairs get into confusion by failing to keep them.

There are various hints which suggest that Hobbes would agree
with Rousseau in holding that no true commonwealth, in his sense of
the term, has ever yet existed : that he was legislating for the future.
In the chapter “Of Dominion Paternall, and Despoticall,” he wrote:
“The greatest objection is, that of the Practise ; when men ask, where.
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and when, such Power has by Subjects been acknowledged. But one
may ask them again, when or where has there been a Kingdome long
free from Sedition and Civill Warre . . . For though in all places of
the world, men should lay the foundation of their houses on the sand,
it could not thence be inferred, that so it ought to be.” 3% “So, long
time after men have begun to constitute Commonwealths, imperfect,
and apt to relapse into disorder, there may, Principles of Reason be
-found out, by industrious meditation, to make their constitutions (ex-
cepting by externall violence) everlasting. And such are those which I
have in this discourse set forth.” 3¢

Hobbes knows that a new world has come into existence, to which
the standards of the old feudal order will no longer apply. He may not
have been a practical revolutionary himself ; his theory has kinks and
idiosyncrasies, hangovers of the past and criticisms of the present
which can be explained by his own peculiar station in society ; but all
the assumptions of his approach to politics are new, radical, and bour-
geois—though stripped of the religious swaddling clothes in which
bourgeois revolutionary thought was still clothed. Rousseau had only
to insist that sovereignty must and could lie in the people alone, in
order to convert Hobbes’s political philosophy into a revolutionary
creed that would overthrow the thrones of Europe.

Combined with this scientific spirit we find in Hobbes what was its
almost invariable accompaniment in the seventeenth century—mater-
ialism. This is flatly stated in chapter I, “Of Sense”: “The cause of
Sense, is the Externall Body, or Object.” It is only “not knowing
what Imagination, or the Senses are” that allows some schoolmen to
say “that Imaginations rise of themselves, and have no cause; . . .
that Good thoughts are blown (inspired) into a man, by God.” 37 “A
wooden top that is lashed by the boys, and runs about sometimes to
one wall, sometimes to another, sometimes hitting men on the shins,
if it were sensible of its own motions would think it proceeded from
its own will, unless it felt what lashed it. And is a man any wiser,
when he . . . seeth not what are the lashings that cause his will ?”’ 38
“The words In-powred vertue, In-blown vertue, are as absurd and in-
significant, as a round quadrangle.” 3 This is politics of course: “For
who will endeavour to obey the Laws, if he expect Obedience to be
Powred or Blown into him?” 4 Hobbes regards no philosophical
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question as academic, but sees that the most apparently abstract the-
ories lead to practical conclusions. He attacks idealism as such. “The
causes of this difference of Witts, are in the Passions ; and the differ-
ence of Passions, proceedeth partly from the different Constitution
of the body, and partly from different Education.” He expresses his
disbelief in an eternal soul which can exist separately from the body;
and so denies dualism.!

Hobbes has also a fascinatingly historical sense, the product no
doubt of his early preoccupation with historical studies. He is aware of
the social, the materialist origin of ideas: ‘“Leasure is the mother of
Philosophy ; and Common-wealth, the mother of Peace, and Leasure:
Where first were great and flourishing Cities, there was first the study
of Philosophy.” 2 He makes an extremely shrewd criticism of the
quality of scholastic thought when he points out that much of it can-
not be translated “into any of the moderne tongues, so as to make the
same intelligible ; or into any tolerable Latine, such as they were ac-
quainted withall, that lived when the Latine tongue was Vulgar.” 48
That shows a real appreciation of the connection between living
thought and living language, an awareness of the social nature of
language and thought.

Hobbes turns to history, as Bacon did, for the application.t A strik-
ing feature of his thought, linking it again with Bacon and the best
of seventeenth century science, is its domination by the idea of mo-
tion, change, development. Like a modern biologist, he asserts, “The
constitution of a mans Body, is in continual mutation.” “Life it selfe
is but Motion.” “Felicity is a continuall progresse of the desire, from
one object to another ; the attaining of the former, being still but the
way to the later.” 45 “The knowledge of the nature of motion,” he says,
is “the gate of natural philosophy universal,” which Galileo opened.*6

This motion, as is clear from the passages last quoted, is conceived
as a dialectical process. So too is thought. “When in the mind of man,
Appetites, and Aversions, Hopes, and Feares, concerning one and the
same thing, arise alternately; and divers good and evill consequences
of the doing, or omitting the thing propounded, come successively into
our thoughts; so that sometimes we have an Appetite to it ; sometimes
an Aversion from it; sometimes Hope to be able to do it; sometimes
Despaire, or Feare to attempt it ; the whole summe of Desires, Aver-
sions, Hopes and Feares, continued till the thing be either done, or
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thought impossible, is that we call DELIBERATION.” “As the whole chain
of Appetites alternate, in the question of Good, or Bad, is called De-
liberation; so the whole chain of Opinions alternate, in the question
of True, or False, is called poust. No Discourse whatsoever, can End
in absolute knowledge of Fact, past, or to come.” 47

Important though theory always is for Hobbes, it is always closely
associated with practice, to which it leads and without which it is ster-
ile. But rational theory may always come up against the irrational
in practice. Hobbes has an overwhelming sense of the obstructive
power of vested interests to dangerous truths. In his final apologetic
conclusion he is anxious to show that *‘there is nothing in this whole
Discourse . . . contrary either to the Word of God, or to good Man-
ners; or to the disturbance of the Publique Tranquility;” and that it
will in fact encourage men to obey and to pay taxes willingly. And here
Hobbes sums up all the bitterness of his cynicism, all the penetration
of his social analysis, and all his confidence in the ultimate trimph of
rational science: “For such Truth, as opposeth no mans profit, nor
pleasure, is to all men welcome.” 48

After the Restoration, Macauley said, Hobbism “became an almost
essential part of the fine gentleman.” For in 1660 the monarchy and
the House of Lords had been restored as guarantees of the new social
order against the threat from the left. The returned aristocracy had
lost all faith in its own ideology, and was not captivated by that of the
victorious bourgeoisie. (The ideology and ideologists of revolutionary
Puritanism, in fact, were hastily shed by the respectable sections of
the bourgeoisie of the Restoration.) Skepticism prevailed among the
restored feudalists, busily adapting themselves to bourgeois society.
The intellectual history of England in the second half of the seven-
teenth century is the history of the dialectical interaction of the mate-
rialist theory of the court aristocrats with the religious ideologists of
the moving classes of the revolution—the progressive small gentry,
yeomen, small industrialists. In the 1640’s and 1650’s Puritanism in
the hands of the lower orders was slowly working its way to a rational-
ism which was also egalitarian (Fox, Winstanley) and so frightened
off the propertied classes, who saw the need for restoring ecclesiastical
discipline and the hierarchy to control the thought of the lower orders.
As the century wore on, the aristocracy came to repent of their Hob-
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bist atheistic materialism, of the skepticism of the Restoration drama-
tists ; they began to see the need to bring back God into science : hence
the turn to “rational Christianity,” deism, tolerance. The two great
enemies were atheism and “enthusiasm.” So we get Milton arduously
working his way through Puritanism to a position similar to that from
which, in a very different social environment, Falkland and Chillenden
had started ; and we find Locke synthesizing Bacon and Hobbes, Mil-
ton and Cudworth, science and religion; and leaving out everything
that had made religion exciting, much that had made science politically
dangerous. The materialism of Bacon and Hobbes was discarded, and
with it their confident and exclusive reliance on the scientific method
for the progress of human thought. Science was necessary to the eco-
nomic advance of the bourgeois social order, religion to its political
stability. So religion and science were reconciled by limiting the sphere
of each.*® Locke’s synthesis performed a social function invaluable for
his class. But it was woefully incomplete, for it left out the dialectical
element of thought which the Puritan revolutionaries and the early
scientists had grasped. It was the dogma of a static civilization.

One aspect of Hobbism came back into its own with Bentham and
the utilitarians, themselves the product of the industrial advance of
eighteenth century England. Materialism came back to England by
way of the French Encyclopedists. At the same time the revolutionary-
democratic ideas of the Levelers were revived by the theory and prac-
tice of the American and French revolutions, and began to take the
new form of socialism. All these ideas, which we can trace back to
Hobbes, were caught up by Marx and Engels and synthesized with a
life-giving dose of dialectics to form the new revolutionary body of
ideas which today we call Marxism.
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i
(Translated from the French by Henry F. Mins)

HE first representative of materialism in European philosophy

was Democritus, who stands at the end of a current of

thought coming down from Thales of Miletus. These thinkers
were all materialists, in the sense that they considered the reality of
the cosmos as autonomous and objectively given. To say that the cos-
mos is made up of the element of moisture or of air is to consider it
and its fullness as materially based on a datum which is itself material.
The meaning to be given here to the notion of matter is that of some-
thing which is hard, which exists outside us and independently of us,
and which is active. By the hardness of matter we mean the resistance it
offers to the senses ; by its activity, the fact that all matter affects other
matter. The materialistic naturalists of the pre-Socratic period saw
no reason why matter should not comprise all reality, including living
beings and, in particular, man. They inclined the more readily to this
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view because they drew no sharp distinction between inert and living
matter. The same Thales who proclaimed moisture as the principle of
the cosmos seems also to have said that “‘everything is full of souls.”
There is nothing spiritualist about this, for the ancients considered the
soul as a thing which was material, in a secondary way : the souls which
live in the land of the dead are like images, without force, regretting
the complete existence they had on earth. Democritus’ materialism,
more developed and epistemologically more sophisticated, denotes as
#1efj, real, the existence of atoms. Sense phenomena derive from this
reality, but it remains unperceived by the senses. This is the objectivity
of the atoms. The point of the materialistic philosophy is to recall to
us what is objective even if phenomenologically, in immediate con-
sciousness, we can not always maintain awareness of this ebjectivity.
We cannot, because the life of the organism does not let us think of it
all the time, and because the senses present matter to us in the light
which corresponds to their own function. Here arises the problem of
the duality between the truth, which is identical with objective reality,
and the appearances to which the living being’s consciousness is sub-
jected. If matter, or the indestructible energy which is everywhere, is
the objective reality, why is this truth hidden? And why is it that, even
after having rediscovered it, consciousness finds itself unable to per-
sist in it uninterruptedly? Or again, is not so-called objective reality
a creation of the spirit, whose limitations appear in the difficulties just
mentioned ?

Materialism will always have this attractive side, that it takes for
its starting point a substratum continuous for all phenomena. Even
when it does not specify the precise nature of the matter which under-
lies whatever takes place, it has the great merit of giving unity to all
that is real, and thereby avoiding the impasses of dualism. Its task is,
if not to reduce every phenomenon to matter, at least to exhibit its
fundamental relation to the universal substratum. This task will have
a critical and a positive aspect.

Critically, it will consist in restraining the inclination of thought to
isolate the spiritual and the ideal from the real, and in showing that
the links of the chain are never broken. All spirituality is a liberation,
but one whose conditions can be traced all the way into the biological
sphere. Spirituality always entails a subjective interpretation of itself,
comparable to the sort of subjective interpretation of colors which
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imagines itself to be objective. In this case, it is materialism which
embodies the objectivist point of view, by stressing the real ground
of every spiritualist position. It may be subjectively more satisfying
to distinguish many realms of reality, each independent of the others;
objectively, however, we are compelled to ask how, in this hierarchy,
each stage rests on the preceding one, and to what degree it is pre-
pared for by it. If spiritualism and idealism fix their eyes on high and
look down on phenomena, materialism will be diligent to the contrary,
refusing except under direct compulsion to accept any structure tran-
scending the structure that is given. Obviously, certain fundamental
distinctions resist all attempts at reduction, e.g., the distinction between
dead and organized matter, and in particular that between the animal
and the human kingdoms. Here materialism has the positive task of
showing how the higher structure could emerge from the lower with-
out having been previously implicit in it. Materialism thus conceived
is not a conception of universal reality, but a method of inquiry which
proceeds from the simpler to the more complex. It is in accordance
with this method not to set qualitative, impassable boundaries between
structures, but to suppose that the qualitative differences have had
quantitative origins, which have accumulated. If accumulations every-
where give rise to changes in quality, then this correlation is to be ac-
cepted as a universal experience, and furnishes a link between the
world of matter and that of life and spirit, one which is opposed to
any deep-reaching dualism.

The materialist criticism, based on the durable element in reality,
will reject metaphysical notions of an after-life, along with the deduc-
tion of the world from a first cause. In so doing it will bring out the
fact that the value of the spiritual side of our nature does not imply its
unlimited duration, and that reality loses none of its mystery when we
presuppose another reality behind it. But it is no longer transcend-
ental realities that this criticism will have to oppose primarily. In the
eighteenth century this was to be sure the principal theme of the dis-
cussion between spritualism and materialism. Today the dispute has
moved to other ground ; it is no longer the beyond which is in question,
but the autonomy of the spiritual or ideal domain. The transcendental
dualism of other days has been replaced by an equally rigorous imma-
nent dualism which gives the old transcendentalism a new form in
terms of a radical separation between the realm of the ideal and that
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of the real. This cuality is accompanied by a moral doctrine which,
with Kant, makes a distinction between actions motivated by “desire”
and those inspired by “the moral law.”

German philosophy presents many variations on this idealism, all of
them looking down from above on the real as something of an inferior
species compared to the ideal. This idealism always tends to speak of
the “merely real,” to make it appear that the ideal transcends it in
value. It maintains that the moral act has no connection with impulse
and desire, and that the cognitive act is independent of the play of
sensations and associations. It likes to speak of eternal truth, effecting
a radical separation between it and its provisional content, but at-
tributing eternity to the very formula in which it is embodied at the
present moment. Idealism thereby runs the risk of impeding the prog-
ress of science. It engages in semantic analysis of what is meant by a
science in general, abstracting from the part played by the real, which
is grasped by knowledge.

The French materialism of the eighteenth century owed much to
its English predecessors. Francis Bacon’s empiricism was all but ma-
terialistic, and the doctrine of Thomas Hobbes was so completely. It
is true that Newton and Boyle founded the mechanism of the universe
on the divine will, but their contributions to science were purely mech-
anist in tendency. If the French mind, which was originally inclined to
skepticism, began to embrace materialism after the death of Louis
X1V, this was largely in order to have it as an ally against dogma.
La Mettrie, who was a materialist 100 per cent, called himself a Pyr-
rhonian, and considered Montaigne the first Frenchman who dared to
think. Voltaire, we recall, introduced Newton’s celestial mechanics
into France. Newton had reconciled mechanism and Providence, and
Voltaire followed his lead. Nevertheless the continuation of New-
tonian ideas in France culminated in Laplace, for whom the origin of
the world required no creator. If Voltaire attacked the Church, it was
not in order to prove that God does not exist, but to argue in favor
of the natural light of reason which enables us to know Him. He there-
fore strongly opposed materialism, whose chief representatives were
La Mettrie and Holbach.

Julien Offray de La Mettrie was born at Saint-Malo in 1709. He
took up medicine, and went to Leyden to study under Boerhaave, who
had got the reputation of atheism for his Spinozistic sympathies. A
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severe attack of fever gave La Mettrie the opportunity to observe the
influence of the circulation on thought, observations which he utilized
in his Histoire naturelle de 'dme. The fundamental idea of the book is
the unity of body and soul. Anyone who wishes to study the soul
should commence by studying the body, of which the soul is the form,
as all matter has form. The senses are our guide in respect to knowl-
edge. Since matter is inert of itself, and the living body is matter in
movement, the soul is the principle of movement. But movement can
no more be separated from matter than can form. A primum movens
outside matter is meaningless. Matter itself is form, movement, and
sensation. Starting from the substantial forms of scholasticism, La
Mettrie arrived at the thesis that whatever is capable of sensation is
material. Likewise, the Histoire naturelle de Pdme uses the philoso-
phizing of the ancients as a starting point from which to go on to show
to what extent they can be dispensed with.

In a second work, L’Homme machine (1748), the tone is more di-
rect and positive. Descartes is criticized for his radical dualism ; Leib-
niz “spiritualized matter instead of materializing the soul.” Experience
and observation should be our only guides. Only doctors, who have ob-
served the soul in its greatness and its misery, have the right to discuss
it. The great system-making minds have all neglected experience ; they
have failed to consider that it is the temperament (which is determined
by physical causes) that determines the characters and acts of men.
Food and drink imperiously sway man’s moral side. It is a prejudice
to think that man is radically distinct from the animals. It is by intelli-
gence, which is linked to language, that he has achieved his superiority.
La Mettrie declare that he does not wish to take part in the discussion
as to the existence of God and the life after death, but he lets his actual
opinion show through. He sees Descartes’s greatness in his mechanical
explanation of the living body.

La Mettrie’s theories were not designed to gain him the support of
most of his contemporaries. Moreover, the frivolity shown in some of
his writings furnished a pretext for rejecting the totality of his thought
indiscriminately. His Discours sur le bonheur is frankly hedonist. The
most elevated spiritual joys are necessarily corporeal in nature, but
are preferable to sensual pleasures, which are short-lived. It is true
that La Mettrie was no saint; but he had the courage not to hide what
he was, and thereby rose above all hypocrisy. And philosophy is in-
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debted to him for that keen sense of observation which so greatly
helped in eliminating prejudices and opening the way to a richer and
more precise knowledge of man’s nature, whose duality reduces to two
aspects, basically linked.

The works of Baron d’Holbach differ from those of La Mettrie by
their systematic structure. His principal work, Systéme de la nature,
ou des lois du monde physique et du monde moral, appeared in 1770,
in London. Lagrange, the great mathematician, and Diderot contrib-
uted to it. In 1772 the author published a popular résumé, entitled Le
Bon sens, ou idées naturelles opposées aux idées swrnatureclles, in
which the sovereignty of the people and their right to revolution are
openly defended. Nature is the only real being ; anything else, said to
be correlative to it, is imagination only. The human mind has become
what it is only because of the satisfaction which it gives the instincts
in their struggle with the environment. Movement dominates every-
thing ; it is the cause of our sensations and knowledge, even up to its
most abstract forms. There is continuous interaction among the three
kingdoms of nature. The tendency to self-conservation is in every-
thing ; in physics it is called inertia, and in morals self-love. Holbach
criticized the notions of order and disorder, applied by the mind to
nature, as purely anthropocentric. What we call an anomaly is pro-
duced by the same necessity which gives rise to the normal, The beau-
tiful and the ugly are of human origin. While La Mettrie liked to de-
scribe himself as a disciple of Descartes, Holbach accused Descartes of
having been the first to make a radical dichotomy between the body
and the soul, instead of concluding that matter is capable of feeling and
thinking. In matters of ethics, Holbach followed La Mettrie closely,
but was free from his frivolity. For him too, it was medicine that must
solve the problems of morality. His idea that the criminal is a sick man
is in profound agreement with this conception. Ethics and politics
have everything to learn from the materialist conception of man. He
attacks the idea of God in all its forms. Religion is responsible for the
great corruption of man, even in its deistic and pantheistic forms. An
extensive analysis shows that the proofs of the existence of God are
untenable. Even Spinozism, which for a long time counted as equiva-
lent to materialism, is condemned. Morality is absolutely independent
of religion, which has made no contribution whatever to uplifting the
human race. In this judgment, clearly, our philosopher shows an abso-
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lute lack of the historical sense. Religion certainly did contribute to
the education of Europe after the fall of ancient civilization ; what hap-
pened was that the dogmatic envelope which protected moral values
cracked at a certain time, after it had performed its service.

This lack of the historical sense prevented eighteenth century ma-
terialism from seeing an ally in religion rather than an adversary. If it
had been more open to the spiritual history of humanity, it would have
been able to justify dogma for its pragmatic value instead of rejecting
it as immoral and absurd. It would have recognized that an altruistic
enthusiasm, even when accompanied by supernatural imagery, bears
within it an unquestionable moral value. On this point the critcism of
religion in Kant was much more prudent. It can be said that Kant was
the first to give a pragmatic interpretation of religion, and was thus
prevented from seeing in it only a pretensc or an absurdity.

The materialism of the eighteenth century thus has its historical limi-
tations: it is too static to be able to explain the traditional spirituality
against which it reacts, and too theoretical to admit the pragmatic value
of a supernatural inspiration in so far as the latter proves rich in conse-
quences for human life. Its function in the eighteenth century was
primarily that of being in opposition, and as a result it was sometimes
led into an overnegative dogmatism. Nevertheless, its attitude yields
certain principles which make materialism, if not a basis, at least an
essential aspect of every rational method of philosophizing. A first
principle, it seems to us, which holds good for all rational thought, is
that of the subsistence of a world which does not depend on any con-
scious activity but to a certain extent determines consciousness. This
world is an ensemble of elements, inanimate and animate, whose essen-
tial character is to act on one another. There is no need to make pro-
nouncements as to the structure of the substratum which underlies all
the phenomena of the world. It is not the atom nor the cell that assures
reality to the substratum, which consists in this very coherence of
which we have been speaking. The fundamental category is not matter,
but the real. But any aspect of it, even the most ideal, is not wholly in-
dependent of this coherence in which all elements interpenetrate.

The reality of history and of psychological and social phenomena,
while presenting particular aspects in relation to matter, are also inte-
grated in the cosmos. The dualism of body and mind fails to recognize
that there is a continual transition from one aspect into the other. The
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supreme value which human life attributes to the spiritual side should
not cause us to forget that everything is connected, and that nothing
has an autonomous existence.

It is inevitable that the real should divide into forms, and that in
this process entities should appear which are very distant from the
primordially real. Here the method of “materialism” shows its value,
recalling to us that there is no life without matter and no spirit without
life, and reducing the higher levels to lower, as far as possible, with-
out denying or falsifying their hierarchy. If therefore we reject the
dogmatic position held by the materialism of old, we assign it a perma-
nent critical function which consists in reducing another dogmatism
which tends to isolate spiritual phenomena from material and biological
reality, and thus destroys the unity of the real. This criticism is not
unaware that life evolves upward; but it keeps in mind that all is
linked, and that, if a superior order is not caused by what underlies it,
it is still conditioned thereby,
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A la Lumiére du Marxisme.

(Translated from the French by Henry F. Mins)

HE OBJECT of this essay is to fix the role and the essential

contributions of Hegel, Marx, and Engels in the evolution of

modern thought, taking it in its connections with economic and
social evolution.

At first the movement of modern thought followed the development
of the rising class, the bourgeoisie, and in this phase reached its highest
point in materialist rationalism and in Hegel. Thereafter, it was taken
up by the new rising class, the proletariat, and in Marxism attained a
conception of the world which was adapted to a new mode of economic
and social organization.

It took form under the influence of the great discoveries of the
fifteenth century, which infinitely expanded the world’s boundaries
and provoked a rapid growth of needs and the consequent development
of a new economic system based on a greater freedom of production
and circulation of wealth. This system caused at once a profound
change in men’s way of life and a progressive transformation of the
static conception of the world into a dynamic conception which was
dominated, like the system itself, by the notions of liberty, movement,
and progress.

This thought, which at the outset found its expression in the two
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great movements of spiritual liberation, the Renaissance and the Ref-
ormation, took its first major form in rationalism, which adds the
notion of progress to the idea of liberty, and, after Renaissance and
Reformation, marked a second stage in the adaptation of the general
conception of the world to the new way of life. Rationalism, the phi-
losophy of the rising bourgeoisie, rejected the notion of an immutable
and eternal preestablished order, and supported the revolutionary ac-
tion of the bourgeoiesie in maintaining the necessity of transforming
the world to give it a rational character and content. Rationalism
tended to evolve from spiritualism to materialism, thereby expressing
the growing importance of concrete material reality in human life, as
a result of the unceasing development of production.

Despite its tendency to unite spiritual reality more closely to ma-
terial reality, rationalism did not succeed in solving the essential prob-
lem of the integration of man into his natural and social milieu—a
problem raised by the very development of production. For, being a
reflection of bourgeois society, it came up against the fundamental
contradiction, inherent in the capitalist system, between an increasingly
collective mode of production, which brings men closer and closer to-
gether in their economic and social activity, and an individualist mode
of appropriation based on private property and the quest for profit,
which isolates men and sets them, as individuals, against society. Ra-
tionalism is led to conceive of man as an individual opposed to his
social milieu and cannot therefore arrive at a conception of the world
as an organic whole; it remains essentially dualistic and allows the tra-
ditional opposition to subsist between spirit and matter, between man
and nature.

Yet the very development of the new system of production, which
integrates man more and more deeply in the external world, brings
about the need to go beyond this dualism and arrive at an organic con-
ception of the world. However, all the attempts made by bourgeois
thought in this direction failed by virtue of the fact that in defending
the principle of private property and thus putting itself on the plane of
the contradiction which the capitalist system gives rise to, it could
abolish this contradiction only in a utopian manner, by an illusory sur-
mounting of individualism and the integration of man in an imaginary
milieu.

After Rousseau, who integrated man into an idealized nature and a
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utopian society, and Kant, who gave this integration a formal char-
acter, reducing it to the a priori forms imposed by the mind on the
external world, German idealist philosophy, whose greatest figure was
Hegel, strove to pass beyond rationalist dualism to an organic concep-
tion of the world. It was inspired by Goethe who, after Spinoza’s
fashion, considered mind and matter as two manifestations of the
divine, different in their forms but similar in essence, and held that
man should plunge into nature in order to participate in the universal
life which animates the world (Faust).

German idealist philosophy added to this idea of an organic union
of man and the external world the notion of development and progress,
which it applied to the totality of beings and things; it thus attained a
new conception of the world, which was no longer considered as an
ensemble of things ruled from without and functioning as a mecha-
nism, but as the expression of a single life animating all beings, as an
immense organism developing itself under the action of internal laws
and forces.

Inasmuch as life cannot be conceived otherwise than in its unity and
development, this philosophy was of necessity led to reduce spiritual
reality and material reality to an organic unity, and to show how this
organic totality changes and evolves.

Like rationalism, this philosophy adopted the point of view of bour-
geois society and defended its economic and social organization; it
was unable to go beyond individualism and bring about the effective
integration of man into his natural and social milieu, and could only
undertake this integration in an illusory manner, by the reduction of
the whole of the real to mind. 1~

Fichte, Schelling, Hegel—the German idealist philosophers—abol-
ished Kant’s Ding-an-sich which maintained for concrete reality an
existence independent of the thinking subject. They reduced all of
reality to mind, which, by virtue of its inclusion of concrete reality,
became at once subject and object and constituted not only the
tool of knowledge but the element which creates and regulates the
world.

The real, thus reduced to spiritual activity, was identified with
knowledge, in which the subject which knows and the object which is
known merge, and whose movement is explained by the autodetermina-
tion of the spirit, by the exteriorization of what it potentially contains,
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by the alienation of its own substance which becomes foreign to it, and
which it recovers progressively in becoming aware that it constitutes
its essence.

In this conception of evolution as progressive penetration of con-
crete reality by the spirit, the philosophers were under the inspiration
of the French Revolution, which seemed to them to have solved the
double problem of the rational changing of the world and the integra-
tion of man into his social milieu by going beyond immediate reality
and traditional economic and social organization under the action of
reason, and by subordinating the individual to the state.

But while the French revolutionaries changed the world effectively,
these philosophers, because of Germany’s backwardness in economic
and social evolution, gave action a theoretical and abstract character,
transposing it to the plane of thought. They changed political, eco-
nomic, and social problems into philosophical problems which they re-
duced to the central problem of the epoch, the problem of liberty, and
proposed to realize the latter by the way of the spirit, convinced that
in virtue of the correlation between the development of material real-
ity and that of spiritual reality, it was possible to act on the world and
transform it by the unaided power of ideas.

Despite their idealist nature, the systems of these philosophers are
distinguished by an ever more marked tendency toward realism, a
tendency which led them to ascribe to the world, which was at first
considered to be a mere expression of the spirit, an ever more objective
and concrete reality.

Fichte, expressing the revolutionary aspirations of his times, put
the stress not on the past which has been wiped out, nor on a present
which does not change, but on the future. He thereby subordinated to
the spirit the external world which should be transformed; he abol-
ished the external world, reducing it to the not-I and making of it
the tool of the I, which rises, by a continual surmounting of the not-I
which it sets up against itself, to a higher morality and a great auton-
omy. '

Schelling expresses the counterrevolutionary tendencies of the
feudal class. He gives the present the task of going back to its source,
that is to the past, under the inspiration of the Middle Ages, an epoch
of high and strong spirituality, when the Spirit penetrated vitally all
the elements of life and the world. In this way he evolves toward a
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more objective idealism, and, in accord with Spinoza, he assigns Nature
an existence distinct from that of the mind, and shows how, by a pro-
gressive interpenetration of Spirit and Nature, the world comes in the
work of art to a state of complete indifferentiation, where Nature is
Spirit and Spirit Nature.

Finally, in Hegel the evolution toward an organic conception of
the world, intimately combining the Idea and the concrete reality, man
and the external world, is even plainer to be seen. Hegel is the inter-
preter of the tendencies of a semiconservative bourgeoisie; what he
sets himself to justify is not the future nor the past, but the present.
Like all doctrinaire conservatives, he stops the evolution of the world
at the present moment, to which he gives absolute value as the defini-
tive and perfect result of rational evolution. To this end he strives to
give idealism a concrete character. He transposes to the ideological
level the ever more powerful action which the development of produc-
tive forces enables man to exert on his milieu ; and he shows how the
spirit integrates itself progressively into the real, which thereby as-
sumes an ever more rational character.

Since he does not succeed, as Marx was later to do, in understand-
ing reality as the object of man’s concrete practical activity, and
thereby penetrating to the efficient cause of the transformation of the
world, he remains essentially idealist in his evolution toward realism,
and like Fichte and Schelling considers the real as the object of spiri-
tual activity.

The fundamental problem which then faces him is to show how con-
crete reality merges in effect with its spiritual representation, and how
the development of the spirit not only expresses but determines the evo-
lution of the world. Hegel therefore neglects the contingent, the acci-
dental elements of the real, concentrating on those which express a
phase of the spirit and carry out the work of Reason.

Once concrete reality has thus been purged and sublimated to the
point of being nothing more than the expression of the spiritual reality,
it can be included in the spirit, after which Hegel is enabled to mold as
it were the development of the world in the form of the development
of the spirit, which is elevated into the creator of the real.

Hegel, unlike Fichte, desired to justify present reality and derived
the development of the world not from an absolute will, which no de-
terminate reality can satisfy, but from a reason which is higher than



46 AUGUSTE CORNU

the subjective reason—namely, objective reason, which combines
within itself spirit and being.

This objective reason is incarnated in the Absolute Idea, which
creates the world by the exteriorization or alienation of its substance,
which it then proceeds to resume within itself in stages. The identity of
the real and the rational which existed originally in the Absolute Idea
is broken by virtue of the exteriorization of its substance in a reality
which seems alien to it; but the identity is progressively reestablished
by the activity of the spirit, which eliminates the irrational elements
from the real and thus leads it to surmount itself constantly, to take
a form and a content more and more suited to the reason. This pro-
gressive union of the rational and the real, of spirit and being, is re-
alized under the form of concrete ideas which are not a mere repre-
sentation of beings and things, which man makes for himself, but con-
stitute the reality itself in its essence.

Since the idea is indissolubly attached to the concrete reality, with
which it is loaded, so to speak, the movement of the idca does not occur
on the plane of pure logic, but is bound up with the general evolution
of the world, with the process of history.

This association of logic with history in the development of the
spirit gives rise to the particular character of Hegel’s doctrine which
tends, by the integration of the idea into the real, to eliminate the
transcendental conception, which attributes to the spirit a special ex-
istence foreign to and distinct from the sensible world. This associa-
tion also explains Hegel’s opposition both to dogmatism (which by
separating thought from being renders thought impotent and sterile)
and to utopianism (which seeks to subject reality to an arbitrary ideal),
as well as to empiricism (which fails to rise above immediate reality
and loses itself in the infinite mass of facts, entities and objects, instead
of concentrating on the essential part, the spiritual reality).?

True reality is linked to the development of the spirit, and is not to
be confused with immediate reality. Like spirit, it has a rational char-
acter and its movement is in accordance with the principle of a logic
adapted to a dynamic conception of the world, dialecticss

As opposed to the ancient logic—which corresponds to a static con-
ception of the world and accordingly considers entities and things in
their eternal and immutable aspect, fixing them in their identity by the
exclusion of contraries—dialectics is tied up with the very development
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of entities and things and does not obey the principle of identity,
which does not enable us to explain the connections which unite the
various elements of the real, and the reasons for their transformations.

Dialectics is founded on the opposite principle, the principle of con-
tradiction ; it does not move on a spatial plane of inclusion or exclusion,
like the old logic, but on a temporal plane which enables the contradic-
tory elements of the real, instead of merely excluding each other, to
imply each other mutually and, by their transformations, to determine
the evolution of the world.

The old logic considered contradiction as constituting a defect in
things ; in dialectics, on the contrary, contradiction appears as the posi-
tive and fertile element without which there is no development nor
life.® For in the world, when considered in its changeableness, con-
traries unite to form a new and higher reality, the synthesis. The lat-
ter does not result from an adjustment or compromise between the
contraries, which could only end in a stagnation of the real; it results
from a crisis brought about by the accentuation of the contradictions,
in whose course the contraries are abolished as such and reabsorbed in
a higher unity.4

This is the dialectic process in which the contraries change and unite
into syntheses within which new contradictions arise, which in turn are
reabsorbed in new syntheses; it is in this process that there finds ex-
pression the movement of the spirit which, in its movement to go
beyond the contradictions which rise continuously, progresses from
concept to concept, each of which represents a new level of spiritual
reality and of material reality included within it.

Such is the general conception of the world from which Hegel starts,
in order to reconstruct and explain the totality of the real reduced to
concepts, and to show how in its development it follows a rational
course and expresses the movement of the spirit.

After he has, in the Phinomenologie des Geistes and the Logic,
described the somewhat theoretical evolution of the spirit up to the
point where it becomes perfect reason and Absolute Idea, he shows
how the latter realizes itself in rudimentary fashion in Nature, which
appears as its antithesis, and then in a more and more perfect way in
history, where it gradually detaches itself from objective reality by
considering it as the expression of its own substance. The Absolute
Idea reaches its full realization in art, religion, and philosophy, attain..
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ing its last stage in the Hegelian philosophy, which encompasses the
world as a rational totality in which the identity of the subject and the
object, thought and being is realized.

This conception of the dialectic development of the world permitted
Hegel to solve the hitherto insoluble problem of the organic union of
spirit and matter, of man and the external world, considered in their
development. But the solution which he gave this problem took on an
illusory character by reason of the fact that in reducing concrete
reality to spiritual reality he took away from the world its own nature,
and integrated man into an imaginary milieu.

This inability, which he shared with all bourgeois thought, to solve
the problem of man’s integration into the world, otherwise than on an
ideological level, explains the contradictory aspect of his philosophy
which, like his entire epoch of transition from a still semifeudal organi-
zation to the capitalist system, presents a character of transition and
compromise.

From the philosophical point of view, this doctrine constituted a
compromise between transcendental idealism, which places the prin-
ciple and end of entities and things outside themselves, and realism,
which is inspired by the idea of immanence and explains their develop-
ment by their intrinsic nature. Despite the idealism of the doctrine,
which reduced the evolution of the world to the movement of con-
cepts, it marked the passage to realism by the integration of the idea
in the real. All that was required was to invert the system (as Marx
was to do) and subordinate the development of the spirit to the devel-
opment of economic and social reality in order to arrive at a materialist
conception of the world.

From another point of view, this doctrine constituted a compromise
between the static and the dynamic conceptions of the world. It was
completely imbued with a dynamicism, which expresses the continuous
change, the incessant evolution of the world considered in its becoming.
But this dynamic quality was not yet fully inherent in the concrete
reality, whose development still seemed to be determined by a first
principle, the Absolute Idea existing of itself from all eternity. The
Absolute Idea is the stable element in the eternal process whose cause
and end it is; containing in potentiality all the reality which it creates,
it is at the terminus of its development that which it was at the origin.
Evolution thus remained illusory, and took the form of an involution,
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which made this system once more akin to the old static conception
of the world,

Finally, in the political field, this compromise between static and
dynamic world views was evidenced in the attempt to reconcile a con-
servative system, which considered the Prussian state and the Chris-
tian religion as the perfect and definitive forms of the Absolute Idea,
with the dialectic movement of history, which implies a continual
change, an unceasing becoming, to which we cannot assign a determi-
nate form as limit and end.

The Revolution of 1830, which destroyed the system of the Holy
Alliance and in Germany was marked at once by a rapid economic
upswing and by the development of liberalism, was to blow to the
surface the inherent contradictions of the Hegelian doctrine, entailing
the collapse of the entire system.

Within the Hegelian school itself a division took place between a
conservative Right and a revolutionary Left, within which Marx and
Engels passed their political apprenticeship. The Hegelian Left, ex-
pressing primarily the aspirations of the bourgeoisie, brought about
a dissociation and transformation of the Hegelian doctrine in order to
adapt it to liberalism.

It rejected the conservative elements of this philosophy and retained
only its revolutionary dialectics, forming out of it, in the person of
Karl Marx’s friend Bruno Bauer, a doctrine of action. Bauer opposed
consciousness to substance, making the latter, after the fashion of
Fichte’s non-ego, the tool which consciousness uses to rise to an ever
greater autonomy ; he posited in principle consciousness’ need to free
itself continually from substance, in which it realizes itself and which,
by its determinate form, constitutes an obstacle to its development.
This liberation is carried out by an incessant criticism of the real
which eliminates its irrational elements.

The ideological character of this doctrine, which reduced revolution-
ary action to a critique of the real, had as its source the fact that the
Hegelian Left found no support in the German hourgeoisie, which at
that time, like all the European bourgeoisie engaged in a war on two
fronts against feudal reaction and the revolutionary proletariat,
adopted a policy of the “golden mean.” Without this support, the
Hegelian Left very soon failed in its liberal activity, and its action
rapidly turned into a sterile critique of reality, a mere play of the spirit.
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Most of its members evolved with B. Bauer toward individualism and
egocentrism, reducing the development of the universal Conscience to
that of the Ego. One of them, Max Stirner, drew all the consequences
of this tendency toward individualism. He rejected any limitation of
the individual’s autonomy and recognized only a single reality, the
Ego, only a single principle, the cult of the Ego; he made absolute
egoism the only motive force of human activity, and ended up in
nihilism and anarchism.®

At first, Marx and Engels tried, with the Young Hegelians, to adapt
the Hegelian doctrine to liberalism and felt that in order to determine
the rational course of the world it would suffice to eliminate the irra-
tional elements from the real. But as apart from the other Young
Hegelians, Marx, in this point faithful to the basic thought of Hegel,
refused to dissociate thought from the real, and rejected the concep-
tion of an arbitrary and absolute power of the spirit to transform the
world. From the time of his thesis on the Philosophy of Nature of
Democritus and Epicurus (1841), he showed that philosophy, in con-
traposing itself to the world by its criticism, changes into a practical
activity, which implies its integration into the world and thereby its
suppression as abstract principle opposed to the world.”

As director of the Rheinische Zeitung in 1842, he set about reform-
ing the state (which he with Hegel considered as the regulatory ele-
ment in society) by a critique of political and juridical institutions.
The speedy and total failure of this attempt, signalized by the sup-
pression of the Rheinische Zeitung, led him to revise his conception
of the state and to study its relations with society.

Along with some members of the Hegelian Left (L. Feuerbach,
M. Hess, F. Engels), he turned away from liberalism; he no longer
expressed the aspirations of the bourgeoisie but those of the proletar-
iat, and evolved towards communism. In this evolution he, like Hess
and Engels, was guided by Feuerbach who drew from a critique of
the Christian religion and Hegelian idealism a social doctrine of col-
lectivist nature.

Feuerbach’s critique of religion showed that God is the product of
man, who projects and alienates in him his own essential qualities, and
that as a result of this inversion of subject and attribute the real sub-
ject, man, becomes the attribute of God, which he has created. Apply-
ing this critique to Hegelian idealism, Feuerbach emphasized that
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Hegel, by an analogous inversion of subject and attribute, made the
idea the creative subject, and man and the world its product.

To arrive at an exact notion of the relations between God and the
world, between the Idea and Being, we must, Feuerbach said, start not
from God or the Idea but from concrete and living reality ; we must
integrate spirit into matter and not matter into spirit, and consider
man with his sensibility and needs as the organic expression of that
synthesis.® His criticism of religion ended up in a social doctrine, in
which he showed that religion strips man of his true nature, of his
essence, and transfers it to God, and that to restore man’s essence to
him, his qualities, alienated in God, must be reintegrated in him. The
collective being, the species, which constitutes the human essence, and
which, if exteriorized in God, is but a transcendental illusion, then
becomes a reality for man, who abandons egoism and individualism,
and makes the love of humanity the law of his life.?

By his inversion of Christianism and idealism, Feuerbach restored
their intrinsic reality to the external world and to man; but by his
return to mechanist materialism, which subordinates man to the in-
fluence of his milieu without considering the action he exerts upon
it, Feuerbach’s final result was a contemplative and sentimental theory
which placed human life outside the social milieu and historical proc-
ess, a vague collectivism which was a pale reflection of the French
socialist doctrines born of a more advanced economic and social
development.

This doctrine by its solution, however imperfect, of the problem
of man’s integration into his natural and social milieu constituted a
transition between Hegelianism and Socialism. It opened the way
which Moses Hess, Marx, and Engels were to take, to arrive at a new
solution of the problem by linking man’s integration into the world
not to his religious emancipation but to his social emancipation.

Moses Hess gave Feuerbach’s extremely vague collectivism a more
markedly social character, and showed that the alienation of the human
essence in God was the ideological reflection of the alienation which
takes place in the capitalist system, where the proletariat exteriorizes
its labor power in the commodities it produces, which enslave it by
opposing themselves to him in the form of money, capital.

To liberate man from this servitude and enable him to recover his
thus alienated essence, Hess said, we must replace the capitalist regime
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by a communist system; but, being unable to obtain from society itself
the sources of its transformation, Hess, like the utopians, transposed
the economic and social problems raised by this transformation to a
moral plane, and offered as solution the struggle against egoism, and
the love of humanity.!°

For all its defects and inadequacies, this doctrine constituted a tran-
sition between Feuerbach’s philosophy and French socialism; it was
to serve as a guide to Marx and Engels who, starting from an ana-
logous critique of alienation, furnished a new solution to the problem
of action and to the social problem. Marx, having been led to review
his Hegelian conception of the state and to study the interrelations of
state and socicty, began this revision by a critique of Hegel’s Phi-
losophy of Law, from which he had drawn the core of his political
and social ideas. Now, under Feuerbach’s influence, he shows how
Hegel reverses the real relations between society and state, making
the latter the creator and regulator of society, whereas actually it is
but society’s instrument. The real state, which is an expression of
society, and in which private interest triumphs, is contrasted with the
ideal state, a sphere of general interests, created, like God, by the
exteriorization in it of the highest social qualities, in which man lives,
only in an illusory fashion, a collective life. In order to put an end to
this duality between real and ideal states and give the collective life an
effective existence, society must be given a collective character.

This criticism of Hegel’s Philosophy of Law marked the moment at
which Marx rcjected liberalism by putting the problem of alienation
on the political and social plane, but yet found only a vague solution
to it, in the form of what he called true democracy.

But after he had taken the content of the ideal state to be the true
democracy where there no longer exists any opposition between indi-
vidual interests and the public interest, he was drawn, by his criticism
of bourgeois society conceived as the negation of collective life, to see
communism as the solution of the social problem.

He returned to the fundamental idea of his criticism of Hegel’s
Philosophy of Law in his articles in the Deutsch-Fransisische Jahr-
biicher (1844), where he showed that if we are to do away with the
dualism between society and state, which makes man lead the life of
an egoistic individual in society while he leads an imaginary collective
lifc in the state, we must integrate the state into society, giving the
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latter a collective character.1? This will be the work of a social revolu-
tion carried out by the proletariat, which in liberating itself will eman-
cipate all of society, establishing communism.3

Marx was now deliberately orienting his thinking toward com-
munism, acting as spokesman for the revolutionary proletariat. He
raised the question of alienation, no longer on the plane of undifferen-
tiated humanity, but on the plane of the struggle of classes. Thus he
changed the opposition between egoism and altruism, to which Feuer-
bach and Hess had reduced economic and social contradictions, to a
conflict between bourgeoisie and proletariat; he cast social develop-
ment in the form of dialectics, making the proletariat the antithetic
element charged with bringing progress about.

Following a parallel evolution to that of Marx, Engels was then
passing, under the influence of Feuerbach and Hess, from liberalism
to communism. With Feuerbach and Hess, he considered alienation as
the basic phenomenon of present society; but, instead of following
them to a utopian plane for the abolition of this alienation, he sought,
as Marx did, to find the sources of its elimination in economic and
social reality.

In both Engels and Marx, this surmounting of ideology and uto-
pianism was favored by the fact that they had left Germany—Engels
to go to England, and Marx to Paris—and thereby took part in the
life of two countries which were much more developed economically
than Germany; Marx and Engels thus expressed the aspirations of a
more powerful proletariat, already possessing a clear class conscious-
ness.

Marx was then justifying communism from a point of view which
was essentially philosophical and political. Engels at the same time
made use of his study of the contradictions of capitalism—which were
especially obvious in England, the most developed capitalist country
of the time—to justify communism from an economic and social view-
point.

In his article “Umrisse zu einer Kritik der Nationalékonomie
the Deutsch-Franzisische Jahrbiicher, Engels showed that the capital-
ist system did not possess the absolute value assigned to it by the
economists of liberalism, and that the economic categories which cor-
responded to the system—price, competition, profit—had only historic
and relative application. His criticism of the capitalist system under-

" 14 in
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lined that its result was to deprive the majority of producers of the
fruit of their labor, and thus to reduce them to servitude and poverty.
The crises caused by the inherent capitalist unbalance between produc-
tion and consumption entailed the elimination of the weakest produc-
ers, the progressive ruin of the middle class, which was proletarian-
ized, and a constantly increasing concentration of wealth, which finally
left only proletarians and big capitalists. This increasing antagonism
would cause a social revolution that would abolish private property
and competition and inaugurate a communist regime, which would
give the economic and social system a human character.

Engels thus reached communism by a route different from that of
Marx, that is by a criticism of the capitalist contradictions which
enabled him to go beyond utopian socialism and show how the future
emerges from the present, adapting the Hegelian dialectic to the
development of history thought of from the economic and social view-
point. Engels made more precise and complete the still theoretical and
abstract notion which Marx had of historic evolution and commun-
ism. :
It was during his stay in Paris in 1844 that Marx came under the
influence of the French socialist doctrines and Engels’ critique of
political economy, and with their aid arrived at a clearer conception of
historical evolution and of communism, considering them no longer
from a purely philosophical and political viewpoint but also and above
all from one which was economic and social.

The merit of the French socialist systems was to give the first posi-
tive solution to the problem of the integration of man into the world
which bourgeois thinkers had been unable to solve; this they accom-
plished by showing how it was possible to realize the effective and
harmonious integration of man in his natural and social milieu by
passing beyond the capitalist contradiction, by conferring on the mode
of appropriation the same collective character as the mode of produc-
tion.

But these systems had been formed at an epoch in which the con-
tradictions of capitalism had not yet become so evident, and in
which the proletariat was still only in its inception; hence they trans-
posed economic and social problems to an ideological plane and thus
remained utopian. After having criticized the economic and social
organization of capitalism, the doctrinaire socialists were unable to go



HEGEL, MARX, AND ENGELS 55

forward and discern in society itself the factors of its transformation;
they did not conceive the class struggle as a means of emancipation
and put their projected reforms on a rational and moral plane, con-
trasting present society to an ideal society; they thought it would be
enough to convince men of the excellence of this new society to have it
realized.

This appeal to reason led them, after denouncing social antagonisms
in the critical parts of their works, to take the position of an undiffer-
entiated humanity in their plans for change, and to supplant the notion
of class struggle by the notion of a vague antagonism between good
and evil, between the just and the unjust, all of which imparted to the
solution offered for the social conflicts a character no longer revolu-
tionary but spiritual and moral.

Nevertheless, as the proletariat developed and the contradictions of
capitalism became more obvious, these doctrinaires took up a sharper
defense of the specific interests of the proletariat, and their ideas came
closer and closer to socialism and communism, putting the primary
emphasis on the revolutionary role of the class struggle and Marxism,
which they announced and heralded.

By applying the Hegelian dialectic to the explanation of social
process, Marx had already shown in his articles in the Deutsch-
Franzisische Jahrbiicher how capitalist society, by reason of the accen-
tuation of the opposition between bourgeoisie and proletariat, had to
give birth to a communist society. This communism was still ideologi-
cal; it acquired a more concrete content from the French socialist
doctrines and their analysis of the economic and social contradictions
of capitalism; finally, Engels’ critique of political economy enabled
Marx to pass definitely beyond utopianism by showing him how com-
munist society was engendered by the aggravation of these contradic-
tions ; Marx gave communism a scientific character by basing it on the
very development of society.

This transition from ideological to scientific communism is the dis-
tinguishing mark of the three works preceding the German Ideology,
in which the main lines of his thought appear as definitively fixed for
the first time: Political Economy and Philosophy (1844), The Holy
Family (1845), and the Theses on Feuerbach (1845).1%

Marx still reduced the social question to the problem of alienation,
which remained in his view the essential problem; by means of it he
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solved the problem of action, which enabled him to attain a new con-
ception of historical development and of communism.

He solved these two problems by a parallel critique of Hegelian
idealism and Feuerbach’s mechanist materialism, a critique inspired by
the aspiratious of the revolutionary proletariat. In distinction from
utopian socialism, he put the problem of suppressing alienation and
effectively integrating man in his natural and social milieu not on the
theoretical plane but on the practical plane ; and he was led thereby to
a new conception of action which enabled him to go at once beyond
utopian socialism, speculative idealism, and mechanistic materialism,
the latter two of which he accused of considering man outside concrete
activity taken as practical activity, that is as work. This ignoring of
the leading role of practical activity in human life made speculative
idealism and mechanistic materialism equally unable to explain the
evolution of the world.

Hegelian idealism does stress the capital importance of human ac-
tivity, pointing out that the world is its product; but since it reduces
this activity to spiritual activity and thus suppresses concrete reality
as such, it gives an illusory quality both to human life and to the inte-
gration of man into the world.!®

In contrast to idealism, mechanist materialism assigns the object a
reality outside thought; but in considering the exterior world as an
object of perception and not of action it maintains a passive attitude
toward it and therefore ends in a contemplative and deterministic
conception of the world, which does not allow it to explain either the
effective integration of man into his milieu or his action on the milieu
to transform it.1?

Marx went beyond both speculative idealism and mechanist mate-
rialism. He kept the intrinsic reality of the external world and con-
sidered it in its transformation by practical activity, work which plays
the role of mediator between man and the external world, between
spirit and matter, which Hegel attributed to the Idea.

It is by concrete practical activity that man effects his progressive
integration into the world which he adapts to his needs. This integra-
tion takes place by the exteriorization of man’s labor power in the
object which he creates and by the appropriation of this object which
enables him to recover in it his alienated substance.l®

In present society this exteriorization becomes an alienation on the
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part of the most numerous class, the proletariat, which is deprived of
the objects it creates and becomes feebler to the very degree that it
produces. To do away with this alienation a communist regime must
be installed, which will enable all men to fully regain their substance
exteriorized in the product of their labor.1®

By this parallel criticism of idealism and mechanist materialism
Marx arrived at a new conception of action. He did not reduce it to a
spiritual action nor submit it to a fatalist determinism nor, as the
utopians did, put it on the plane of opposition between thought and the
real, the ideal and reality ; he integrated action into reality.

It is on this new conception of action conceived as concrete practical
activity, work, the only conception capable of explaining the effective
integration of man into the world, that Marx based his conception of
historical and dialectical materialism, the notion that from then on
dominated and directed his thought and that of Engels.

He went beyond the problem of alienation, to which he had hitherto
reduced the essence of the social question, and subordinated it to the
ensemble of human activity, of which it was only one aspect. In the
fundamental work which he wrote with Engels, The German Ideology
(1846), he set himself the task of explaining the grounds of this
activity and hence the transformation of society and the flux of history.

Seeking the essential causes and ends of human activity, Marx and
Engels found them in the creation of the conditions of material life, in
the satisfaction of humanity’s primordial needs (food, clothing, shel-
ter) and therefore in the organization of production. This is what
gives their basic conception a materialist character.

This materialism is historical ; it explains the movenient of history
essentially by the transformation of the conditions of material life, by
the development of the forces of production, and not by an alteration
of philosophical, political, or religious conceptions which are but the
ideological forms assumed in men’s consciousnesses by the real motives
of their actions.

And this historical materialism is dialectic; it shows that the move-
ment of history is linked to the development of the relations between
the forces of production and the social forces. To determinate produc-
tives forces there correspond social relations adapted to the operation
of these forces, and every important change in the latter necessarily
entails transformation of society. In their continual development the
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forces of production come up against the organization of society,
which evolves more slowly, and sooner or later becomes an obstacle to
the operation of these forces, so that it must be replaced by a new and
better adapted social organization.

On the political and social level, this opposition between productive
forces and social relations is expressed by class struggles, which con-
stitute the motive element in history.20

The materialist dialectic conception of history not only furnishes
the explanation of economic, political, and social evolution, but enables
us as well to explain spiritual evolution. Marx refutes the basic objec-
tion of idealism, which asserts that it is impossible to prove that objects
distinct from us correspond to the representation which we have of
things, and denies too any correlation between material and spiritual
evolution. Marx’s answer is that man knows the world not as object
of pure thought, but as object of his experience, and that the proof
of the objective reality and the truth of knowledge is furnished by
practical activity.®!

The idealist conception, which ascribes absolute value and reality
to ideas alone, comes from the division of labor, which separates
spiritual from material activity, creating a class of thinkers who tend
to consider ideas by themselves, apart from the men who concéive
them and the circumstances which engender them and alone enable us
to understand and explain them.2?

Marx and Engels thus denied absolute value and reality to ideas,
and showed that they develop parallel to men’s real mode of life, that
juridical, political, philosophical, and religious conceptions are modi-
fied as the economic and social organizations change, and that spiritual
evolution is thus determined in its main outlines by material evolu-
tion.23

While thus establishing a correlation between spiritual evolution and
economic and social evolution, Marx and Engels did not claim to
establish a rigorous parallelism between them, for they do not go for-
ward at the same rhythm. While the transformation of the forces of
production is accompanied by a parallel transformation of the social
organization, the change takes place in a slower manner in the realm
of ideas, whose ties with the mode of production are less direct and
immediate.

Moreover, Marx and Engels, while denying ideas a primordial role
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in historical evolution, nevertheless consider them to be a very impor-
tant social reality which as such influences the development of history,
being able to modify its rhythms and modalities, if not the general
course. Marx and Engels, in effect, rejected ideology as the determin-
ing factor in historical evolution. They did not make man into a
passive tool, the object of a fatalistic determinism; on the contrary,
they showed the mounting importance of man’s action on his milieu,
which he changes more and more deeply, in order to free himself from
its grip and adapt it to his needs.24

Marx and Engels applied this general conception of historical de-
velopment to the study of the society of their time, stressing that man’s
rational alteration of the milieu should at the present time aim essen-
tially at wiping out the contradictions inherent in the capitalist regime
and doing away with alienated labor, which is opposed to the inte-
gration of man in his natural and social milieu. This abolition cannot
take place, as the doctrinaire socialists had already shown, except by
the inauguration of a communist system. But unlike the doctrinaires,
Marx and Engels did not contrast an ideal to reality, a vision of the
future world to bourgeois society, setting up a gap between present
and future; instead, they picked out in the present economic and social
organization the causes, the tendency, and the manner of its transfor-
mation, and showed that the abolition of capitalism will be the work
of the economic and social contradictions inherent in this regime,
which cannot but engender a social revolution. This, by doing away
with alienated labor and transforming the social relations which have
been hypostatized as personal relationships, will bring about the har-
monious and complete integration of man into his milieu.

Thus with Marx and Engels a great phase of modern thought is
completed, that modern thought which is born with capitalism and finds
its conclusion in communism. This thought expresses on the ideologi-~
cal plane the successive steps of man’s integration into his natural and
social milieu, determined by the constant development of the forces of
production; it is a thought which leads from a static and dualistic
conception, which opposes spirit to matter, man to his milieu, to an
organic conception of the world considered in its totality, in which man
at last appears fully integrated. -
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N this concluding chapter of the historical section I wish to intro-
duce into the picture the main themes of the development, on this
side of the Atlantic, of that cultural complex called the United

States, with its energies, resources, guiding ideas, and operative table
of values and institutional traditions. This must needs be done summar-
ily and with an eye to succeeding eras and situations.

It is a truism that, on the contemporary stage of world events,
America is no longer the New World of past history and romance but
an area of high cultural pressure in the world’s climate of opinion. It
is very important, therefore, that Americans learn to know themselves
and show themselves capable of developing what the French call irony,
of the gentle and unmalicious kind, to add to their traditional sense of
humor. For irony involves perspective and objectivity, an awareness of
prepossessions and rationalizations. On the linguistic side, irony is an
enemy of stereotypes and emotionally laden abstractions. It is the
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weapon of realism and sanity. It aids in the search for objectivity. It is
in some measure a sign of maturity.

As every one knows, the danger of the present comes from the speed
of events, Nations are thrown against one another by what Emerson
called the increased celerity of time and the shrinking of space. And
this reflection was aroused in him by the coming of the railroad age to
the America of the stagecoach and the canal. How much more has the
tempo of time increased and distance diminished in this day of airplane
and rocket ! But these are already truisms.

In looking at the American scene, it is wisest to begin with the
founding fathers. They will help to give us a frame of reference. The
high rational standard which they exhibited, and to which these United
States owe so much, was no accident. Washington, Jefferson, Madison,
Franklin, Hamilton, Adams, to mention but a few of the outstanding
figures, were spiritually representatives and exemplars of the eight-
eenth century Enlightenment, the Age of Reason, one of the great
ages of the world. In religion they were mild deists, disciples of New-
ton and Locke, believers in law and order in the universe. They
eschewed superstition, were skeptical of popular religion, and frowned
upon immoderate “enthusiasms.” Reason linked with experience was
to be the guide in human affairs.

It must not be forgotten that these men were not colonials in the
invidious sense of smug Victorian England, but gentlemen of con-
siderable learning, usually well read in the classics of political and
moral philosophy and in touch with the latest developments of natural
philosophy, as physics was then called. In their libraries were to be
found, as a rule, the works of Cicero, Newton, Locke, Hutcheson,
Pufendorf, Harrington, and Milton, and, it may be of Beccaria.
Franklin was, himself, a recognized contributor to science. Many of
the doctors and lawyers of the Middle Atlantic colonies, particularly,
were educated at Edinburgh, the home of the Scottish Enlightenment
associated with Hume, Brown, and Ferguson. Even Ethan Allen, the
Vermont leader, came under the influence of the era through his
medical friend and his contacts with English officers, and wrote that
rather remarkable book Reason the Only Oracle of Man. It was an
essentially cosmopolitan period in which nationalism had not yet be-
come extreme. It must be acknowledged that, in many respects, the
nineteenth century, because of its turbulence and growing pains, was,



THE AMERICAN SCENE 63

by contrast, an era of turmoil and lack of clarity. Industrialism and
expansion were goods, but they were undoubtedly purchased at a
price.

Let us step backwards in time a moment. It is not as well known as
it should be that the New England divines in their heyday had been
trained at Cambridge, England, then the center of Cambridge Platon-
ism, the very Platonism discoverable in Milton and Newton. These
were not hedge priests but theologians; and, as soon as Newton and
Locke came to view, they were read and discussed. Jonathan Edwards
knew the Principia and the Essay on the Human Understanding.

For the time Edwards was the high-water mark in New England
thought and the intellectual center shifted to the Middle Atlantic
region and to the South. Here there was more heterogeneity and a
somewhat less theological set of traditions and impacts. The later stages
of the Edinburgh Enlightenment had effect here in law and medicine
and a freer field in which to work. Franklin was an institution in him-
self. With the aid of Jefferson, whose outlook we shall shortly consider,
Priestley and Cooper came on the scene. Priestley, Cooper and Rush
were pioneers in what would now be called the psychosomatic point of
view in considering human beings. Tom Paine, the stormy petrel of
common sense, human rights, and reason, moved in the same circle.
Not following the sage advice of Poor Richard to the effect that he
who spits in the wind spits in his own face, Paine suffered obloquy,
because his outspoken deism and rationalism did not please the clergy
and he had no secure roots in the soil to which he came so late in life.
It must not be forgotten that the Enlightenment was mainly at the
top of society and did not have the power to penetrate very deeply to
those who had little leisure or learning. Yet it left a residue of ideas in
its wake. New England Unitarianism was an aftermath, along with a
growth of humanitarianism. But one must not oversimplify. Deism
largely died out as America engaged its energies in the new and
absorbing job of national life. It had its bitter enemies and, besides,
represented an age already passing. It was not until the theory of
evolution made its impact in the second half of the nineteenth century
that a trend toward naturalism again appecared. In the meantime,
America grew westward under the spell of the frontier or began to try
out the industrialism of England in the East. Jacksonian democracy
was on the horizon. America was lusty, but its energies were not much
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given to art and science. It was more than ever a new country. Yet
soon Emerson was to begin his lecture tours over the Middle West.
But only the historian can give the full picture of life in the various
states.

Having seen the United States launched on its career of nationhood
and expansion, let us turn back to Jefferson and the eighteenth century
for a more intensive treatment of moral and political ideas. The
principles of the Declaration of Independence became a part of
American ideology, as can be seen in the case of Lincoln, though the
idea of individualistic freedom was, through the pressure of economic
pioneering and enterprise, in some measure shoving aside the notion
of equality. Equality took the form of legal and electioneering equality
combined with what was called equality of opportunity. The table of
values could be seen in the working of institutions. Slavery, in itself,
had been a continued challenge to what some magnates allowed them-
selves to call Jefferson’s glittering generalities. But America had
escaped feudalism; and the common man was not disheartened. Quite
the reverse.

For some time in his intellectual maturity, Jefferson had hesitated
hetween overt Epicurean materialism and deism ; and had finally swung
to deism of a mild Unitarian variety on the basis of the preevolutionary
argument from design. His letters make it very clear that he did not
like what he called the mysticisms of Plato, “incomprehensible to the
human mind” and “foggy.” He was in touch with Helvetius and
Condorcet. All in all, he was the most philosophically inclined of our
American presidents. In him America made fortunate contact with
secularism and rationalism. He was the father of the separation of
church and state, aided by the variety of denominations. And he had
well worked-out schemes for education.

In his letter to William Short he writes: “As you say of yourself, I
too am an Epicurean. I consider the genuine (not the imputed)
doctrine of Epicurus as containing everything rational in moral phi-
losophy which Greece and Rome have left us. . . . Epictetus and
Epicurus give laws for governing ourselves, Jesus, a supplement of
the duties and charities we owe to others.” Then follows a syllabus of
the teachings of Epicurus which begins with the physical and ends with
the moral. “Physical,—The universe eternal. Moral,—Happiness the
aim of life.”
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In those days, as Professor Schneider has well pointed out, natural
and moral philosophy were essential ingredients of culture rather than
things apart. And I find, in Jefferson, ethical insights superior to the
assumption of egoistic hedonism which disfigured early utilitarianism
and classical economics. A quotation or two must suffice. These are
from the letter to Thomas Law:

Self-interest or rather self-love, or egoism, has been more plausibly
substituted as the basis of morality. But I consider our relations with
others as constituting the boundaries of morality. With ourselves we
stand on the ground of identity, not of relation, which last, requiring
two subjects, excludes self-love confined to a single one. To ourselves,
in strict language, we can owe no duties, obligation requiring also two
parties. Self-love, therefore, is no part of morality. Indeed, it is exactly
its counterpart. . . . These good acts give us pleasure, but why happens
it that they give us pleasure? Because nature has implanted in our
breasts a love of others, a sense of duty to them, a moral instinct, in
short, which prompts us irresistibly to feel and succor their distresses,
and protests against the language of Helvetius.

Much like Aristotle, he speaks of the importance of moral education.
The biological nature of man which, in accordance with those days, he
calls instinct must be taken in hand and directed. We are more prone
today to think in terms of social psychology and socialization. That is,
our background is morc genetic and evolutionary. But, while more
individualistic in his framework, Jefferson had clearly the roots of the
matter in his thought.

It will be recalled that Jefferson substituted the term “happiness’”
in the famous trilogy. Happiness is to be pursued even more than
property. This substitution expressed the shift from Locke’s jealous
concern for absolute “natural rights” against the government, con-
sidered as the potential enemy, to a more optimistic perspective. Of
course, the fear of the state would long remain, just because it is the
center of coercive power. How can it be used and not abused? How
can its benevolence be guaranteed? For Jefferson, as for Locke, the
last resort is the appeal to revolution. The problem of political philoso-
phy was beginning to shape itself in ethical terms. The good state is
that which concerns itself with the general good ; does not deviate from
this goal even though leaving its attainment to the formation of service-
able institutions which almost run themselves. It was this optimism
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about natural institutions and methods which was to find expression
in laissez-faire economics. The principle of natural harmony was to be
evoked to support the increasing shift to secular interests. The
rationalization of economic individualism was to find expression in
the idea of automatic progress. But Jefferson, himself, had his fears
of industry and the city. Being a deist, he did not have Adam Smith’s
confidence in the Guiding Hand.

Now all social scientists at present have an historical sense. They
recognize that the rise of the middle class and of economic individual-
ism involved political and economic and moral reinterpretations. But
they also see that there is no finality about these emphases and tables of
value. The social equilibrium within society is as labile as life itself.
It is adjustmental, dynamic. But rational evolution is always better
than blocking and revolution. And happy those states in which social
forces and social claims—to adapt the terms of Aristotle—can make
their adjustments! Americans have learned to think in terms of ad-
justments by means of the democratic process, much as the British
have. But the tempo here has been such that the social picture has a
somewhat different configuration. After all, it is continental and
federal and diversified geographically and ethnically. Slavery gave it
one irrepressible conflict which it was not able to meet by the demo-
cratic process. It does not desire another, nor need to have one. But
problems do not solve themselves, Are there any criteria to aid
solution? To anticipate, we touch here upon the basic problem of the
relation of social causation to the functioning of moral principles. Of
course, moral principles operate only in moral agents and within a
moral order. But this moral order and these moral agents are them-
selves tied in with the whole social and institutional set-up. Moral
progress, I would hold, consists, at one and the same time, in the
clarification of absolute moral principles and their interpretation in
relation to relevancies and relativities. And, of course, there is no a
priori guarantee of moral progress. Yet, within a technologically pro-
gressive community, there can always be hope for it. There are degrees
of freedom with such a society in the relation of means to ends.

In reading books upon American culture and civilization I have
always been impressed by the recurrent theme that, in its own context,
America reproduced the distortion of natural, moral law into natural,
private rights with a minimum of responsibilities so characteristic of
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the rising middle class in Europe. In other words, that the community
and commonwealth tended to be lost sight of in the struggle for place
and power. And this reproduction was in a situation from which
feudalism was absent. It is usual to say that the individualism of
Protestantism and its emphasis upon salvation in another wo