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INTRODUCTION
T his Post-Modern World

AT some unmarked point during the last twenty years we impercept-
ibly moved out of the ‘Modern Age’ and into a new, as yet nameless,
era. Our view of the world changed; we acquired a new perception
and with it new capacities. There are new frontiers of opportunity,
risk and challenge. There is a new spiritual centre to human exist-
ence.

The old view of the world, the old tasks and the old centre, calling
themselves ‘modern’ and ‘up to date’ only a few years ago, just make
no sense any more. They still provide our rhetoric, whether of politics
or of science, at home or in foreign affairs. But the slogans and battle
cries of all parties, be they political, philosophical, sthetic or scientific,
no longer serve to unite for action—though they still can divide in
heat and emotion. Our actions are already measured against the stern
demands of the ‘today’, the ‘post-modern’; and yet we have no
theories, no concepts, no slogans—let alone real knowledge—about
the new reality.

Indeed anyone over forty lives in a different world from that in
which he came to manhood, lives as if he had emigrated, fully grown,
to a new and strange country. For three hundred years, from the
middle of the seventeenth century on, the West lived in the ‘Modera
Age’; and during the last century this modern West became the
norm of philosophy and politics, society, science and economy all over
the globe, became the first truly universal world order. Today it is
no longer living reality—but the new world, though real, if not indeed
obvious to us, is not yet established.

We thus live in an age of transition, an age of overlap, in which the
old ‘modern’ of yesterday no longer acts effectively but still provides
means of expression, standards of expectations and tools of ordering,
while the new, the ‘post-modern’, still lacks definition, expression and
tools but effectively controls our actions and their impact.

This book is a report on the new ‘post-modern’ today we live in—
nothing more. It does not deal with the future. It deals with the
tangible present. Indeed I have tried to resist the temptation to specu-
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Introduction

late about what might be, let alone to predict what will be. I have
not even tried to pull together into one order of values and percep-
tions what are still individual pieces. Till this is being done, we shall,
of course, not really have a new age with its own, distinct character
and world view; we shall only be post- something else.

As I saw the job, it was to understand rather than to innovate, to
describe rather than to imagine. This is of course by far the smaller
and less important of the tasks to be done; we need the great imaginer,
the great creative thinker, the great innovator of a new synthesis, of a
new philosophy, and of new institutions.

This book encompasses a very wide horizon; yet itis certainly quite
incomplete. Essentially I have tried to cover three big areas, each
representing a major dimension of human life and experience:

The new view of the world, the new concepts, the new human
capacities:

The first part of the book (Chapters One, Two and Three) treats the
philosophical shift from the Cartesian universe of mechanical cause to
the new universe of pattern, purpose and process.

Here I have also tried to discuss our new power purposefully to inno-
vate, both techonologically and socially, and the resulting emergence
of new opportunity, new risk and new responsibility. In these
chapters there is finally a discussion of the new power to organise
men of knowledge and high skill for joint effort and performance
through the exercise of responsible judgment, which has given us both
the new institution of the large organisation which is so rapidly be-
coming the central organ of society and economy, and a new ideal of
social order in which society and individual become mutually de-
pendent poles of human freedom and achievement.

The new frontiers, the new tasks and opportunities:

The second part (Chapters Four to Nine) sketches out four new
realities, each of them a challenge, above all to the peoples of the Free
World.

There is first the emergence of Educated Society—a society in
which only the educated man is truly productive, in which increas-
ingly everybody will, at least in respect to years spent in school, have
received a higher education, and in which the educational status of
a country becomes a controlling factor in international competition
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Introduction

and survival. What does this mean for society and individual, what
does it mean for education?

Secondly these chapters deal with the emergence of Economic
Development; ‘Up to Poverty’, as the new, common vision and goal
of humanity, and of international and inter-racial class war as the
new threat.

Third, these chapters discuss the decline of the government of the
nation-state, the ‘modern government’ of yesteryears, its increasing
inability to govern internally and to act internationally.

And fourth is the new reality of the collapse of the ‘East’, that is of
non-Western culture and civilisation, to the point where no viable
society anywhere can be built except on Western formulations.

A short concluding section—only a few paragraphs—asks: what
does all this mean for the nations of the West and for the direction,
goals and principles of their government and policies?

The human situation:

The third and last part (Chapter Ten) is concerned with the new
spiritual—or, if one prefers the word, metaphysical—reality of human
existence: the fact that both knowledge and power have become abso-
lute, have gained the capacity for absolute destruction beyond which
no refinement, no increase is meaningful any more. This, for the first
time since the dawn of our civilisation, forces us to think through the
nature, function and control of both.

Though I tried to be faithful to the facts I am certain that I often
misunderstood—as any newcomer to a strange country is bound to
misunderstand. Though I tried to be objective I am conscious of my
Western background, and of my bias—that of the great tradition of
European and especially Anglo-American conservatism with its
beliefs in liberty, law and justice, in responsibility and work, in the
uniqueness of the person and the fallibility of the creature. I am
equally conscious of the limitations of my knowledge and understand-
ing—above all of my weaknesses in the creative arts. But, still, I hope
that the aim of this book, to report and to give understanding, has
been reached at least to the point where it conveys to the reader both
the shock of recognition how obvious the unfamiliar.‘new’ already is,
and the shock of estrangement how irrelevant the familiar ‘modern’
of yesterday has already become.
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CHAPTER ONE

The New World-View

In the autmun of 1956 two brothers—intelligent, well-educated,
graduate students in their twenties—went to see a play on the New
York stage Inherit the Wind—a dramatisation of the notorious Scopes
‘Monkey’ Trial of 1925 in which a school teacher in rural Tennessee
was convicted for teaching Darwin’s theory of evolution, and in which
the great nineteenth-century conflict between science and religion
reached a climax of total absurdity. When they came home they said
they were much impressed by the acting but rather baffled by the
plot. What, they wanted to know, was all the excitement about?
Their father, when their age, had been so deeply stirred by the trial
that he gave up the ministry and became a lawyer. But when he tried
to explain its meaning and its excitement to his sons, they both ex-
claimed, ‘You are making this up. Why, it makes no sense at all.’

The point of this story is that one of the sons is a graduate geneticist,
the other one a theological student in a Presbyterian and strictly
Calvinist seminary. Yet the ‘conflict between science and religion’
could not even be explained to either of them.

It is almost frightening how fast the obvious of yesterday is becom-
ing incomprehensible. An intelligent and well-educated man of the
first modern generation—that of Newton, Hobbes and Locke—
might still have been able to understand and to make himself under-
stood up to World War II. But it is very unlikely that he could still
communicate with the world of today, only fifteen years later. We
ourselves, after all, saw in the last election campaign how rapidly the
issues, slogans, concerns and alignments of as recent a period as the
thirties have become irrelevant, if not actually incomprehensible.

But what matters most for us—the first post-modern generation—is
the change in fundamental world-view.

We still profess and we still teach the world-view of the past three
hundred years. But we no longer see it. We have as yet no name for
our new vision, no tools, no method and no vocabulary. But a world-
view is, above all, an experience. It is the foundation of artistic per-
ception, philosophical analysis and technical vocabulary. And this
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new foundation order, we have acquired, all of a sudden, within
these last fifteen or twenty years.

‘The Whole is the Sum of its Parts’

The world-view of the modern West can be called a Cartesian
world-view. Few professional philosophers during these last three
hundred years have followed René Descartes, the early seventeenth-
century Frenchman, in his answers to the major problems of system-
atic philosophy. Yet the modern age took its vision from him. More
than Galileo or Calvin, Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau, far more even
than Newton, he determined, for three hundred years, what problems
would appear important or even relevant, the scope of modern man’s
vision, his basic assumptions about himself and his universe, and,
above all, his concept of what is rational and plausible.

His was a twofold contribution.

First Descartes gave to the modern world its basic axiom about the
nature of the universe and its order. The best known formulation is
that in which the Académie frangaise, a generation after Descartes’
death, defined science as ‘the certain and evident knowledge of things
by their causes’. Expressed less elegantly and less subtly, this says
“The whole is the result of its parts’—the over-simplification of the
ordinary man who is neither scientist nor philosopher.

Secondly Descartes provided the method to make this axiom effec-
tive in organising knowledge, and the search for it. Whatever the
significance of his Analytical Geometry for mathematics, it established
a universal quantitative logic concerned with relationship between
concepts and capable of serving as universal symbol and universal
language. Two hundred years later, Lord Kelvin could redefine
the world-view of Cartesianism by saying, ‘I know what I can
measure’.

That the whole is equal to the sum of its parts had been an axiom
of arithmetic for almost two thousand years before Descartes (though
it no longer is an axiom of all arithmetic today). But Descartes’
formulation implied also that the whole is determined by the parts,
and that, therefore, we can know the whole only by identifying and
knowing the parts. It implied that the behaviour of the whole is caused
by the motion of the parts. It implied above all that there is no ‘whole’
altogether as apart from the different sums, structures and relation-

ships of parts.
These statements are likely to sound obvious today; they have been
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taken for granted for three hundred years—even though they were the
most radical innovations when first propounded.

But though most of us, still, have the conditioned reflex of
familiarity towards these assertions, there are few scientists today who
would still accept the definition of the Académie frangaise—at least
not for what they call ‘science’ in their own field. Every one of our
disciplines, sciences, and arts today, bases itself on concepts which are
incompatible with the Cartesian axiom and with the world-view of
the modern West developed therefrom.

From Cause to Configuration
Every one of our disciplines has moved from cause to configuration.

Every discipline has as its centre today a concept of a whole that is
not the result of its parts, not equal to the sum of its parts, and not
identifiable, knowable, measurable, predictable, effective or meaning-
ful through identifying, knowing, measuring, predicting, moving or
understanding the parts. The central concepts in every single one of
our modern disciplines, sciences, and arts are patterns and configura-
tions.

Biology shows this more dramatically perhaps than any other
science. The tremendous development of biology in the last fifty years
is directly the result of the application of strict Cartesian method—the
methods of classical mechanics, of analytical chemistry or of mathe-
matical statistics—to the study of the living organism. But the more
‘scientific’ the biologist has become, the more has he tended to talk in
terms such as ‘immunity’ and ‘metabolism’, ‘ecology’ and ‘syndrome’,
‘homocostasis’ and ‘pattern’—every one of them describing not so
much a property of matter or quantity itself as harmonious order,
every one therefore essentially an @sthetic term.

The psychologist today talks about ‘Geszalt’, ‘ego’, ‘personality’, or
‘behaviour’—terms that could not be found in serious works before
1910. The social sciences talk about ‘culture’, about ‘integration’, or
about the ‘informal group’. And all talk about ‘forms’. These are
all concepts of a whole, of a pattern, or of a configuration, which can
be understood only as a whole.

These configurations can never be reached by starting with the parts
—ust as the ear will never hear a melody by hearing individual
sounds. Indeed, the parts in any pattern or configuration exist only,
and can only be identified, in contemplation of the whole and from
the understanding of the whole. Just as we hear the same sound in a
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melody, rather than the C sharp or A flat, expressing the key we play
in, the parts in any configuration—whether the ‘drives’ in a per-
sonality, the complex of chemical, electrical and mechanical actions
within a metabolism, the specific rites and customs in a culture, or the
particular colours and shapes in a non-objective painting—can only be
understood, explained, or even identified from their place in the
whole, that is in the configuration.

Similarly, we have a Gestalr pattern as the centre of our economic
life, the business enterprise. ‘Automation’ is merely a particularly
ugly word to describe a new view of the process of physical produc-
tion as a configuration and true entity. ‘Management’, similarly, is a
configuration term. In government we talk today about ‘administra-
tion’ or ‘political process’; the economist talks about ‘national income’,
‘productivity’ or ‘economic growth’, much as the theologian talks
about ‘existence’. Even the physical sciences and engineering, the
most Cartesian of all our disciplines in their origins and basic con-
cepts, talk about ‘systems’ or—the most non-Cartesian term of all—
about ‘quantum’ in which, in one measurement, are expressed mass
and energy, time and distance, speed and direction, all absorbed into
a single indivisible process.

The most striking change perhaps is to be found in our approach
to the study of speech and language—the most basic and most
familiar symbol and tool of man. Despite the anguished pleas of
teachers and parents, we talk less and less about ‘grammar’—the study
of the parts of speech—and more and more about ‘communications’.
It is the whole of speech, including not only the words left unsaid but
the atmosphere in which words are said and heard, that alone com-
municates. It is only this whole that has any existence at all in com-
munications. One must not only know the whole of the message, one
must also be able to relate it to the pattern of behaviour, personality,
situation and even culture in which communication takes place.

These terms and concepts are brand-new. Not a single one of them
had any scientific meaning fifty years ago, let alone any standing and
respectability in the vocabulary of scholar and scientist. All of them
are qualitative. Quantity in no way characterises them; a culture is
not defined by the number of people who belong to it or by any other
quantity, nor is a business enterprise defined by size. Quantitative
change matters only in these configurations when it becomes quali-
tative transformation—when, in the words of the Greek riddle, the
grains of sand have become a sand-heap. This is not a continuous but
a discontinuous event, a sudden jump over a qualitative threshold at
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which sounds turn into recognisable melody, words and motions into
behaviour, procedures into a management philosophy, or the atom of
one clement into that of another. Finally, none of these configura-
tions is, as such, measurable quantitatively or capable of being repre-
sented and expressed—except in the most distorted manner—through
the traditional symbols of quantitative relationships.

None of these new concepts, let me emphasise, conforms to the
axiom that the whole is the result of its parts. On the contrary, they all
conform to a new and by no means yet axiomatic assertion, namely
that the parts exist in contemplation of the whole.

The Purposeful Universe

Moreover, none of these new concepts has any causality to it. Causa-
tion, that unifying axis of the Cartesian world-view, has disappeared.
Yet it has not, as is so often said, been replaced by ‘random’ and
‘happenstance’. Einstein was quite right when he said that he could
not accept the view that the Lord plays dice with the universe. What
Einstein was criticising was only the inability of the physicists—in-
cluding himself—to visualise any concept of order except causality,
that is, their inability to free themselves of their own Cartesian
blinders. Underlying the new concepts, including the new con-
cepts of modern physics, is a unifying idea of order. I#is not causality,
though, but purpose.

Every one of these new concepts expresses purposeful unity. One
might even state, as a general principle of all these post-modern con-
cepts that the elements (for we can no longer really talk of ‘parts’)
will be found so to arrange themselves as to serve the purpose of the
whole. This, for instance, is the assumption that underlies the
biologist’s attempts to study and to understand organs and their func-
tions. As a distinguished biologist, Edmund W. Sinnott, puts it (in
his The Biology of the Spirit): ‘Life is the imposition of organisation
on matter.” It is this arrangement in contemplation of the purpose of
the whole that we mean today when we talk of ‘order’. This universe
of ours is thus, again, a universe ruled by purpose—as was the one
which the Cartesian world-view overthrew and replaced three hun-
dred years ago.

But our idea of purpose is a very different one from that of Middle
Ages and Renaissance. Their purpose lay outside the material, social,
psychological or philosophical universe, if not entirely outside any-
thing man himself could be, could do, or could see. Our purpose, by
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sharp contrast, is in the configurations themselves; it is not meta-
physical but physical, it is not purpose of the universe, but purpose in
the universe.

I read the other day an article by a leading physicist in which he
talked about the ‘characteristics of sub-atomic particles’. A slip of the
pen, to be sure; but a revealing one. Only a half-century ago it would
not have been possible for any physicist, no matter how slipshod, to
write of anything but the ‘properties’ of matter. For atomic particles
to have ‘characteristics’, the atom—if not matter and energy altogether
—must have a ‘character’; and that presupposes that matter must have
a purposeful order within itself.

The new world-view, in addition, assumes process. Every single
one of these new concepts embodies in it the idea of growth, develop-
ment, rhythm or becoming. These are all irreversible processes—
whereas all events in the Cartesian universe were as reversible as the
symbols on either side of an equation. Never, except in fairy tales,
does the grown man become a boy again, never does lead change back
to uranium, never does business enterprise return to family-partner-
ship. All these changes are irreversible because the process changes
its own character; it is in other words self-generated change.

Only seventy-five years ago the last remnant of pre-Cartesian
thinking, the idea of spontaneous generation of living beings, was
finally laid to rest by the researches of Louis Pasteur. Now it comes
back to us in the research of respectable biologists who look for clues
to the origin of life in the action of sunlight and cosmic particles on
amino-acids. Now respectable mathematical physicists seriously talk
-about something even more shocking to the Cartesian world-view:
a theory of constant and spontaneous generation of matter in the form
of new universes and new galaxies. And a leading biochemist, Sir
Macfarlane Burnet, the Australian pioneer of virus research, recently
defined a virus (in the Scientific American of February 1957) as ‘not
an individual organism in the ordinary sense of the term but some-
thing that could almost be called a stream of biological pattern.’

In this new emphasis on process may well lie the greatest departure
from the world-view of the modern West that has been ruling us
for the last three hundred years. For the Cartesian world was not only
amechanical one, in which all events are finitely determined. It wasa
static one. Inertia, in the strict meaning of classical mechanics, was
the assumed norm. In this one point, the Cartesians, otherwise such
daring innovators, were the strictest of traditionalists. It had been an
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accepted doctrine ever since Aristotle that the Unchangeable and
Unchanging alone was real and alone was perfect.

In fact it was the proudest achievement of the Cartesian world-view
to make this traditional axiom usable. Motion so obviously exists; yet
on the basis of the axiom of the primacy of immobility it can simply
not be explained, understood and measured—as first pointed out two
thousand years ago in the famous paradoxes of Zeno, such as the para-
dox of Achilles and the tortoise. Only calculus (together with Des-
cartes’ own Analytical Geometry, the foundation of modern mathe-
matics, and the first result of the new, Cartesian world-view of the
seventeenth century) could find a way out of the impasse between the
axioms of immobility and inertia and the experience of motion. This
it did by the most ingenious trick: by explaining and measuring
motion as consisting of an infinite number of infinitely small and per-
fectly static ‘stills’.

It is far from true that this solved Zeno’s paradox as the text-books
assert. Indeed we are becoming only too painfully aware today that
the solution is inapplicable to genuine movement, that is, to develop-
ment—whether it be biological growth or economic growth—which
cannot be explained away as a kind of optical illusion. But for three
hundred years the modern world-view could do what no one before
had been able to do—assert the axiom of inertia and yet handle motion
with growing assurance. It could point to its success in analysing,
predicting and controlling motion as evidence of the validity of its
axiom of the immovable and the unchangeable as alone perfect and
alone real.

In our idea of process, however, we assume—and are increasingly
conscious of the assumption—that it is growth, change, and develop~
ment that are normal and real, and that it is the absence of change,
development or growth that is imperfection, decay, corruption, and
death. We are breaking, therefore, not only with the ‘obvious’
common sense of the world-view of the modern West, but with much
older and much more fundamental Western traditions.

Towards a New Philosophy

These new concepts have, within the last twenty or thirty years,
become the reality of our work and world, if not the small talk even
of the popular newspaper. They are obvious to us. Anyone rash
enough to suggest that they are anything but obvious, and are indeed
almost incomprehensible—methodologically, philosophically and
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metaphysically—would at best be stared at as an ‘egghead’ and, more
likely, be curtly dismissed as a hair-splitter.

There are beginnings towards the new synthesis we need—in
biology and physics, in operations research and in modern mathe-
matics, in general systems theory, in semantics, linguistics, and mathe-
matical information theory. We are beginning to move from the old
mechanical concept of discipline as determined by static properties of
the subject-matter, to new disciplines dealing with such universal con-
figurations and processes as ‘growth’, ‘information,” or ‘ecology’.

Anticipation of the new vision can be found in many great thinkers
—Aristotle, Leonardo, Goethe, Bergson, Whitehead. The first to
see it, however, was probably that astounding South African, Jan
Christian Smuts—the closest to the ‘whole man’ this century has pro-
duced—with his philosophy of Holism twenty-five or thirty years
ago. Physicists increasingly grope for it, as do Lancelot Law Whyte
in his The Next Development of Man, and Erwin Schroedinger, the
Nobel Prize winner, in his What is Life? The latest and most per-
suasive expression of the new view is The Image, a book by the
distinguished economist Kenneth Boulding. The contemporary
philosopher whose books sell best in paper-back editions in the United
States is the late Ernst Cassirer; though anything but ‘popularly’
written—indeed a veritable thicket of Teutonic abstractions—his
books deals with patterns, configurations and symbols of order as the
essential human experiences.

Yet though we take the new world-view increasingly for granted,
we do not yet understand it. Though we talk glibly of ‘configuration’
‘purpose’ and ‘process’, we do not yet know what these terms express.
We have abandoned the Cartesian world-view; it is rapidly becoming
almost incomprehensible to us. But we have not, so far, developed a
new synthesis, a new tool-box of methods, or new axioms of mean-
ing, order and inquiry. We have certainly not yet produced a new
Descartes. As a result we are in intellectual and sthetic crisis in
every area.

The people working in a given discipline see the new process and
configuration concepts; indeed, often, they see little else. But for
rigorous work they have only methods based upon the old world-view
and the old concepts, methods which are quite inappropriate to the
new vision.

In the social sciences this lag shows itself in the glaring discrepancy
between the talk of ‘culture’, ‘personality’ or ‘behaviour’ and the in-
ability to produce much more than vast collections of empirical data
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about particular—and by definition meaningless—manifestations.

In a discipline that is much closer to my own daily interest, the
study of management, the situation is equally frustrating. The
discipline only exists because we have conﬁguration concepts such as
‘business cnterpnsc and ‘the process of managing’. All of.us stress
that the really i important things are process—charactensues, such as the
climate of an organisation, the development of people in it, or the
planning of the nature, characteristics and purposes of a business
enterprise. But whenever we try to be scientific, we are thrown back
cither on purely mechanistic and static methods, such as work
measurement of individual operations or, at best, on organisation
rules and definitions.

Or take the physicists: the more they discover about the various
sub-atomic particles of matter, the more confused, complicated, and
inconsistent become their general theories of the nature of matter,
energy and time.

Another result is that the very disciplines that are advancing the
fastest, in which therefore there is the most to learn, are rapidly becom-
ing quite unteachable.

There is no doubt that medicine has made giant strides this last
generation. But every experienced teacher of medicine that I know
wonders whether the young medical-school graduate of today—the
very one who gets ‘the best medical education the world has to offer’—
is as well taught and as well prepared as his more ignorant predecessor
thirty years ago. The reason is simple. Medical schools are still
organised around the idea of disciplines as static bundles of know-
ledge. A hundred years ago, when the modern medical school came
into existence in Paris, Vienna and Berlin, there were at most six or
seven such bundles. But there are fifty or more today. Each has
become in its own right a full-blown science which it takes a life-
time to master; even to acquire a smattering of ignorance in any of
them takes more than the five years of medical training.

No wonder that the layman is confused, bewildered and sullen. We
hear a great deal today about the ‘anti-intellectual public’. But what
else can the public be if it cannot understand? Yet to understand it
would need the unifying general concepts which the experts them-
selves do not have.

This, it should be firmly said, is not the natural result of advancing
knowlcdgc as some academicians assert. The natural result of advanc-
ing knowledge should be, as it has always been, greater simplicity—
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and greater ease of understanding, learning, and teaching. This is the
first, if not the foremost aim in advancing knowledge. That our know-
ledge becomes constantly more specialised, more complicated, rather
than more general, proves that something very essential is lacking—
namely a philosophical synthesis appropriate to the world we inhabit
and see.

Finally—what may well be the most serious affliction of this time
of philosophical transition—there is the maddening confusion of
tongues among the various disciplines, and the resulting cheapening
and erosion of language and style. Each discipline has its own
language, its own terms, its own increasingly esoteric symbols. The
unity of the universe is gone for twentieth-century man—for the first
time, perhaps, since Thomas Aquinas, seven hundred years ago,
wove together into one pattern the religious and the secular heritage
of Western Christianity. Whenever we try to re-establish such a
unity all we can do is to go back to Cartesian, that is, to ultra-positivist
or mechanistic, concepts of the world, which deny the very insights
and knowledge that make the unification desirable, and indeed
necessary.

And yet we already can foresee—as only a decade or two ago we
could not—what form the new integration will take.

We can see first what it will not be. It will go beyond and encompass
the Cartesian world-view rather than repudiate it. The great shift to
the Cartesian world-view became necessary because its predecessor,
Scholasticism, had become sterile and had ultimately failed. The
new world-view became necessary largely because of the great success
of its predecessor the mechanistic, positivist Cartesian ‘Science’. We
are abandoning the whole-parts concept of the Cartesian world-view,
its mechanical causality, its inertia axiom. But while modern physics
leads us for instance to rediscover Aristotle on an entirely new level
of understanding, it does not make us any more appreciative of
astrology. Modern biology and modern Operations Research make us
conscious of the need to accept and to measure quality, value and
judgment. They have not made us repudiate strict methods of
demonstration and proof or abandon the quest for impersonal
measurement.

Another negative conclusion: the Cartesian dualism between the
universe of matter and the universe of the mind will not be main-
Jained in the new integration. It was never fully accepted here in
America. But it was certainly the most potent, as it was the most
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central, part of Descartes’ own system. For three hundred years it
has paralysed philosophy—if not thinking altogether—by creating
meaningless but increasingly bitter splits between idealist and posi-
tivist, with each building ever-higher spite-fences around his own
little plot of reality. )

If there ever was a useful distinction here, it ceased to be meaning-
ful the day the first experimenter discovered that by the very act of
observing phenomena he affected them. Today our task is to under-
stand patterns of physical, biological, psychological and social order
in which mind and matter become meaningful precisely because they
are reflections of a greater unity.

We can also say affirmatively what the new integration needs to be.

It must give us a concept of the ‘whole’ as a universal and yet
specific reality—whether it be ‘system’, ‘organism’ or ‘situation’. We
need a discipline rather than a vision, a strict discipline of qualitative
and irrevocable changes such as development, growth or decay. We
need rigorous methods for anticipation of such changes. We need a
discipline that explains events and phenomena in terms of their direc-
tion and future state, rather than in terms of cause—a calculus of
potential, you might say, rather than one of probability. We need a
philosophy of purpose, a logic of quality and ways to measure quali-
tative change. We need a methodology of potential and opportunity,
of turning points and critical factors, of risk and uncertainty, con-
stant and timing, jump and continuity. We need a dialectic of polarity
in which unity and diversity are defined as simultaneous and necessary
poles of the same essence.

This may sound like a big order—and one we are as yet far from
being able to fill. Yet we may well have the new synthesis more nearly
within our grasp than we think. On it are based powers we already
exercise: the power to innovate, and the power to harmonise in-
dividual and society in a new dynamic order.

Above all: if there is one thing we have learned, it is the truth
of the old injunction of the mathematics teacher: don’t worry about
getting the right answer, what matters is setting up the right problem.
In philosophy, science and methodology—and even more perhaps in
art—a ‘problem’ begins to be solved the moment it can be defined,
the moment the right questions are being asked, the moment the
specifications are known which the answers must satisfy. For then we
know what we are looking for, what fits and what is relevant.

And that, in one after another of the areas of human endeavour, we
already know.
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CHAPTER TWO

From Progress to Innovation

I THE NEW PERCEPTION OF ORDER

WHERE is ‘inevitable progress’ now? Only a generation ago, despite
the shock of the First World War, the belief in history’s built-in pro-
gression was still ingrained axiom. The Frenchmen of the genera-
tion of Briand and Herriot believed in it, as did the well-meaning
Social Democrats of the Weimar Republic, the English middle class
that flocked to the ‘Left-Wing Book Club’ in the ’thirties, and the
Liberals who then dominated the American university faculties.

Today the very word sounds odd—half macabre mockery, half
plain foolishness. Occasionally a faint rumble of the old belief echoes
in the set phrases of political rhetoric; but these are the phrases the
city editor cuts out first when he prepares the speech for newspaper
publication. Only the truly convinced Communist doctrinaires still
profess belief in the historic inevitability of progress. But what they
mean by progress is, of course, the inevitability of universal cataclysm.
And that, one suspects, is truly hoped for only by the old men now
on top, men whose beliefs were formed thirty or more years ago.
Even in their mouths it has a hollow, archaic ring—somewhat of a
piece with their stubborn clinging to Edwardian ornament or
Jugendstil in architecture, late-Wagnerian self-intoxication in music,
and pre-Impressionist monumental painting.

As for the rest of us, including (as all evidence indicates) most of
the younger leaders in the Communist countries, we certainly do no
longer believe in ‘progress’. We no longer accept the blithe optimism
and its blind denial of the tragic in human life and the evil in human
nature. We no longer believe that anything happens automatically
except perhaps trouble. We are no longer sure of the direction we are
going, let alone of the destination we are bound for.

But do we believe in anything?

No answer can be found in what we say and write. There every-
thing is confusion, doubt, contradiction. But a clear, though un-
expected answer is found in our deeds. We do not, indeed, believe
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any more in the inevitability, let alone the automaticity, of pro-
gress. But we practise innovation—purposeful, directed, organised
change.

Innovation, as we now come to use the term, is based on the
systematic, organised leap into the unknown. The aim is to give us
new power for action through a new capacity to see, a new vision. Its
tools are scientific; but its process is of the imagination, its method
the organisation of ignorance, rather than that of known facts.

The impact of this new power on our lives is already great. It
changes our technology and gives us new opportunities to make
technological advance to order. It is giving us an altogether new
ability for non-technological innovation in society and economy.

Old basic institutions of human society—the government, the armed
forces, the school—have been converted from organs of preservation
into organs of innovation. And new institutions expressly designed
for innovation, such as business enterprise and research organisation,
have become of central importance.

But innovation is more than a new method. It is a new view of
the universe—as one of risk rather than of chance or of certainty. Itis
a new view of man’s réle in the universe; he creates order by taking
risk. And this means that innovation, rather than being an assertion of
human power, is an acceptance of human responsibility.

The Research Explosion

The visible expression of this new belief in innovation is the activity
aimed at producing new knowledge that we call ‘research’. With the
belief in progress in collapse, research, one should have expected,
would slow down, perhaps even disappear. Instead there has been a
research CXPIOSiOﬂ.

Within the last thirty years expenditures on technological research
in American industry have risen about seventy-fold, from less than
100 million dollars a year in 1928 to seven billions or more today.
This represents only non-military research on new technologies, new
products and new processes for the civilian economy. From being a
marginal factor, industrial research has become a power-house of
economic energy. From being confined to a few large companies in
a few highly technological industries such as electrical engineering
or chemicals, it has become general—pursued alike by small and large
business, by old or new industries. Proportionately industrial research
expenditures have grown faster than any other item in the nation’s
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budget, excepting only military research. Industrial research took
one-tenth of 1 per cent of national income thirty years ago; today it
takes almost 2 per cent of an income four times as large. There is
little doubt that the trend is towards continued further growth, both
absolutely and in terms of national income.

This is by no means a uniquely American development. It is
closely paralleled in Great Britain—the only other country for which
figures are published. In Switzerland and West Germany the trend
has been the same. One large Dutch business concern, Philips, has
increased its research efforts fifty-fold during this period despite
depression, war and enemy occupation. Even in Soviet Russia in-
dustrial non-military research has been expanding fast in the last few
years—though the Russian economy, except for military purposes, is
still largely imitative.

Nor has the explosive expansion of research effort and expenditure
been confined to economy and business. Medical research expendi-
tures have probably increased even faster. We all know the story of
research in military technology; it has changed warfare more in the
last fifteen years than it had been changed in the century before. Non-
technological research and inquiry, aimed at social innovation, which
were almost unknown thirty years ago, are also growing to major
proportions: organised research into accounting concepts or educa-
tional methods, into hospital administration, theories of organisation
or marketing practices.

Only a few years ago, Punch commented on the new ‘fad’ by listing
the numerous ‘advantages’ and the one single ‘disadvantage’ of indus-
trial research. Among its main advantages were these:

It does no harm.,

It reduces unemployment.

Visitors and shareholders alike are impressed by the sight of so much
science and the smell of hydrogen sulphide.

One of these days someone may ﬁncr something that will make all the
difference in your business. At least according to statistics this is not alto-
gether impossible,

Scientists are nice quiet lads without vice.

The only disadvantage is cash.

Punch went on to say that it could not visualise any business man
comparing these advantages with the one slight impediment and
remaining long in doubt what to do. After all, money is not every-
thing.

When this comment appeared there were already many readers
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who did not think it very funny—who, on the contrary, thought that
the attitude behind it was the real reason why Great Britain had lost
her economic leadership. Today there would be few who did not
feel that the joke, if any, was on Punch.

Man and Change

In the shift from yesterday’s ‘progress’ to today’s ‘innovation’ the
new post-Cartesian, post-modern world-view finds its clearest expres-
sion. And in the new capacity to aim at and to bring about innova-
tion—however crude and primitive it still may be—the new concepts
of pattern and purposeful process have first become effective and
operational.

Innovation views change as controlled, directed and purposeful
human activity.

This is a new view, different alike from the traditional as well as
from the ‘progress’ view of change. However sharply opposed, both
considered change as uncontrollable; if purposeful at all, its direction
and purpose were outside and beyond man.

Man has of course always lived in change. Consciousness of imper-
manence, of becoming and passing, and the faculty to adapt to both,
are among his most distinct traits. Yet through most of history change
was considered catastrophe, and immutability the goal of organised
human efforts. All social institutions of man for thousands of years
had as their first purpose to prevent, or at least to slow down, the
onrush of change. Family and church, army and state were built to
be ramparts of security against the threat of change. All through
history, ‘from time immemorial’ has been the seal of approval and the
the hallmark of perfection, and the ‘return to the good old days’ the
flag in which the very demand for the new had to wrap itself to be
respectable.

Thus the Renaissance, for all its creative energy, for all the great
changes it produced, saw itself as a return to the changeless perfection
of classical antiquity. The contemporary Reformation saw itself as a
return to the perfection of early Christianity. Any innovation from
the ways of the primitive Church was automatically a corruption.
Much later still, the American Revolution justified itself as a restora-
tion of the traditional ‘rights of Englishmen’. And even after World
War I Europe instinctively aimed at the return to the ‘golden age’ of
1913 rather than towards something new and in the future—which
was surely one of the reasons for the resultant catastrophe.
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The belief in inevitable progress reversed this attitude towards
change. But it left unaltered the character of change as something
outside man, in history, in social forces, or in evolution. All it did,
so to speak, was to change the minus sign into a plus sign without
changing. the equation. As has been said often, it secularised the
Christian view of history as the progression of God’s plan; but while
the ‘fullness of time’ was now to be measured by historical periods
rather than by the clock of eternity, the process itself was still self-
initiated and self-controlled rather than humanly initiated and
humanly controlled.

By contrast we today no longer even understand the question
whether change is by itself ‘bad’ or ‘good’. We start out with the
axiom that it is the norm. We do not see change as altering the order
—for better or for worse. We see change as being order in itself—
indeed the only order we can comprehend today is a dynamic, a
moving, a changing one.

And because change itself defines any order we can see, change can
be anticipated, can be foretold to a considerable extent, and can there-
fore even be controlled.

This is the new, the important fact: the new view of man the order-
maker, working through anticipation, foretelling, controlling and
directing change.

Innovation has certainly been going on as long as there has been
man. It has of course always had great social impact. All of man’s
institutions, except the family, all his thoughts, all his art, all his tools,
once were innovations, developed consciously and introduced pur-
poscfully. Even the idea of organising innovation is not so very new.
Ln respect to social innovation it goes back almost two hundred years.
The Northwest Ordinance of 1787, which innovated the pattern of
settlement and government for the empty North American Continent,
was an early example. The American Constitution was an essay in
purposeful innovation with its concepts—at once so conservative and
so radical—of a republic built on all three principles of legitimate
rule; of law and courts as the true sovereign; of the simultaneous
allegiance of the citizen to Union and to individual state, and of the
self-regulation of the system through a pre-arranged process of con-
stitutional amendment and revision.

Technological innovation based on science goes back exactly a
century. It was in 1857 that a young Englishman, William Perkin,
discovering by accident the first synthetic dye-stuff, first set about
consciously to apply scientific knowledge to industrial production and
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thereby became not only the father of science-based industry but of
modern technology and of industrial research.

Yet Marx, at the same time, could still dismiss innovation—social
or technological—as a delusion. Among economists Marx was the
first perhaps to see the role of the business man as innovator; to this
insight he owes in large measure his power as an economic historian.
But to admit this as meaningful would have destroyed the myth of
progress. Hence Marx explained away his own insight by making the
‘objective logic of the class situation’ the determining factor and dis-
missing the innovating act mere self-delusion or conscious deception.

Today this seems to us incemprehensible. Innovation we take for
granted. We can hardly understand any more the ‘logic of history’, or
any other of the conceptual trappings of the age of progress. But do
we really understand innovation?

There is obviously a close link between science and innovation.
Indeed the currently most common definition of innovation would be
that it is purposeful change by means of the methods of systematic
inquiry we call scientific method and of the new knowledge gained
thereby. Innovation is clearly a result of the ‘scientific break-through’,
that is, of the emergence of scientific method as fundamental method,
and of scientific knowledge as tool of human and social action.

But things are not quite so simple. One good sign of this is the new
relationship between pure research and applied research in innova-
tion.

Innovation aims at application; its goal is not knowledge in itself
but effective change. This would argue for applied research which
extends and makes usable pure knowledge as the appropriate tool
of innovation. But increasingly we find—in military innovation, in
industrial innovation, in social innovation—that pure research has the
greatest innovating impact. Today, especially in the United States,
we talk a good deal of the mistake of slighting pure research. But con-
trary to public belief, we are not spending proportionately less effort
or less money on pure research than has been spent traditionally.
Proportionately we spend a good deal more. Historically, pure re-
research has always been limited to a mere handful of people in a few
universities. Still it is true that we have been slighting pure research
as measured against today’s innovation needs and opportunities; pure
research has simply become the most effective form of applied
research.

At the same time applied research too has changed its meaning
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and character. Just as pure research is increasingly concerned with
application, applied research is increasingly concerned with funda-
mental knowledge, is indeed increasingly productive of new funda-
mental knowledge. Work on the dosage of antibiotics, for instance,
would be considered applied research by any definition. Yet this work
raised such fundamental questions as the genetic character of micro-
organisms, and produced new fundamental insights into the nature
of infection and the body’s defences against it.

The conventional picture of pure and applied research is somewhat
analogous to the relationship between radio transmitter and receiving
set. The transmitter sends out its signals whether any set is tuned in
or not. It is a one-way relationship in which knowledge radiates out
to be converted and applied, but where nothing ‘feeds back’ from
application to knowledge.

By contrast innovation assumes a circular process. Application,
in trying to make existing fundamental knowledge effective in action,
uncovers both needs for new knowledge of a fundamental kind and
the necessary-insights. One example: the application of well-known
theoretical statistics to the marketing problems of a business uncovered
both the need for a fundamental and non-statistical theory of consumer
behaviour and consumer motivation, and for new fundamental in-
sights needed to go to work on it. The pure research thus stimulated,
produces not only the fundamental knowledge needed but new oppor-
tunities for new applications and the tools for them—which in turn
uncovers new needs for fundamental knowledge, and so on.!

This shift in the relationship—or in our understanding thereof—
will change the organisations of systematic research and inquiry. We
will have to provide for systematic feed-back from applied to pure
knowledge. It will have profound impact on the relationship between
disciplines and on the education of the people engaged in research and
inquiry.

Yet this is only a symptom of something much bigger, though far
less tangible: a change in the meaning of ‘knowledge’. In the tradi-
tional concept the aim of the systematic search for knowledge, was
new facts (whatever this slippery metaphysical term may mean). The
knowledge of innovation and the goal of its systematic, organised,
purposcful search, is however to gain a new vision, a new pattern, a

! This circular relationship would of course always have been a more
correct picture than the conventional ‘one-way street’—even in that purest
of disciplines, theoretical mathematics,. What matters here is however
less which picture is correct, but which is seen, held and understood.
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new attitude. In our view of the world, we have moved from cause
to configuration. From this shift arose innovation, this shift led to its
emergence and gives it its power.

I shall—intentionally—take my examples from the economic rather
than from the technological field.

Among the most potent and most visible changes in an industrial
economy are the new tools and practices developed for the very old
job of selling a product or a service: consumer credit, packaging,
advertising, market research, brand promotion, chain stores, super-
markets and discount houses. Within thirty years they have changed
the behaviour of business, the behaviour of consumers, the very face of
our towns and cities—and in significant measure the structure of the
economy, its strength and vulnerability, and the division of national
income. Yet these are not the real innovations, they are consequences
and results of two big changes in basic view. We shifted first from a
traditional view of selling as the specialised effort that persuades an
individual customer to buy whatever it is the business produces, to one
of marketing, which is a business-wide function aiming both at
creating customer and market for the company’s products and at
adapting the product to customer and market. And now we are shift-
ing again from this product-focused to a customer-focused concept
which sees marketing as the ‘demand half’ of the economy, that is, as
the sum of all efforts and activities necessary for the fullest and yet
most economical satisfaction of customer wants.

Obviously each of these views sees the same elements—the market,
the product, the customer, the producer, the distributive chain
between the two, and so on. But each sees these elements in a different
pattern. And it is this view of the pattern that is knowledge and thg
foundation of innovation, this view of the pattern that both creates the
need for new knowledge and new approaches, and the opportunities
to develop new tools, new methods and new distributive systems.

Another big change in our economic system during this last genera-
tion is the new view of the business enterprise as a human and social
organisation, the shift that underlies the emergence of ‘human rela-
tions’, of the new concepts of management and organisation, or the
rise of such new disciplines as industrial psychology or industrial
sociology. Again there are no new facts; indeed all the elements had
been known and understood for many years. What was new was a
view of the relationship between men at work—the vision of the new
human organisation we shall discuss later on in this book.

Few innovations, whether technological or social, are as sweeping
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as these. But even the more modest innovation—the new ‘major
medical expense’ insurance policy for instance, or a new plastic—
results from such a new view: of the function of insurance or of the
nature of illness as an economic problem for the family; of the struc-
ture of large molecules or of textile demand. If there is no such new
view there is no innovation; there is only adaptation.

But there is also no innovation if the new view is accident, is
entirely hunch or guess rather than the result of a deliberate, systematic
organised effort to reach it.

We believe today that such vision can, in all areas of human know-
ledge, be aimed at purposefully and brought about systematically.
This is why we believe in innovation. But are we capable of planning,
organising and working for informed and systematic intuition?

The Power of Organised Ignorance

Sixty years ago the great French physicist Henri Poincaré first
pointed out the role of intuitive insight in scientific discovery. But
to Poincaré this was essentially a ‘flash of insight’, unpredictable and
indeed subconscious. All one need do, Poincaré thought, was to train
oneself to watch out for it.

Today we increasingly believe that there is a conscious discipline—
already learnable though perhaps not yet teachable—for the imagina-
tive leap into the unknown. We are developing rigorous method
for creative perception. Unlike the science of yesterday it is not based
on organising our knowledge. Itisbased on organising our ignorance.

The best example is an old one which antedates today’s innovation
by many decades: Mendelejev’s formulation, between 1869 and 1872,
of the Periodic Table of Chemical Elements—the great creative act
of order on which rest both modern physics and modern chemistry.
Mendelejev did not discover a single new element, nor a single new
property of any of the then known 63 elements. He did not propound
a new theory of elements, their structure or their relations. He did not,
in other words, organise the then existing knowledge and build on
it. All earlier efforts to bring order out of the chaos of nineteenth-
century chemistry had tried to do just that; and though great men,
such as Lothar Meyer, had spent years on it, they only added more
confusion. Mendelejev asked instead: what unknown and as yet
undiscovered elements must we assume to make order out of those
we know? Science textbooks quite rightly stress that Mendelejev’s
theory was proved through its power to predict the ‘blank spaces’,
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the 29 then undiscovered and unknown elements, their weights and
their properties. But they rarely stress that it was the blank spaces
that ordered the known 63 elements, rather than the known 63 that
provided the blanks. It was this organisation of ignorance on which
the whole tremendous achievement rested. .

Few achievements can compare with Mendelejev’s. Yet on a
smaller scale we do today systematically what ninety years ago was
an isolated and un-understood feat of individual genius. One example
is the development of the atomic bomb in the Manhattan Project
during World War II. Most nuclear scientists apparently understood
right away that Hahn and Meitner by accomplishing nuclear fission
had made possible an atomic bomb. But the development of the bomb
itself required the systematic organisation of our ignorance, the deter-
mination of the things that would have to become known, the in-
ference what they would be and would mean, and the organisation of
work on each piece of ignorance. Similarly the development of a
vaccine against infantile paralysis was conscious and directed innova-
tion based on the organisation of ignorance over a twenty-years’
period. Again the question was: what that is today unknown do we
have to assume to make order out of the chaos of our fragments of
knowledge? What, in other words, are the specifications for future
knowledge?

To discuss the various approaches and tools we are developing
would go far beyond my purpose here. There is Operations Research
for instance. Itcan be defined as the application of systematic method,
especially of logic and mathematics, to risk-taking decisions. It is
no accident that its original development in war-time Great Britain
started with the idea to put to work on strategic or weapons problems
people who, while possessed of rigorously trained minds, had no
knowledge of the subject-matter. Biologists, psychologists and mathe-
maticians were for instance set to work on the allocation of aircraft or
anti-submarine defence.

There are methods such as critical-factor analysis which enable
us to say both what new knowledge we need, and what new develop-
ments in other, apparently unrelated fields would have meaning for
our problem.

We cannot yet build efficient solar-energy plants. But Dr. Kenneth
Kingdom of the General Electric Company’s Research Laboratory
has shown, first, that there is enough solar energy to provide enough
power for every house in the United States, secondly how much such
energy would cost and yet be competitive, thirdly that the only
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feasible system would need devices that do the jobs of photo-voltaic
cells and storage batteries, and finally that the cost of these devices
would have to be 1 per cent of present cells and 16 per cent of present
batteries. This does not of course give us solar energy. But starting
out with what we do not know, we arrive at a specification of what
we need to know. As a result we can decide whether the project is
feasible, what it requires in terms of knowledge, effort and manpower,
and how to allocate our time and money. It is even possible to predict
how long it will take to get the new knowledge, what specific break-
throughs we need and where they might be coming from.

But the essential things are not the new tools but the new concept.
It assumes first that there is order—order in the universe, order to our
imagination, and order in the development of knowledge. It further
assumes that this order is one of pattern so that it can be perceived
before it is known. It assumes that this perception is the basis of
innovation. It finally assumes that we can leap-frog to this new per-
ception through the systematic organisation of our ignorance from
which we then can develop the needed new specific knowledge and
tools.

2 THE POWER OF INNOVATION

Innovation adds it does not replace. It cannot and will not take

the place of the creative act, of the eureka of sudden insight of genius.
Neither does it render superfluous organised work on the refinement
and the adaptation of knowledge.
+ On the contrary: innovation is used properly to multiply the power
both of the flash of genius, and the steady slugging away on constant
improvement, adaptation and application. It catches, so to speak, the
flash of lightning of individual insight that streaks across the horizon,
and converts it into permanent light. At the same time it can give
direction to the work of improvement. It can sense when the small, un-
imaginative improvement steps reach the threshold (another one of
these ‘configuration’ terms) of new imagination. Indeed it can organ-
ise for this leap.

One illustration of the power to convert the flash of genius into
systematic innovation is the story of antibiotics. The flash of genius
was Fleming’s discovery of the bacteria-killing properties of the peni-
cillium mould. The innovation was Wakeman’s insight, gained by
the process of organising ignorance, that here was a whole new view
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of biological action in the organism, and a whole new approach, the
antibiotic one, to the treatment of disease. This took ten years. But
once gained, it made possible, almost overnight, organised search for
new antibiotic micro-organisms, the development of specifications
for them, the theoretical understanding of their action and, of their
risks.

An illustration of the multiplying impact of innovation is the
development of a theory of economic development. Ten years ago
there was no such theory; economic development was simply not
understood by economists, had indeed never been considered much
by them. Today we have a theory—admittedly crude and primitive,
but adequate. There is even very little disagreement among econo-
mists, regardless of their other views, regardless even of which side
of the Iron Curtain they work on, what the important factors are in
economic development. Yet, unlike all other major economic theories,
there is no one great economist to whom the theory can be credited.
Rather it represents the achievement of a method: defining the aim,
specifying what we have to know, and analysing a great many small
improvement efforts to spot the threshold where adaptation turns into
doing something new.

Innovation does not change the permanent limitations of human
existence. But within them it adds a new dimension: that of setting
an objective beyond our power and knowledge today, defining what
needs to be done to make it attainable, and organising work to get it
done.

Again—this cannot be said too often—there has always been innova-
tion. What is new is only that we are becoming capable of doing
systematically what before has usually been a streak of lightning, and
that we can organise ordinary mortals to do what before could usually
be done only by the rare genius.

There are two major areas of innavation: the created universe of
nature, and man’s own society. There is technological innovation,
the finding of new understanding of nature and its channelling into
new human capacity to control, to prevent and to produce. And there
is social innovation, the diagnosis of social needs and opportunities
and the development of concepts and institutions to satisfy them. In
both areas innovation gives us new capacities. It makes technology
‘open-ended’. And it makes it possible to go beyond reform and
revolution in society.

23



The Landmarks of Tomorrow
The Open-Ended Technology

Innovation makes technology open-ended and capable of being
designed. We now can organise for technological innovation, both to
obtain new basic resources of material civilisation and to develop new
material end-products to our specifications. This in turn gives us, to
an increasing degree, freedom to arrange the elements of the physical
environment to fit predetermined human, economic and social ends
rather than have the available elements determine what is possible.

If we look at the history of modern technology, that is at the last
two hundred years or so, we can sec readily that the important break-
throughs were changes in the foundations. Some of these actually
opened up new physical resources such as development of new sources
of mechanical energy beginning with the steam engine, or the use of
electro-magnetic and electronic phenomena for communication and
control. Some, such as the application of system and knowledge to
agriculture that began in England in the early eighteenth century, the
application of thought to work—from Eli Whitney’s interchangeable
parts around 1810 to today’s automation—or the application of science
to create products for the market which began with Perkin in 1857,
created new attitudes, that is, new mental resources.

Our industrial civilisation rests on ten or fifteen such basic techno-
logical break-throughs of the last two hundred years. The chrono-
meter which made possible controlled navigation, the machine tools
developed in the late eighteenth century, and the industrial produc-
tion of steel invented in the 1860s were the only ones among them
that were improvements within the then existing technology. These
three made it possible to do better, faster, and more cheaply some-
thing that was already being done. All the others were innovations.
They made it possible for us to do what we had never done before.
They contributed a new power rather than better performance.

The same is true of medicine. There have been a dozen or so
medical break-throughs since Harvey discovered the circulation of the
blood, and Jenner smallpox vaccination. Every one of them was a
true ‘jump’, every one created a new vision and a new power—quite
apart from flying in the face of all that passed for medical knowledge
and medical practice in its time.

Yet despite its fundamental importance, work on new foundations
was peripheral rather than central to our effort to understand and to
control nature. The bulk of our manpower, time and money has
always been spent on improvement work. The break-throughs, with
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rare exceptions, came from outside the going technological effort,
came from the flash of genius. The popular picture of the lonely in-
ventor starving in his garret is a caricature. Most of the men who
contributed the break-throughs did very nicely; and quite a few—
Watt, Liebig, Perkin, Siemens, Bell and Edison for instance—built
flourishing industrial empires. Even in medicine where, up till 1880
or so, resistance to change was much more pronounced, few of the
great innovators were denied their due recognition. But the popular
impression senses rightly that the great technological break-throughs
were not themselves the product of organised technological effort but
came from the outsider.

Innovation makes it possible to organise for such break-throughs to
new foundations within the organisation of economy and technology.

One example: we know that the food supply of the world can be
greatly increased within the existing technology: by applying, world-
wide, already available and tested methods of the technology and of
the social organisation of farming; by applying the research concepts
and tools developed for the temperate zone to the largely unimproved
crops and animals of the tropics which support half of mankind; and
by cutting waste, loss and spoilage, which now destroy half of every-
thing produced in most of the world, through the application of well-
known and tested methods and tools of farm finance, crop-handling,
farm-marketing and transportation. Indeed we know that world
supply can at least be doubled, and probably tripled this way.

But we also know that all such applications may within fifty years
have become inadequate to feed a rapidly growing world population
on an increasing nutrition level.

We can, however, define clearly—and this is innovation—what
other, new major source of food is already available to us. We know
(though we do not fully understand) the basic process by which the
mechanical energy of light is converted into the biological energy of
food; we know above all that it is light rather than soil that produces
biological energy. Hence we can determine that there is a major,
largely unused source of food, the oceans, and that we can develop
aquaculture, the systematic farming of the surface of the sea, to
complement agriculture, the systematic farming of the surface of the
land. Indeed we can say that aquaculture is capable of producing
more biological energy than agriculture. Since light is the source of
biological energy, the sea must be as productive, acre for acre, as is
the land; it may well be more productive. There is of course more
than twice as much sea surface as there is land surface; and, except-
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ing only the arctic wastes, the entire sea surface is productive whereas
most of the land surface is not.

All this is theoretical argument: a new view of old and well-known
facts. And it is not based on any sizable knowledge of marine
biology. But now we can specify what knowledge we need and where
to search for it. We can say that in agriculture we have two major
sources of food: plants and vertebrate animals. In aquaculture we
have three: plants such as algz, vertebrate animals (though they are
mainly fish rather than birds or mammals) and, specific to the sea,
invertebrate animals such as the small shell fish known as ‘krill’, which
exists in abundance in most oceans and furnishes the staple food of the
large whales. Incidentally, these marine invertebrates have, of all
known animals, the highest efficiency in converting fodder into meat,
carbohydrates into protein.

We therefore can specify that we have three potentially feasible
areas of aquaculture; that we must explore all three; what specifica-
tions as to cost, production methods, and yield each must satisfy to
become practical; what knowledge we need, and so on. We can
organise for systematic work. We can even estimate how much time,
effort and money it will take to produce large-scale practical results.

This is but one example. We can—and do—similarly organise in-
novation with respect to new sources of mechanical energy. Increas-
ingly we should become capable of organising innovations with
respect to other material foundations of human life: soil and water
supply, weather and space. In respect to human life itself we are
becoming capable of organising innovation to maintain health in
addition to curing or preventing disease. We are at work on develop-
ing means for cheap and effective self-control of human fertility.

In every one of these areas the process of organising innovation,
if spelled out step by step, might sound as simple, if not obvious, as
that of organising for aquaculture (though, needless to say, the actual
work is complex and difficult, will take many decades and may in-
deed never succeed). Yet though it sounds simple, it is a rigorous
process which we did not possess fifty or even thirty years ago.

At the same time innovation opens up technology at the other end:
that of materials and products. It enables us to make to specifications
of new products, indeed to arrange nature according to man-made
specifications.

The example here is that of polymer chemistry, the branch of
chemistry that deals with large organic molecules, has produced syn-
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thetic rubbers and plastic fibres, and underlies our fastest-growing
industry. Here we increasingly start out with specifications: we need
a material that has certain properties not found in any existing
material or in nature. We can define what structure of the molecule
this is likely to require. Then we can organise to build it. This, for
instance, is the process by which recently a German chemist, Ziegler,
developed the new low-pressure polyethylene in which the atoms of
an old substance, polyethylene, are rearranged according to theoretical
specifications to produce a new substance with new, planned
properties.

The same approach is taken increasingly in pharmaceutical re-
search, for instance in the attempts to build according to specifications
chemical substances that will ‘fool” a diseased organ or a cancer; they
will be sufficiently close to its normal food to be hungrily snatched up,
but will be sufficiently different not to nourish disease or cancer but
to starve it. We are increasingly building to specifications materials
and products in electronics and metallurgy, and in many other fields.
And much that is of great impact is not in such fundamental and big
areas but in ordinary, every-day products and materials which too are,
increasingly, being designed and re-designed according to theoretical
specifications—of performance, of the market, of style, of price and
cost.

Open-endedness with respect to the foundations, combined with
open-endedness with respect to end-products enables us to plan and
design a business, a technology or even a national economy rather
than adapt to existing resources or existing products.

It was axiomatic to traditional economists (including Marx), and is
still taken for granted by most economists, that available resources
determine what can be produced, and, conversely, that existing
products require specific resources. If you have steel there are certain
things you can produce; and to produce them you have to have steel.
The only choice is between the alternative uses of steel. At any one
time there is an optimum allocation of steel between these alternative
uses, a fixed, determined ‘best’ utilisation of equally fixed and
determined resources.

This is changing rapidly under the impact of innovation. We can
increasingly decide what end-products we want and then find the raw
materials for them. We can increasingly decide what raw materials
we have available and then develop the uses for them. There are,
obviously, real limitations. But these are being rolled further back
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steadily; the space between them is already so large that it is sounder
today for a country, a technologist or a business to start out with the
assumption that there are no limitations, than to start out with the
determinist straitjacket of tradition and existing knowledge.

Thus, for instance, paper—which as material for writing, printing
and packaging is as basic to industrial civilisation as steel—has been a
product of temperate-zone trees. Countries without such trees had
to import paper or do without. Today we ask: what is it that the
substance called ‘paper’ does, and how can locally available materials
be made to produce this? Asa result we are today making paper from
sugar-cane wastes. We know that we can make paper from any source
of cellulose, even from non-cellulose raw materials if we had to. We
know that we can produce plastics that can do the job of metals, or
that we can use glass to make textile fibres, and so on. These are not
only technical possibilities but economic possibilities; indeed we can
define what the costs should be, what conditions of raw-material
supply, market and process would be needed and how probable their
attainment is.

And the greatest emancipation from resource-limitations promises
to come from new sources of mechanical and biological energy:
nuclear and solar energy, and aquaculture.

We hardly, as yet, see this new reality in which the traditional
mutual determination of resource and end-product is being replaced
by the ability of planned, purposeful substitution both of resources and
end-products. We certainly do not understand it yet. But the impact
is already here. The traditional idea of the one ‘best’ allocation of
resources is being replaced, for every national economy, every in-
dustry and every business, by a choice between a number of optima
which themselves are the result of human decision and action rather
than of God-given resources. We do not yet have any economic theory
based on this new capacity to choose. But a powerful new tool of
economic analysis, input-output analysis, clearly assumes that we
can choose between optima, can indeed create new ones. This is also
what business men assume when they talk of ‘long-range planning’.

From Reform to Social Innovation

The invention of Lend Lease rivalled all the new weapons as a con-
tribution to Allied victory in World War II. It made possible a unified
war effort for maximum production under central direction; and yet
it strengthened national pride and initiative, did indeed build on it.
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Similarly the Marshall Plan rather than the Atom Bomb restored the
Free World. These are social innovations, and they have had an im-
pact on the life of our generation as great as any technological innova-
tion.

The emergence of Soviet Russia as a ‘super-power” rests neither on
Marxist ideology nor on technology, but on social innovations such as
the farm-machine station which made possible the political sup-
pression and economic exploitation of the farmer without complete
collapse of food production; the Five Year Plans; and the concept of
mass-education as a tool of both of economic development and military
prowess (none of these, needless to say, ‘Marxist’ or even easily com-
patible with Marx).

And ‘economic development’ which marches over the world today,
is, as I said before, also a new social vision, and a social innovation.

The great changes in the economy of the developed countries
during the last twenty-five or fifty years resulted primarily from social
innovations. Cartels as well as anti-trust laws are social innovation.
In the United States the development of mass production, mass
distribution, mass research and mass ownership of industry through
pension funds and investment trusts have brought the great changes.
All are social rather than technological innovations, as is the
new concept of the role of government in the economy. ‘Productivity’
is a social innovation even though its tools are, in part at least, techno-
logical.

All through the free world—but in Soviet Russia as well—there is
the new institution, the business enterprise, and the new process of
making human resources fully effective, the process of management.

On a lower plane: most businesses that have been outstanding
successes during the last generation or two, and have grown from
corner-store to giant size, have been based on social innovation.
Marks and Spencer in England, or Sears, Roebuck in the United
States are based on a vision of the mass market; the Volkswagen on
a vision of a European transportation revolution; IBM on a vision of
the organisation of information and office work; Philips of Holland
on a new concept of the international economy and its new sub-
sistence needs.

This is true also of the great individual success stories—the ‘great
millionaires’ who so captivate the common imagination. From the
English Press lords or Henry Ford in the early years of our century,
to the Greek tanker kings today who built their fortunes on the
realisation that the world’s energy economy had become an essay in

20



The Landmarks of Tomorrow

transportation, they all started out with a new configuration of social
elements, a new vision of social opportunities and social needs. Then
they created the needed technology, invented new financial instru-
ments or new methods of selling and servicing, and so on.

It can be said that social innovation has all along been at least as
important as technological innovation, and has had at least as much
impact. We could not even dream of an industrial economy but for
the social innovation of insurance in the late seventeenth century. For
we could not take the economic risks of economic change if we also
had to take, unprotected, the economic risks of natural catastrophe,
of fire and flood, shipwreck and hailstorm.

But social innovation has become much more frequent, much more
rapid, much more ‘normal’.

We are today organising for it—in every large business, in every
large labour union, in every government. Few businesses have yet
recognised this clearly; I know of only one, the General Electric
Company, that has set up its headquarters staffs deliberately as social
innovators. But every large company—and many a small one—works
on social innovation in this or that area: organisation structure or
marketing, managing technological research, distribution costs or
financial policy, human relations or data processing, management
education or international economic development. The same is true
of governments—but also of universities, of hospitals or of military
forces.

All this would mean little but for the fact that we are gaining the
ability to do social innovation, systematically, purposefully and
effectively. We may not yet really understand what our new capacity
i. But we do know that it is method rather than flash of genius,
disciplined imagination rather than artistic temperament, and
organised effort rather than the ‘lucky break’. Above all it is a method
that enables us to set objectives and to organise work for their attain-
ment.

One sign of this advance is the conscious and deliberate integration
of social innovation with technological innovation in the new in-
dependent research organisations that have grown so spectacularly
in America since the end of World War II. Stanford Research
Institute, Arthur D. Little, and the Rand Corporation (a subsidiary of
the U.S. Air Force), all combine technological and social innovation.
Their senior staff includes social scientists and political scientists,
management and marketing experts, economists and historians, work-
ing together with physicists, geologists, chemists, biologists and
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mathematicians. Only twenty years ago this would have been un-
thinkable. When the research activities of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture—the oldest, largest and most versatile research organisa-
tion in the States—were reorganised and expanded during the *thirties,
for instance, natural science research and social research were sharply
separated. The very successful regional research institutes in the
South and South-West included in their programme only physical
rescarch in raw materials, products or processes. Yet the post-war
institutes owe their phenomenal growth and success precisely to the
inclusion of social innovation.

The impact of social innovation is similar to that of technological
innovation. It makes social organisation open-ended. It makes
possible the organised leap to new social ends; and the organised
development of new social tools and institutions to specifications.
It gives us a choice between ways of accomplishing social ends,
and a choice of ends to be accomplished by given approaches or
institutions.

Twenty-five years ago we knew, for instance, only one way to pro-
vide for the cost of modern medical and hospital care in industrial
society: through a government-run compulsory national health
service. The only question seemed to be whether there was a problem
—and the evidence was clear that the rise of modern medicine, by
making universal access to medical and hospital care desirable and
possible, had created a medical expense problem for all but the
wealthy. Every European country followed the logic of this argu-
ment into a government-run national health service. We in the
United States would have done the same, had we been ‘logical’. In-
stead we defined the problem: to make the direct expenses of illness
bearable for all. We defined the requirements: medical care had to be
pre-paid, and the risk had to be spread. We established very easily
that both were feasible; sickness has a predictable probability dis-
tribution. Indeed all national health plans then in existence were
based on an insurance principle. We defined our specifications: to
maintain the free choice of doctors by patients, the professional rela-
tionship between the two, the doctor’s freedom to set his fees within
the limits of professional ethics, and the principle of local and private
control. Then we designed, one after another, new concepts and
tools: voluntary hospital insurance, first for employee groups, later
for whole communities; voluntary medical-care .insurance for the
‘normal’ illness, finally major-medical expense insurance for the in-
frequent but financially catastrophic prolonged illness, and so on.
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We created institutions: the voluntary community co-operatives such
as Blue Cross and Blue Shield in free competition with medical-
care plans and insurance companies. Every one of these steps served
a specific partial purpose; yet each was taken with the end-objective
of universal total coverage firmly in mind.

By now we know the problem. We know that the specifications
cannot be satisfied completely, that there are some marginal areas
where government aid is needed to achieve the aim of financial protec-
tion for everyone: in re-insuring such marginal major-medical risks
as the very aged, or in the care, treatment and expense of prolonged
mental illness. We know that one group—the very poor who are only
casually employed—cannot be covered by insurance but must be cared
for free, as charity patients, or helped out by governmental relief
funds. We do not yet know how to insure the widow with small
children unless she has a job. We know that there are weaknesses
in our system—just as there are weaknesses in every governmental
system.

But we know that we are capable of solving the problem—have
indeed solved most of it—at no more expense than the most efficient
governmental system. And we have done so in a way that strength-
ened social values: of professional independence, local initiative, self-
government and pluralist competition, which we—rightly or wrongly
—consider valuable and important.

The social problem to be solved was the same in America and in
Europe. The aim was the same. But the resources we used to design
the ‘product’ were our own natural resources; that is the values and
habits of American society.

. There are also examples where the same resources are being used to
design very different social end-products.

The Marshall Plan, for instance, used nothing new: loans, expert
advice, inter-governmental committees. The ‘product’ was certainly
very new indeed—and was the result of conscious design to satisfy a
true innovating vision. Another example is some of the international
businesses being built today—by European firms as well as by Ameri-
cans—who use very old means such as loans, patent licences and in-
vestments, to build manufacturing businesses designed both to act as
generators of economic development in under-developed countries
and to prosper as ‘a stake in economic growth’ rather than through a
specific technology or product-line.

There is the prospect of European unification—not through con-
quest, not through the dazzling diplomacy of a Bismarck or through
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revolutionary uprising, but through the planned design and develop-
ment of common bonds, of common institutions for specific purposes,
such as the iron and steel community, the common market or
Euratom; of common interests and common experiences. The re-
sources used for this creation of a Europe commonwealth- are pre-
cisely the same national interests, national loyalties and national
traditions that have always kept Europe apart.

On a smaller, but perhaps as important, scale, there are the efforts
today to create the habit of voluntary co-operation for community
improvement in the poor peasant communities of the world. These
communities have strong habits of co-operation, but only to maintain
custom. New things are traditionally begun only by government from
above. So many of the things that should be done are so easy: to dig
a well, to grade an approach road, to use better seed. The impact of
these simple things is greatly out of proportion to the effort; to do
them requires that the habit of community co-operation, which always
operated to prevent change and to forbid initiative, now be directed
towards promoting change and spurring initiative. The innovation
lies in making the old traditions of the peasant the very means by
which he acquires the vision and the power to do new things.

This last example brings out, I think, wherein social innovation
differs from our old ways of producing social changes: reform and
revolution. Unlike reform it does not aim at curing a defect; it
aims at creating something new. Unlike revolution it does not aim
at subverting values, beliefs and institutions. It aims at using tradi-
tional values, beliefs, habits for new achievements, or to attain old
goals in new, better ways that will change habits and beliefs. But it
also tries to do something neither reform nor revolution could do<
to give us a method both for defining the new that is possible or
needed, and the things that can be done to achieve it.

We need social innovation more than we need technological innova-
tion. The new frontiers of this post-modern world of ours (to which
the chapters four to nine of this book will be devoted), are all frontiers
of innovation. Neither reform nor revolution can solve these great
problems; only genuine social innovation can.

3 INNOVATION—THE NEW CONSERVATISM !

Innovation is risk. Present resources are committed to future,
highly uncertain results. Present action and behaviour are sub-
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ordinated to the potential of an as yet unknown and uncomprehended
future reality.

Innovation can best be defined as man’s attempt to create order, in
his own mind and in the universe around him, by taking risk and
creating-risk. It can be defined as the organised, indeed deliberate,
seeking of risk to replace both the blind chance of pre-modern times
(as symbolised in the Renaissance belief in Fortuna as the presiding
genius of human destiny), and the certainty of the more recent but
still outdated belief in inevitable progress, both chanceless and riskless.

This is bold, very bold. It entails not just one heavy risk, but three:
the risk of being overtaken by innovation, which one might call the
risk of exposure; the risk of failure of the innovating attempt; and,
heaviest of all, the risk of innovation’s success.

The Risks of Innovation

Innovation can change, almost overnight, the established order,
render obsolete what only yesterday seemed impregnable, make
dominant what only yesterday was negligible.

Economists tell us that the large business enterprise of today has a
built-in momentum that may give it an advantage much beyond any-
thing deserved by efficiency or managerial excellence, and may keep
it strong, powerful, and big long after it has ceased to be aggressive
and competitive. There is something in this. Yet, of the hundred
largest manufacturing companies in the United States only thirty
years ago, more than half have disappeared from the list today. Some
have vanished altogether, others have fallen far behind. Their places
have largely been taken by companies which, thirty years ago, either
did not exist at all or were insignificant. The newcomers owe their
present position not to financial manipulation but to new technology,
new processes, or new products, that is to innovation.

The risk of exposure in innovation changes the nature of inter-
national politics and international economics. There is ever present
the possibility of a sudden landslide that can completely alter the
international landscape, and the position and balance of forces. This
might be a change in the international economy, in international
resource-geography or transportation-geography. It might be a
change in political constellation, in military or industrial balance of
power, or national policy—all capable of changing, almost over-
night, the international pattern of a whole country, even of the biggest
and mightiest.

34



From Progress to Innovation

Such dramatic changes have of course occurred throughout history
—but they came fairly infrequently. The cause may have been that
mysterious historical event, a nation’s decline in vigour, or another
nation’s sudden outburst of creative energy. It may have been foreign
invasion or a sudden shift in trade routes. Once in a long while it was
the result of new technology, especially military technology. But what
was rare ‘turning-point’ in the past has now become ever-present
danger. What happened as by-product is now capable of being pur-
poseful goal. What was Fortuna, in other words, is now risk.

This not only applies to a country internationally. It applies fully
as much to institutions, groups, and forces within a country, within
an economy. Each technology, each industry, each business lives
under the risk of being made obsolete without warning, of being
destroyed or damaged by innovation, technological or social.

This risk cannot be avoided. On the contrary, any attempt to
prevent innovation, even any attempt to ignore it, can only make the
risk greater. Nor can the risk be shrugged off as ‘all in the day’s work’.
It must be accepted and provided for.

Little needs to be said about the second risk in innovation, that of
failure.

Innovation must anticipate the future and must commit resources,
efforts, and destinies to this anticipation. But no human being can
possibly predict the future, let alone control it. Innovation must there-
fore have a high failure rate. It may fail because the innovation was
faulty in vision, insufficient in design, or premature in timing. It may
fail because of inability to produce the planned results or to produce
them in the available time. Or—perhaps the cruellest but also the
most common risk—the innovating attempt may succeed brilliantly,
only to be obsolete by the time it is completed, overtaken by events,
by the growth of knowledge, or simply no longer appropriate. Thus
very few of the main lines of medical research that would have
appeared to a well-informed man as most important and most
promising thirty years ago have contributed much to the great medical
advances since.

These two risks lead to a paradoxical conclusion. More and speeded-
up innovation alone can protect against the risk of being overtaken by
the innovation of others. But this only commits even more resources
to a gamble in which failure is more probable than success.

Yet, both the risk of exposure and the risk of failure are minor com-
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pared to the third risk: that of the success of innovation.

Innovation does not create new laws of nature. It is not even
primarily concerned with finding such laws. It aims, however, at
directing and channelling the forces of nature according to human
needs and human vision. It aims furthermore at directing and chan-
nelling the values, beliefs, institutions, and human resources of society
according to human needs and human vision.

What impact beyond the desired one will a successful innovation
have? What new and unexpected changes will it produce? What
will it do to the fabric of society, its beliefs, its bonds of community ?

A minor example: The development of effective insecticides such
as DDT wasrightly considered a great achievement. It made possible
the truly innovating vision of control of disease-bearing and
destructive pests. But unexpectedly, the new insecticides killed bene-
ficial insects as effectively as destructive ones, bees as well as malaria-
bearing mosquitoes. This not only threatens bird life deprived of its
food; it threatens all the trees and flowers—among them our major
fruit trees—dependent on insects for pollination.

Innovation is thus not only opportunity. It is not only risk. It is
first and foremost responsibility. No one is responsible for chance; no
one can do anything about it. One can only welcome inevitable
progress or bemoan it; at most one can attempt to delay it. Butinnova-
tion is deliberate choice; and we are responsible for its consequences.

The essential choices are between values, in respect both to aim and
to means. Precisely because it makes technology and social structure
open-ended, innovation poses the continuous question what its values
are. Should we aim at strengthening our traditions, or at weakening
them? Should we aim high or be expedient?

There may be areas where the values are given and outside the in-
novating decisions. Industrialists in a free economy might claim that
they must and do operate under an objective rule of profitability.
Industrialists in a socialist economy might similarly claim that produc-
tion determines their decisions. Neither is a clear and unambiguous
measure. Profitability over the long run is, for instance, something
quite different from profits this year or next; the difference is one of
basic values. Similarly production may be measured by units, value,
quality, or cost—and all Soviet sources indicate that there is as much
disagreement over the concrete meaning as there is in a free economy
over profitability.

But certainly in all social innovation there is a value decision in
respect to the objective, the specifications selected, the institution built,
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and the methods chosen Every social innovation—whether by govern-
ment or school district, business or labour union—expresses a view of
what man and society are and what they ought to be.

Innovation is therefore always ethics—as much as it is intellectual
process and @sthetic perception. It needs ethics (as a perceptive book®
recently pointed out) as much to decide what value considerations are
relevant as to decide which are right. Traditional ethics, regardless
of school, looked for the right response to a given situation. We need
ethics today that concern themselves with the problems of creating
the right situation. Ethics, most philosophers would agree, have been
rather arid since Spinoza, though hardly for want of books written
on the subject. The climate of ‘inevitable progress’ could not have
been congenial to a discipline that assumes choice to be both relevant
and rational. Now, perhaps, we can expect new fundamental and
fruitful work in ethics—we certainly need it.

Plan or No Plan?

These risks and responsibilities of innovation themselves require
major innovations. The first risk, that of exposure to innovation,
makes planning necessary. The second risk, that of failure in innova-
tion prohibits, however, any central planning and demands a com-
peting multiplicity of local plans. The third risk, finally, that of the
impact of successful innovation, demands a new attitude to change,
a new politics of change in society. It demands essentially a new
conservatism.

Twenty-five years ago, the English Socialist economist Barbara
Wootton wrote a pamphlet, Plan or No Plan, which had a profound
impact on public and policy-makers, at least in the English-speaking
countries. Her thesis was simple: Planning is a necessity; therefore
centralised Socialist dictatorship, controlling alike society and
economy, is a necessity. For the only alternative to centralised plan-
ning by fiat from above is the mad, self-destructive chaos of ‘no plan’.

There were quite a few things wrong with the argument even then
—it was naive to the point of being disingenuous. But the syllogism
appeared almost a truism only a few short years ago—and by no
means only to Communists and Socialists. In those days American
business also shared the view. The National Recovery Administra-
tion (NRA) through which, with enthusiastic business support,
Franklin D. Roosevelt first attempted to overcome the Depression,

' W. A. R. Leys, Ethics for Policy Decisions, New York, 1952.
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was in essence centralised planning from above for the entire
economy.

Today even the Communists, to judge by Russia’s recent actions,
have considerable doubt. The rest of us have none. Wherever the
people in a country that had experienced centralised planning were
given a free choice—in most of Western Europe for example—they
repudiated it. They had seen how little resemblance the reality of
planning from above bears to the theoretical picture of an orderly
and harmonious efficiency.

But the alternative to planning by centralised fiat has not been ‘no
plan’. It has been planning by self-control.

Wherever we look today, we see planning. Long-range planning is
the central theme of today’s businessman. Every day my mail contains
yet another speech or article on the long-range planning of a well-
known company—in English, in German, in French, in Italian, in
Dutch, in Spanish or Portuguese, or in Japanese. Company after com-
pany is setting up a long-range planning department. And so does
city after city.

Most universities work on a long-range plan. So do hospitals and
school districts, research laboratories, professional societies, news-
papers and magazines, international bodies, the military, political
parties, government departments, and law firms. Indeed long-range
planning threatens to become something of a fad. There is more than a
grain of truth in the Washington gibe: ‘We don’t want to do the job
so let’s set up another long-range planning study’.

In many cases planning is still weak in its understanding of the job
and of the methods used. There is the tendency to confuse planning
awith the futile attempt to outguess the fluctuations of the business
cycle. There is a tendency to try to do planning by projecting the
trends of the past into the future, whereas the starting-point of plan-
ning must always be the recognition that the future will be different.
There is the all-too-common belief that planning eliminates risk—the
most dangerous delusion of all, since planning is actually risk-creating
and risk-taking.

But there is also a growing understanding of the nature and function
of planning, and growing knowledge of the proper tools and methods.
We are learning the difference between planning and prediction or
forecast, and between what we would like to sec happen and what we
can try to make happen. We are learning the difference between blind
gambling and rational choice among risks based on informed judg-
ment. We are learning that the aim of planning is not to perpetuate
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the present but to anticipate and force the new. The purpose is
innovation.

Above all we are learning that the only protection against the risk
of exposure in innovation is to innovate. We can defend ourselves
against the constant threat of being overtaken by innovation.only by
taking the offensive. The best statement of this new attitude comes
perhaps from the world of business: the time to change the theory of
the business on which a company operates, and to innovate in respect
to its character, function, objectives, product, market, and organisa-
tion, is when the company is most successful and most profitable. For
every theory of the business eventually becomes obsolete. If a company
waits till it starts to go downbhill, it has usually waited too long.

This process requires an attitude that has been far from common.
It requires that rarest of human insights: the willingness to question
one’s own success.” But it is the only attitude that can make productive
—can ipdeed make bearable—the risk of innovation. It is easy, for
instance to think through a country’s foreign policy when it has failed
—any editorial writer can do that. Itis much more difficult to innovate
a new concept of the country’s foreign policy when the present one is
highly successful. Yet this is the only way to prevent failure. And the
aim of long-range planning is to make effective this attitude in an
organised, systematic, continuous effort of innovation.

Local Plan or No Plan

Because of the risk of innovation our choice is not between central-
ised plan and no plan, but between centralised plan and localised
plan. But the risk of failure in innovation converts this into a choice®
between local plan (which alone can work) and no plan, into which
central planning degenerates.

The risk of failure in innovation makes centralised planning im-
possible, indeed converts it into chaos and tyranny, and makes its
certain outcome collapse. The odds are simply too heavy against the
success of any one plan. We have to commit present resources to
highly uncertain future results, stake ourselves on our ability to per-
ceive the as yet unknown and to do the as yet impossible. Therefore
we have'to plan. But to expect any one such plan to come out right
is folly, and so is the expectation that any one group of planners will
come out right no matter how many alternative plans they develop.
Elementary mathematics shows that the outcome of such a gamble
must be worse than to have no plan at all and to play random chance.
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At the same time the very stake of his planning forces the centralised
planner to try to control everything; anything uncontrolled becomes a
danger. It is probably true that centralised planners would tend to
become tyrants anyhow; absolute power always hungers for more
power. -But even if the planners did not want to tyrannise, centralised
planning for the entire economy or for the entire society would propel
them inevitably towards it. 'The more the central plan embraces, the
riskier the venture, the greater the odds against its success.

The inability to foresce, thirty years ago, the recent break-through
areas in medicine may, at first glance, sound like an argument against
organised systematic innovation. But the major break-throughs that
did occur were all the result of genuine innovation rather than of
chance. The break-through would not have been achieved if one man,
or one group of men, no matter how knowledgeable, responsible, or
wise, had been the central planners of medical research. They were
made only because the planning was multiple, pluralistic, autonom-
ous, local. The example is thus both a cogent argument against
centralised planning and a cogent argument for local planning.

We are concerned here with control not with ownership; with
centralised planning rather than with nationalisation (though the two
may tend to go together). Centralised planning by nation-wide
industrial cartel—such as Roosevelt’s NRA attempted—would be just
as bad as centralised planning by the dictatorship of the proletariat.
And altogether this is not just a matter of the economy—where it has
traditionally been fought out—but of all innovation, technological
and social, by economic, by political, or by cultural institutions.

There are, it should be said, qualifications. As long as an economy
is purely imitative of other, more highly developed economies—as
Soviet Russia was and largely still is—centralised planning is possible.
It is wasteful. It is beset with serious risks—Russia’s economy has
broken down unnecessarily into famine, uncontrolled inflation, or
paralysing purges every five years or so. It is inevitably tyrannical.
But it is not impossible. The moment, however, that innovation
becomes as necessary as it is highly desirable, centralised planning
becomes impossible. It is no accident that the Russians are now
busily engaged in decentralising their planning.

Centralised planning is also possible where the objective is sharply
defined, the planning period very short, and the costs not very im-
portant. The best example is war. It is no accident that the very idea
of planning came out of the experience of World War 1, especially
out of the work of the American and German War Industries Boards.
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Even for war, however, experience argues against centralised plan-
ning for innovation; what can be planned centrally is the use of
resources available, in existence, and known. One of Churchill’s
strengths as a wartime leader was to understand this. He centralised
decisions, even on details, in his own hand. He set up complete con-
trols over existing resources. But he encouraged, initiated, pushed and
fought for decentralised, autonomous, competing planning for all
innovations, techonological, strategic, and social.

The argument against central planning is not an argument against
planning by the central organ—whether the government of a country,
the general staff of an army, or the top management of a business.
On the contrary, without effective planning by the central organ,
planning altogether is impossible. The central organ must plan in
respect to its own jobs: foreign policy and defence in the case of a
government for instance, or basic objectives, financial policy and
organisation structure in the case of a large business; for it too faces
both the risk of exposure and the risk of failure in innovation.

In addition the central organ must represent the common interest
in respect to local, autonomous planning. It must co-ordinate, balance,
and guide. It must make the final risk-taking decisions. It must set
standards of conduct and of performance. Above all it must stimulate
the local organs to plan rather than to drift.

But it must not be #ke planner, must not even insist on conformity
in the local planning efforts, but rather encourage diversity, com-
petition, and independence.

There is plenty of room to disagree where the line should be drawn
between the sphere and authority of the centre in planning, and the
sphere and authority of local planning. We find this disagreement in
international and national affairs. It is a live issue in a university
between the central administration and the faculties, departments, and
individual scholars, and in a large business between top management
and divisions, functional staffs and individual managers or profes-
sionals. There is also plenty of room for argument over the best
pattern of co-operation, competition, and autonomy between the
pluralists innovating efforts of a society, a government, an army, a
university, or a business. But the principle is simple and clear: the
risk in innovation is too great to allow uniformity and centralisation;
it requires different, autonomous, alternative, competing, local efforts.

Despite all the ink spilled over it, central planning is no longer the
rea] issue. More real and much more difficult is the question: how
‘local’ should local planning be? If too small, or too narrow, a local
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organ will have neither the vision nor the resources to plan for innova-
tion. If too large or too diverse, it will in itself become a central
planner.

The Soviet Union, for instance, has recently announced a policy of
decentralising planning by large geographic regions. It is almost
certain that this is wrong and will work badly. On the one hand, the
unit is both too large and too diverse. On the other, it is also too small
and too narrow—both for industries that are national in their economic
character and for rea! technological innovation. Peter Kapitza, the
Soviet Union’s most distinguished physicist—and by no means a
friend of planning—warned publicly against the decentralisation of
technological research which, he predicted, would become subordinate
to regional expediency and immediate need and thus slight real in-
novation. Many managers of important businesses in the Soviet
Union have at the same time—though much more discreetly—pro-
tested that the decentralisation did not go far enough: the region is
still a central planner whereas genuine local planning autonomy for
each major business is needed. To anyone familiar with government,
armed services, universities, or business in the Free World these
arguments will sound familiar.

What makes the question of the best unit of local planning so diffi-
cult—but also so important—is that different purposes require differ-
ent definitions of what ‘local’ means and different organs for the job.
There is no formula; and there should be no uniformity.

This concept of local planning may seem disorderly, wasteful,
illogical. But the greatest planner of all knows otherwise. Nature
provides against the risks of life by multiplicity and competition. It
would be much more orderly if there were only one plant and one
animal. But when the mighty dinosaurs succumbed to a change in
environment, there were available some obscure wretched creatures,
ancestors of the present mammals, to take their place—for they had
produced an apparently useless innovation: self-control of their body
temperature. It would be so much less wasteful if the female frog
laid only two or three eggs, or if there were just one sperm cell in the
human semen to fertilise the female ovum. But rather then eliminate
the overwhelming odds against the embryo frog’s surviving to
maturity or against the sperm’s reaching the ovum, nature provides
millions of both. And it is this multiplicity, this purposeful duplica-
tion, this result-focused logic, this co-operative competition, that is
the true order.

Centralised planning was a first reaction to the new power of
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innovation and its new risks. But it attempted to organise a manifesta-
tion of the post-Cartesian world-view by Cartesian means: centralised
planning sees the world as a machine. Planning we need; but the
risk in innovation alone forbids centralised planning and demands
autonomous, competing local innovation efforts. Centralised plan-
ning attempts to order our search for new vision and new capacity
of achievement on the model of mechanical order, the measure of
which is efficiency. But productive planning has to be modelled after
a higher order—that of life, the measure of which is creativity. The
aim of innovation is not a static conversion of input into output but a
dynamic transmutation of ignorance into knowledge and of im-
potence into power. Its operational problem is not efficiency but risk.

Innovation as Responsibility

But perhaps the most important—though the least tangible—conse-
quence of innovation is the new responsibility it requires. It is above
all a political responsibility.

If value-choice is both inevitable and meaningful, a genuine, con-
structive conservatism becomes both possible and necessary. For then
it becomes essential to take responsibility for the strengthening of basic
values and the observance of fundamental principles; to demand
respect for the historical roots of a socicty but to despise its self-
glorification; to respect one’s fellow man but to know one’s own weak-
nesses, limitations, and fallibility; to demand a high goal and to take
the long view. These are traditionally the qualities of the conservative
temperament.

Conservatism found its profoundest spokesmen in the age of ‘ip-
evitable progress’: Burke and Acton, John Adams, Marshall and
Calhoun, Stahl and de Tocqueville. It was the creed of very great
statesmen: Washington, Hamilton, and Lincoln; Castlereagh and
Disraeli; Metternich. But it could not be fully effective as a political
force—not even in the countries of the Anglo-American tradition—
because it either became pure reaction or it resigned itself to be retarder
and brake, rather than creative force. Individual conservatives—
George Washington is the great example in the States, Disraeli in
England—could rise above this by becoming great and yet truly con-
servative innovators. But conservatism as such could only be an anti-
body (though a badly needed one). The age belonged to the liberal,
the radical, the progressive, if not to the revolutionary.

Today both liberalism and conservatism in their traditional mean-
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ing are moribund. Indeed ideological parties are probably obsolete
and certainly meaningless. And any revival of traditional con-
servatism is most unlikely.

But we may well need something new: the conservative innovator,
who accepts innovation and with it accepts, indeed asserts, responsi-
bility for its risks and results. Precisely because an age of innovation
can no longer argue whether there should be change or even how fast,
but only over what it should be, aim for, and do, it may well be the
age of those who believe that responsibility rather than success is the
measure of man: the age of the conservatives.
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CHAPTER THREE

Beyond Collectivism and Individualism

I THE NEW ORGANISATION

THE medieval morality play is staging a come-back. During the last
ten years our popular literature has become increasingly concerned
with the ethics of human relations and the morals of power. But the
actors are no longer the great of the earth, bishops and kings,
merchant princes and feudal lords. They are the great of organisa-
tion: corporation vice-presidents and battalion commanders in the
army, engineers and sales managers. They wear neither coronet nor
mitre, but brief-case and slide-rule; they are clearly middle-class in
income and wealth, mores and behaviour.

Yet their struggles for power and position, and the ethics of their
relationship have become, almost overnight, the most absorbing and
the most popular topic. It was the subject of Herman Wouk’s The
Caine Mutiny. Beginning with Executive Suite by Cameron Hawley,
one popular novel after the other has focused on organisation ethics
in big business. The popular and much discussed American television
play Patterns had the same topic. Twenty or thirty years ago the most
widely-read books in the social sciences dealt with economics, psycho-
analysis or cultural anthropology. Now we have James Burnham’s
The Managerial Revolution, Kenneth Boulding’s Organizational
Revolution, William H. Whyte’s Organization Man, and David
Riesman’s The Lonely Crowd—all four dealing with the ethics of
man in large-scale organisation.

The two best-selling novels published in Soviet Russia during the
short relaxation of thought control after Stalin’s death, Ehrenburg’s
The Thaw, and Dudintsev’s Not by Bread Alone, also both dealt
with the ethics and morality of men in the new organisation. In
England this has been the main concern of at least one outstanding
writer: C. P. Snow. Himself a leading figure in the new organisation
(as Civil Service Commissioner in charge of scientific personnel), he
has, in such novels as The Masters or The New Men, written search-
ing studies of the problems of power, of responsibility, and of be-
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haviour of men working together in organisation.

The new organisation is hardly yet seen in its full meaning and
impact. We take it for granted. But we rarely realise that it repre-
sentsa new power and capacity we have gained within the last genera-
tion: the capacity to organise men of high skill and knowledge for
voluntary, joint performance through the exercise of responsible
judgment. Never before have we been able to do that.

This new organising ability has already created a new social reality.
It has given us a new leadership group and leadership function: the
employed professional, especially the professional manager.

It creates a new central issue of power, demands a new organisation
ethics and a new organisation law.

It creates a new social problem, that of the integration of the pro-
fessional man, both expert and manager, into the organisation,
which bids fair to become zhe social question of the twentieth century.

It creates the need and opportunity for a major new field of human
knowledge, and for a major new discipline, that of ‘managing’. This
discipline should be, indeed must be, both systematic and humanist,
both a special study and in itself general, liberal education.

The new organising capacity creates a middle-class society of men
who are professionals in their work, are employed, managerial
in their responsibility but middle-class in their outlook, expectations,
rewards, opportunities and values. This professional middle class is
becoming the characteristic, if not the dominant, group in every
developed society. Its emergence creates new economics. Organis-
ation knowledge and professional knowledge are becoming the real
‘factors of production’; ‘land, labour and capital’, the three factors of
production of traditional economics, are increasingly becoming limita-
tions on the effectiveness of knowledge.

Finally the new organising capacity has by-passed the age-old fixed
positions of individualism and collectivism alike, and is giving us a
new vision of the nature of individual and of society, and of the bond
between them.

! How recent all this is I myself can testify. For the first attempt to
study one of these new organisations was a book of mine, Big Business.
When it appeared, only twelve years ago (in 1947), the very idea that
anyone cougg seriously study the big-business enterprise as a social institu-
tion, and management as a central social function in society and economy,
was considered strange, if not revolting. Today it is commonplace.
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The next four sections will discuss this new organising capacity and
the new social reality that results from it. ‘

What We Can Do

There may not be much substance to today’s common plaint that
the ablest and best educated college graduates increasingly look, for
their life’s work and career, to a job in a large organisation, especially
the large business enterprise. But two things are certain. First, the
large organisation—whether business, civil service or armed force—
has developed an apparently insatiable appetite for men of skill,
knowledge and responsible judgment. Second, the young people of
high skill and knowledge are increasingly convinced that what they
have learned and know can be used effectively in the large organisa-
tion, can be made productive in and through the large organisation.

Obvious today, almost taken for granted, these are two brand-new
and radical facts. They bespeak a new power and capacity: that of
organising large numbers of men of high skill and knowledge for
voluntary, joint work and performance through responsible judg-
ment,

Yet only fifty years or so ago it was still true, as it has been through-
out recorded history, that with few and rare exceptions only simple,
repetitive, regimented work could be brought together in large-scale
organisation, and that any work requiring skill and knowledge, let
alone judgment, could be performed only by the individual working
by himself.

A good example of the new capacity to organise is the American ajr
base today. The traditional titles of rank of a military organisation are
still maintained. The Table of Organisation still portrays a neat
downward flow of decisions, knowledge and orders from the Com-
mandant at the top ‘who gives the orders’ to the soldiers and non-
coms at the bottom ‘who obey the orders’. But what orders can the
Commandant actually give to a crew chief who is in charge of main-
taining the jet planes of a squadron? Though only a sergeant, the
crew chief applies his own skill and his own knowledge, both of a very
high nature. He uses his own judgment. He, rather than the Com-
mandant or even the squadron commander, decides whether a plane
can be flown and what has to be done to make it airworthy. The
Commandant can discipline the crew chief, can demote him, can
replace him. But he cannot command him; he can, at most, over-
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rule him. Indeed it is one of the major jobs of the Commandant to
make possible the fullest contribution of the crew chief’s skill and
knowledge, the fullest exercise of his judgment. Conversely the more
the crew chief knows and the more responsibility he accepts, the
greater is his usefulness and contribution.

There are literally thousands of such people of decision-making
skill and self-governing judgment on a modern air base: fliers and
meteorologists, radio men and doctors, armourers and photographers,
metallurgists, statisticians, operations researchers and psychologists.
Each of them plies his own trade or profession. At the same time he
is a member of the organisation, working closely with men of different
skill and knowledge, informed in his work by the direction, quality
and purpose of the organisation and of the other men in it, and in turn
having direct impact on the direction, quality and purpose of the work
of the entire organisation and on its performance.

Such organisation is today increasingly typical rather than un-
usual military organisation. Old-style military organisations may still
be the major employers of men in all armed forces. But the new
branches, on which the fighting and striking power of a modern
armed service increasingly depends, are all of the new type of
organisation: the aircraft carrier, the armoured division or the para-
chute battalion, and now the guided-missile unit.

How radical a break this is, is shown by the realistic picture of
Napoleon’s army in the movie made recently from Tolstoy’s War
and Peace. Here the French infantry attacks the Russian cannon on
the heights of Borodino. Completely unprotected, completely out in
the open, the infantry marches up the hill: eight men to a line, eight
lines to a square, eyes forward, two steps to the drum-beat. Heads,
arms, legs fly through the air; line after line is literally mown down.
But those left standing keep on like automata, eyes forward, two
steps to the drum-beat. Napoleon’s generals well knew that it would
have been both more effective and much less costly for the men to
take cover and then race uphill between salvoes in loose formation.
They even admired the occasional ‘irregulars’—such as the American
Revolutionists—who could do this. But they could not imitate them—
no army could. To organise large numbers of men for joint effort
required ‘drill’, that is total subordination to iron routine, and in-
doctrination in one regimented behaviour until it became conditioned
and compelling reflex.

This had been the principle of effective military organisation all
along. Armies are the oldest large-scale organisations for joint effort;
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the conduct of war has, for thousands of years, been a compelling
challenge to the community and one task that could not be left to in-
dividuals or small, local communities operating on their own. And
for most of recorded history armies were the only large-scale organisa-
tions. They were—from their first beginning at the dawn of recorded
Egyptian, Chinese or Greek history until well into World War I—
based on the repetitive, almost automatic discipline of drill, com-
mand and obedience. Now this traditional and simple organisation

of command is rapidly being infiltrated by a new organisation by
responsible judgment.

The army is the most dramatic example of this new capacity to
organise. It may not yet use it well, but, having been based so long
on the old ideas, it shows the contrast between the two. For the origin
of the new concepts we must turn, however, to a very different and
much younger institution: the business enterprise. It is there that the
new concepts were first—though dimly—perceived. The first attempt
can be found in the works of the early students of business organisa-
tion fifty years ago—such as Rathenau in Germany or Fayol in
France. A generation earlier, a few of the industrial master-builders
of the late nineteenth century—Carnegie and Rockefeller in the
United States, Renold and Mond in England, Siemens and Abbe in
Germany—had already been applying some of the principles in crude
form. But only in the last thirty years has the business enterprise,
especially in its managerial structure, become the chief carrier and the
chief developer of the new concepts.

Because it stands for the new capacity to organise, the business enter-
prise has emerged as a central institution everywhere, under free
enterprise and under communism, in developed countries and in
under-developed ones. This key position of business in the organisa-
tional revolution explains why the older institutions, the armed forces,
the government service, even the Catholic Church, today increasingly
look to the business enterprise as their organisation model, and try
(sometimes rather unwisely) to apply the new principles of manage-
ment to their own structure and operations. This key role in develop-
ing the new capacity to organise has made business employment the
preferred career for so many able young people; even in the United
States this represents a sharp change from the situation a generation
ago. :

And yet, even business enterprise, when it first emerged, depended
on the old ‘regiment and drill’ concept. Certainly, the first effective,
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large-scale organisation for economic performance, that is for the
production and distribution of goods and services, was based on this
concept. The pioneers of Scientific Management—such as Taylor and
Gantt—groped for the new concept fifty years ago, and talked of
tapping the human knowledge, individual responsibility and volun-
tary dedication of the worker. But they could not do it.

Instead they gave us the assembly line. Their achievement rested
on their breaking down productive work into simple, repetitive,
routine tasks. It was the great and enduring contribution of Scientific
Management to have seen that productive work like fighting work,
can be studied rationally, analysed systematically and organised pur-
posefully. But then they organised through regimentation and drill,
and by repetitive, simple, mechanical motions. The ‘assembly-line
robot’, that favourite mannikin of the twenties and the thirties, was
nothing but Napoleon’s soldier moved into Henry Ford’s plant.
Organisation created mass, energy and performance vastly superior
to what any individual, no matter how skilful or how experienced,
could have produced—just as the ancient Greek army of part-time,
non-professional citizens, out-performed the professional artists of
warfare who had met in single combat under the walls of Troy.

Fifty years ago we could not have organised had we not first been
able to reduce work to drill, and skill to obedience, knowledge to
training. Today the assembly line is rapidly becoming obsolescent.
Today we know that even mechanical work is best organised as joint
effort of men of high skill and knowledge exercising responsible,
decision-making, individual judgment in a common effort and for a
joint end. This is the essence of automation as a concept of human
organisation for work.

Automation may well eliminate the unskilled worker from the pro-
duction floor. But it replaces him by an equal number of men of
very high skill and judgment; machinists, instrumentation specialists,
programmers, engineers, mathematicians, business analysts and so
on. Each of them works in his own field of knowledge with a very
broad discretionary area of judgment. Each of them however must of
necessity work closely with all the others—in constant communica-
tion with them, constantly adjusting to their decisions and in turn
making decisions that affect their work.

The principles and concepts which automation applies to mechani-
cal production-work had earlier been developed for non-mechanical
work in the business enterprise. They are fast becoming the rule for
the work of all those who are not ‘workers’ in the traditional usage
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of the word, but who work productively as technicians, professionals,
and managers.

Individual Work and Team Work

The capacity to organise men of high skill and knowledge for joint
effort in large numbers, is also transforming work that never was
anything but work of the individual. It does not replace the individual
by organisation; it makes the individual effective in team-work.

That work of skill and knowledge, and above all work requiring
judgment had to be done by the individual on his own, had always
been axiomatic. This ‘self-evident truth’ was the basis of all in-
dividualist philosophy. In so far as organisation was seen to apply to
all, its purpose was to make it easier for the individual to work by him-
self and to produce his own, individual results. The finest example
is the traditional university in which the individual scholar is given
the greatest freedom of work and thought, and in which the institu-
tion provides the common student body, the physical plant, the house-
keeping and the financial means, to make fully effective essentially
self-contained effort of individuals who share only the commitment
to intellectual integrity. Similarly, the modern research Iaboratory
as it emerged around 1850, made the individual master-scientist more
effective by supplying him with housekeeping and with trained
assistants.

Even the Civil Service—also an invention of the nineteenth century
~—was at first designed to make effective the individual acting alone
and by himself rather than in and through an organisation. The
best example is the British Civil Service in India which succeeded ip
running a whole sub-continent with a mere handful of men—never
more than a thousand. Each of them was on his own, usually after
the briefest period of apprenticeship; he rarely even saw another
official from one month to another.

Even the one big step beyond purely individual work of skill,
knowledge and judgment did not change the accepted theorem. This
advance was ‘functional specialisation’—the idea that one could
organise a number of people of like skills and knowledge for group
effort.

This concept came originally out of the military. Since the
cighteenth century, different kinds of fighting work: infantry,
cavalry and artillery, have been increasingly organised as separate
branches. This made possible great advances in the effectiveness of
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each branch and of the entire military organisation. But it required
that the working together of different branches be held to a mini-
mum. Each developed its own skills, its own weapons, its own tactics,
its own traditions, its own officer corps with its own education and
careers. They came together only in the plans and orders of a com-
mander outside and above them. As the branches became more dis-
tinct, more separate, more specialised, effectiveness of the entire
military organisation increased. In functional specialisation we
could organise only very small numbers of people of skill and know-
ledge to work together. To advance therefore meant of necessity
constant fission of fields of knowledge into separate and scparately
organised functional specialities.

The same principle was followed when functional specialisation
came to be applied to the economic tasks of production and distribu-
tion. This took place at about the same time that the much older
organising principle for unskilled, repetitive, routine work also came
generally to be applied to these tasks through Scientific Management.
In business too we could only organise work of skill and knowledge
by setting it up in self-contained and isolated ‘functions’. We still
could not organise more than very small groups for joint effort, and
were then forced to set up more and more separate and autonomous
sub-functions. Any of our business functions—whether engineering
or accounting, manufacturing or marketing—shows the same limita-
tions and underwent the same development.

In functional specialisation, in other words, we tried to organise
skill and knowledge work as if it were performed by one man—with
each branch or department acting like one man in its relations to the
entire organisation and to all other branches and departments. Under
functional specialisation we never attempted to organise people of
different skills and different knowledge, making different contribu-
tions, in one joint effort.

Contrast this with today’s organisation for skill and knowledge
work. Contrast this for instance with the organisation of the work
that went into the production of the atomic bomb, where thousands
of high-grade professionals of all kinds of knowledge—physicists,
mathematicians, chemists, design engineers, soldiers, procurement
specialists, financial people, personnel people, production experts,
and so on—worked together, organised not by functional specialisa-
tion but by the stage of the project. Increasingly this is becoming the
preferred organisation of our research laboratories. Indeed it is the
only effective organisation for purposeful and systematic innovation.
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Even in the university—the most specialised of all our organisa-
tions, and the one where, as a rule, department and speciality lines
are most rigidly drawn—interdisciplinary courses or interdisci-
plinary research are becoming increasingly common. Here a number
of scholars from different disciplines work together on a common
subject-matter to which each contributes his own knowledge. In one
of our large Eastern universities, for instance, there were, in 1957,
more than 400 such interdisciplinary courses, studies, seminars or
projects. Among them was an interdisciplinary course in Western
civilisation bringing together historians, philosophers, natural
scientists, painters, musicians, political scientists, and economists; an
interdisciplinary graduate seminar on labour problems, run jointly
by a lawyer, a cultural anthropologist, an economist and an engineer
interested in automation; and an interdisciplinary research project
on electronic-computer design headed by a linguist and embracing
psychologists, engineers, mathematicians and physiologists.

In army organisation functional specialisation, while still provid-
ing the background of education and career, is increasingly giving
way to interfunctional integration, for instance in the Regimental
Combat Team.

In business we have similar approaches. For specific assignments
we increasingly use the ‘task force’ or team made up of men from dif-
ferent functions and specialities working together. For permanent
organisation we use decentralisation which organises within the busi-
ness large numbers of men of diverse skills and different specialisa-
tions for joint work, common performance and greatest contribution
to the whole business around an objective, common, non-functional
concern, such as a line of product or a market. .

The clearest example of the new team concept of individual
work is the gradual transformation of the hospital. When it first
emerged from being a place for the poor to die in—Florence
Nightingale and the Crimean War of 1854 were the turning point—
it was recognised as a facility for the individual master-doctor. The
nurses existed to carry out his commands, the medical staff to assist
him. As late as 1880, for instance, even the first assistant in a major
hospital had to wait for the chief rather than perform an operation
himself or make a diagnosis.

This turned into functional specialisation. Until quite recently,
advances in hospital care resulted primarily from increasing func-
tional specialisation, and from the increasing isolation of speciality
from speciality.
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Today we have the diagnostic clinic in which specialists work
together as a team—with the patient the unity rather than the
specialised field of knowledge. Increasingly non-medical pro-
fessionals are becoming partners in the team: dieticians, psycholo-
gists, social workers, biologists, physical therapists. The nurse is
changing from the ‘servant’ of the doctor into being the executive
officer of the team—the one who co-ordinates the efforts, watches the
patient, measures the effectiveness of the treatment, and so on. In one
large hospital, for instance, the nurse is given the diagnosis and the
plan of treatment decided upon by the doctor in charge. It is her
job both to organise the efforts—to provide the medication, arrange
for the clinical tests, mobilise dietician, therapist or psychologist—
and to inform the doctor should the course of the illness deviate from
the stated expectations.

Indeed this shift of the nurse’s role has gone so far that one order
of Catholic nuns, founded expressly to nurse the sick, thinks of with-
drawing from nursing. ‘The change in the nurse’s role is wonderful
for the patient,” says the Mother Superior, herself an experienced
hospital administrator; ‘but we were not founded to serve the body,
but to serve God through being humble and through doing work
that the world despises and spurns. And now we all have advanced
degrees. Now we are becoming professionals and managers if not
“bosses”.’

Equally indicative of the change is the emergence of the hospital
administrator—increasingly not a medical man himself—as the
‘manager’ of the large organisation that today’s hospital has become,
and of hospital administration as an area of study in which we apply
the new concepts of organisation.

Perhaps most significant of all is the fact that today’s doctor can
hardly even practise medicine any more unless he have access to, and
membership in, the big, organised, managed, joint effort that is to-
day’s hospital. He has not ceased to be an individual professional;
indeed the hospital multiplies his effectiveness as an individual pro-
fessional. But it is only in and through the organisation that he can
any longer be effective as an individual; he has become as dependent
on the organisation as the organisation used to be dependent on
him.

Nowhere, it should be said, is the new organisation yet to be
found in perfect or true form. The new capacity to organise men of
high skill and knowledge for voluntary, joint effort through re-
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sponsible judgment, is everywhere still mixed in with old forms and
concepts of organisation. Many doctors for instance still try to prac-
tise pretty much the way their grandfathers did; many hospitals are
still organised as they were in 1910. Most men in uniform in all
countries are in organisations that are much closer to the basic con-
cepts of Napoleon’s infantry than to the organisational needs of the
modern air base. Even at the air base the formal structure of organisa-
tion is much closer to tradition than to its own new needs or to its
own informal but effective way of life. The same is true even of
business; certainly of most small business.

Yet numbers are not very relevant; statistics tell us where we have
been rather than where we are, let alone where we will be. The
institutions that are dynamic in, and characteristic of, our society are
organising on the new concept. The social problems, the social ethics,
the social knowledge of our age are all problems, ethics and know-
ledge of the new organisation.

Bey

2 FROM MAGNATE TO MANAGER

The best known and most spectacular American financier of our
age, Robert R. Young, committed suicide early in 1958. It was not ill-
health that drove him to take his own life. He had not lost his
money; on the contrary, he was a very rich man at the time of his
death. There was no threat to his control of a number of large and
important businesses. But it had apparently dawned on an ambitious
man that all he had was money rather than power, prestige or even
public respect. He had always craved power and prestige, had ip-
deed become a financial manipulator as the best way to power. Ten
years before his death, it was rumoured, he had even expected to be
the presidential candidate of one of the major parties. At the very
least he expected high public office.

Fifty, even thirty, years ago, this would not have been an unreason-
able ambition. The business men who then attained power and
public office in American life, were often financial operators—
Bernard Baruch under Wilson, for instance, or Andrew Mellon and
Eugene Meyer, a decade later, under Herbert Hoover. Business men
have indeed been more prominent in American public life these last
fifteen years than at any earlier period. But they.no longer are
financial magnates but professional managers—men whose ability is
not financial manipulation but the capacity to organise, men whose
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distinction is not their wealth but proven performance in leading men
of high professional skill and knowledge in joint effort.

Ironically, Robert Young started out on the right road to power
and public position; as a young man, he had been a major executive
of General Motors, the world’s largest manufacturing company, and
was slated to go to the very top. For all his brilliance he misjudged
his world, however. Wanting power, he switched from manager
to magnate, just when the tide of history began to flow the other
way. Thirty years later he had become the era’s outstanding financial
operator and the one tycoon in the railroad industry. But when a
committee of Congress started hearings on the financial plight of the
American railroads in 1957, the name whose battles for railroad
control and crusades for railroad reform had made headline news for
twenty years, was not even called to give his opinion. Railroad
managers, economists, engineers, labour leaders, tax experts, all were
invited to testify; but it did not, apparently, occur to anyone to ask
the man who looked upon himself as the saviour of the American
railroads. This, it scems, decided Young to give up; his failure,
which his suicide admitted, was echoed by the keynote of the
obituaries in the newspapers: “What a waste of talent and ability
this life has been.”

Specialist and Manager

This, too, is of course a morality tale, straight out of Pilgrim’s
Progress. But itis above all an example of the shift brought about by
the new capacity to organise. The employed professional is fast
emerging as a centre of authority and responsibility, and as a symbol
of achievement in our society.

There are two kinds of employed professional: the professional
specialist and the professional manager. They are mutually dependent
on one another. They must exist and work together to be effective at
all. The same man might do both kinds of work in his job. But the
two are different and distinct.

The professional specialist is an expert in one area of knowledge.
There are very few of the traditional areas of human knowledge and
human endeavour which are not tapped by today’s organisations: all
the natural sciences and all the humanities, engineering and mathe-
matics, logic and the law, writing, teaching, architecture and
economics, the military arts and the new disciplines of business such
as accounting, marketing or manufacturing. Each of these is a
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discipline in itself, a large and growing field of organised knowledge
and systematic accomplishment. In each of these specialitics and in
many others, today’s organisation needs men of expert knowledge
and professional standing.

The specialist must apply his knowledge as a professional. This
means not only that he has to be good at his trade, and has to try con-
stantly to be even better. He has above all to take responsibility for his
performance and his own contribution. Only the man who con-
tributes knowledge can truly measure his own effort and contribu-
tion.

There is an old story which illustrates this. In the wilds of
Afghanistan, the tale goes, the big car of an American tourist broke
down and refused to start. No one could figure out what was the
matter; even the factory representative who was flown in gave up.
The tourist was ready to abandon the car and go home when some-
one remembered that an old blacksmith, who lived beyond the
mountains some fifty miles away, had in his youth tinkered with
engines. In his despair the tourist sent for him. Three days later the
old man appeared on a mule. He took one look at the car and asked
for a hammer. He gently tapped one spot on the engine twice, and
said ‘Start her up’; and the engine purred as smoothly as if it had
just left the test stand. ‘What do I owe you?’ the grateful tourist
asked. ‘A hundred dollars.” ‘What, a hundred dollars for two taps
with the hammer?’ ‘Well, I can itemise it for you,’ the old man said:

‘Two taps with hammer—r1o cents;’
‘Having known where—gg dollars and go cents.’

In the work of the professional specialist the ten cents’ worth of
hammering can always be measured easily, but not the ‘having
known where’ of knowledge, dedication, initiative and responsi-
bility.

For this reason the professional specialist needs the manager.
The specialist works in a field of knowledge and accomplishment
that, as every field, sees its goal in its own terms: engineering and
biological knowledge, sales or functional buildings. It is the job of
the manager to bring together all of these, make them effective and
weld them into one effective performance. His ‘professional’ know-
ledge is the capacity to organise. He is certainly dependent on the
specialist. But the specialist is even more dependent on him.

This is the reason why the professional manager has emerged as a
new focus of social order, of social mores and of individual aspira-
tions. The manager is the agent of economic and social development;
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the absence or shortage of managers is the critical deficiency of
under-developed countries and the supply of managers a foremost
asset of the developed ones. For the manager is the carrier of our
new capacity to organise.

It makes little difference whether the manager is an employee or
the owner. He must act as a professional manager, must sub-
ordinate his ownership interests and his ownership rights to the
objective need of the organisation for managerial performance and
managerial behaviour. Otherwise the organisation will fail.

The classic example is Henry Ford. His refusal to be a professional
manager, or to allow others to be managers, and his insistence on
being the ‘owner’, all but destroyed his company. Its resurgence after
his death in 1945 resulted primarily from the deliberate and thorough
introduction of systematic, professional managing and from the
employment of professional managers in large numbers, who were
given full authority and responsibility despite being employees.

The rise of the manager creates new opportunities. It creates a new
mobility. It creates a new ladder of advancement. It creates new
concepts of accomplishment, and new responsibility and authority.
It creates new educational opportunities and needs.

But it also creates a new problem of the justification of power and
authority. The manager’s position is grounded in the objective needs
of the job and his authority is grounded in results and knowledge.
It cannot be explained as delegated either by property owners or
by elected representatives; it can barely be controlled by them. The
manager’s position is, in other words, a professional  position rather
than a property or a political position. Yet, unlike the traditional
professional, such as doctor or lawyer, he must exercise power over
people. His decisions have not only individual but broad social
impact. It is necessary power—no society today could perform with-
out it. But what makes it legitimate power? What justifies it? And
how can it be controlled ?

These are the questions asked in the ‘morality plays’ of organisa-
tion that have become so popular of late.

Power and Responsibility in Organisation

We have here a new situation. The new organisation needs both
professional manager and professional specialist; but it must also
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exercise power over them. Both manager and specialist must per-
form as ‘professionals’, must be true to their values and their vision.
Yet the organisation is not a tool for their own individual ends; it has
ends of its own—objective and impersonal—towards which the in-
dividual has to direct his own vision and efforts. Moreover, manager
and specialist has each his own distinct, necessary work; they depend
on each other to do it. And both need the organisation.

Each of the three, organisation, manager and specialist, is a power
centre. The organisation itself has to have power over people. Yet
in a free society, it must never be allowed to become an end in itself
for which the individual is just a means. It must never be allowed
any power over individuals other than what is absolutely necessary for
its function in, and contribution to, society. It must never be per-
mitted the dangerous delusion that it has a claim to the loyalty or
allegiance of the individual—other than what it can earn by enabling
him to be productive and responsible.

Also every organisation serves but a partial function in society and
satisfies but one of many human needs—defence or economic produc-
tion for example. As such it can exercise only partial power, even in
a despotic society, let alone in a free one. It must never substitute its
partial interest for the common weal. It must never, for instance,
demand or expect of a man that he do his job at the expense of his
responsibility as a husband and father, a citizen, a church member or
a member of a profession.

Altogether organisation must never be allowed to consider its
relationships to the individual member as an indissoluble union; it
must treat it as existing only for a specific purpose and therefore as
revocable. Rousseau’s deep insight that the ‘right to emigration’ is the
ultimate safeguard against tyranny applies perhaps more to the new
organisations than to any other community—precisely because they
are partial, limited-purpose communities. Whenever an organisa-
tion restricts this right, it abuses power.

We are in the States today greatly (and understandably) exercised
over corruption, racketeering and profiteering in some labour unions.
But crooks are nothing new—and the law usually catches up with
them. Much more dangerous is the claim of the ‘decent’ labour union
to the total allegiance of its members and to control of access to a trade
or industry. Increasingly, for instance, labour unions in the States
and in Great Britain, abusing the closed shop, expel members for
opposition to the incumbent union leadership, and thereby deny them
access to their living. A good many of the powers which the law
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grants to the labour union today, simply cannot be tolerated. If the
union leaders do not renounce these themselves, the law that has given
will sooner or later again take away.

But a business which, through bonuses, pensions or stock option
plans, puts such a penalty on quitting as to make it virtually impos-
sible for an executive to ‘emigrate’, also usurps power and practises
anti-social restraint of mobility. It is understandable if an executive
bonus is paid in ten annual instalments rather than dissipated entirely
in income tax. But if, as a result, the executive cannot quit for ten
years without losing a bonus already earned, concern for his tax prob-
lems becomes anti-social stranglehold on him. These fetters are no
less binding for being golden, no less intolerable for having been
forged in the interest of the individual and at his request. Yet this
problem of the power of organisation s still so new that few companies
even realise what they are doing.

The professional manager too has power—has to have power. But
this power must never go beyond what he needs to perform. It must
never be allowed to become personal power over people, let alone
power to manipulate, to ‘adjust’, or to make over personality.

It makes no difference whether abuse of the manager’s inherent
power is hidden or in the open, whether it is brute oppression or
affable manipulation of consent. Nor does it matter whether the
motives are selfish or genuine altruism, desire for self-aggrandisement
or mistaken kindness. It is abuse, if not despotism, for a manager
to aim at power rather than at responsible performance.

The manager has a responsibility to the people working with him.
HMe has the responsibility to build the structure in which men can
achieve the most and to find the right spot in the structure for each of
the professional specialists. He ought to make most effective what-
ever skill and knowledge the specialists have, and give full scope to
their judgment. He has to keep them informed of the common goal
towards which their efforts are to be directed; and he has to keep
himself informed of the new potentials of contribution and perform-
ance opened up by the advances in areas of specialised knowledge. He
has the responsibility to create, in other words, the conditions in
which the professional specialists can both achieve the most, and
develop themselves the most. And he has the responsibility—both to
the individual and to the organisation—to demand superior perform-
ance and not to condone anything less.

. .
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The issues of power and responsibility of organisation and manager
are widely seen and discussed. But the even more crucial issue of the
power and responsibility of the individual professional specialist in
organisation is just coming out into the open. So far we have worried
most about the responsibility 2o him. .

‘How should we manage research scientists?’ is the one question I
am always asked. Everyone seems surprised when I say, ‘I can’t
answer that till you tell me what you expect from them.” When the
United States Department of Defense recently brought in a senior
executive from a big company to head the work on missiles, it stressed
his ‘ability to get along with scientists’; whereas his ability to get per-
formance from scientists is really what will count.

The professional specialist looked at first like something old and
familiar: the independent professional such as small-town lawyer or
family doctor. All that seemed to have changed was legal form: he
worked under an employment contract rather than in a client relation-
ship. Actually the professional moved from a position of social isola-
tion and purely personal responsibility into one of social power and
community responsibility when he became a professional employee
in the organisation. We are only beginning to see this; in General
Electric, for instance, a lot of thought is being given to the individual
professional contributor, his position, power, rewards, opportunities,
authority and responsibility.

The professional specialist must contribute voluntarily. But he
cannot contribute arbitrarily. He too has power: his effort, his know-
ledge, his willingness and ability to convey knowledge in usable form,
and his exercise of judgment determine the capacity and achieve-
ment of others. He has a responsibility towards his area of knowledge
—he has to be a professional and not just a technician. He has a
responsibility towards the organisation without which he could not
and would not be effective. Without the organisation there would be
no job for him to work as a man of skill and knowledge (and get paid
accordingly). He therefore has the responsibility to make his con-
tribution most effective and most productive for the joint effort and
the joint result, and to direct his own vision and work towards the
objective of the whole.

We need an organisation ethics—for the organisation itself, for the
professional manager and for the professional specialist. Such an
ethics must demand self-respect, self-discipline and humility
appropriate to the new great power and the new high responsibility.
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It must be operational rather than ‘preachy’, must enable people to
decide and to judge their own behaviour against commonly accepted
standards. The new organising capacity creates both the need and
the opportunity for the development of new ethical concepts, new
ethical principles—and above all of new living examples of respon-
sible conduct.

Law is also needed whenever authority and responsibility have to
be defined.

A large labour union—the United Automobile Workers—has set
up an independent board of outsiders to hear appeals from members
against decisions of union officers. A large company—Continental
Can—gives each employee the right of direct appeal to the president
against managerial decisions on promotion, job-assignment, demo-
tion or firing. An automobile company—Ford—establishes a mixed
tribunal of company officials and dealers to hear appeals against
decisions on a dealer franchise. All these are judicial processes set up
to develop a ‘common law’. So is the grievance procedure under a
union contract; indeed arbitrators appointed under such contracts in
major American industries, consciously try to develop a coherent
body of common law through their decisions. But the organisation
manual of large organisations, whether business, government
agencies or armed forces, also is a ‘legal’ document—a primitive
constitution; increasingly such documents not only define the
limits of authority but provide for organised procedure to settle
conflicts.

This, as any historian of the law knows, is the way legal concepts
and legal institutions have usually come into being. That this is not
clearly understood is simply the result of a modern misunderstand-
ing which—contrary to historical experience—defined ‘law’ as ‘enact-
ment of the sovereign government’. That, our new ‘organisation law’
is not and must not be. It is public in character; but private in its
origin, sphere and scope.

Governmental legislation can provide orderly process—but not the
substance of organisation law. Government-enacted organisation
law should establish the demand for internal safeguards against
abuse of power, and provide for judicial review of internal decisions.
To go beyond, and to try to legislate substantial law for the internal
power relations of the new organisations would inevitably lead to
laws to enforce morality, that is to sumptuary legislation, which has
always been ineffectual. To try to regulate internal power relations
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administratively must lead to arbitrary bureaucracy which is not only
ineffectual but subverts law in the end.

The law we need—and are beginning to develop—deals with the
function and limits of power, which is ‘public’ rather than ‘private’
law. But is the public law largely of autonomous, self-governing
bodies such as we have not known, by and large, since the Middle
Ages. Hence we have little legal theory, few precedents and, except
for Canon Law and the codes of military justice, few examples.

Yet this organisation law is growing faster than organisation
ethics. It may well be the most rapidly growing area of Common
Law today. Itis genuine law, i.e., impersonal, objective and general,
and yet it should be layman’s law rather than lawyer’s law.

The Organisation Man

Not much is heard these days of that favourite bogey man of the
‘twenties and ’thirties: the assembly-line robot, the helpless human
being destroyed or at least bored to death by the repetitive monotony
of the assembly line. Only twenty years ago, Charlie Chaplin in
his last great movie, Modern Times, gave artistic expression to the
protest of human creativity and human dignity against the regimenta-
tion of traditional organisation. Today the assembly-line robot is
gone.

His place in the folklore of industrial society is now increasingly
taken by a very different figure: the ‘organisation man’—the bright-
eyed, grey-flannelled junior executive of high education and good
income, who succeeds in imposing conformity and the riskless
monotony of ‘perfect adjustment’ on a challenging and responsible,
if not creative job.

This new mannikin is of course just as much a caricature as was
the assembly-line robot. But however distorted it reflects a real prob-
lem: that of the professional in the new organisation.

Organisation ethics and organisation law will not by themselves
come to grips with the problem which ‘organisation man’ presents if
only in caricature. Organisation ethics and organisation law deal
with the power-structure and the constitutional processes of the
organised institution. But the question of the professional in
organisation is a social issue. i

One good example of the nature of the social question we face is
to be found in the large modern corporation-law firms which have
become centres for the practice of law in the United States. A common
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problem here is the middle-aged lawyer who is not a partner and
never will be a partner. By the social standards of the nineteenth
century this man would be judged a success. Financially he is at
least twice as well off as most independent lawyers. He has job-
security. He is usually expert in one branch of the law. This is
not, in other words, the problem of a Willie Lohman—the tired, un-
successful ‘hero’ of Death of a Salesman.

However, the middle-aged lawyer in the big law firm, despite his
income, despite his security, despite his knowledge, is only too often
a frustrated, bitter, and bored man. He may be all but irreplaceable;
but at the same time he tends to become increasingly resentful of the
organised practice of law, increasingly unwilling to contribute his
knowledge to the partner who, in charge of the law work for a client,
has to pull together all legal knowledge available within the firm into
one legal strategy.

When he was younger this man may have enjoyed the intense com-
petition within the large law firm which subjects all juniors to the
constant scrutiny of the partners, makes them jockey for recognition
and for promotion, makes them hope for the ‘one break’. In middle
age the days of promotion are over, and the competitive struggle is
nothing but the increasingly unbearable tension of the ‘rat race’.

An intelligent law firm will avoid this problem by getting rid of
those associates who are not partner material by the time they are
forty. It will place such men in good jobs with a client’s legal
department. It will help them to set up in practice for themselves or
to join a smaller firm as a partner. This is laudable acceptance of
responsibility—but still an admission of defeat. If the only thing you
can do in conscience with your highly expert people is to get rid of
them just when they should reach their peak, there is something
pretty badly wrong with the structure or the spirit of your organisa-
tion.

One issue is status.

Here is a man who decides much bigger issues than many indepen-
dent lawyers ever hear about. Here is a man who has a real impact
on the behaviour and fortune of large businesses for instance. Yet he
is an employee, is subject to somebody else’s decisions, is a
dependent.

But equally important probably are opportunities—for fulfilment
rather than for advancement. The large organisation actually creates
many more opportunities for advancement than any earlier social
structure. It is only through the new organisation that we can have
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opportunities for employed people to work as men of skill, knowledge
and judgment and to be paid accordingly. Yet more and more pro-
fessional people will have to be satisfied and effective as subordinates,
will have to gain pride, status, fulfilment in a job that ‘ranks’ low
down. .

There is a subtle quality problem here which we are now beginning
to understand. As long as there have been organised armies the great
majority of officers who became majors have retired as majors. It
has always been true that not everybody can become a general. But
there is a difference between a major who remains a battalion com-
mander while another battalion commander becomes general, and a
meteorologist-major who remains a major because this is the furthest
any meteorologist can go under the existing system. The first may
feel personally aggrieved, may feel that he is a better man than the
general, and that he owes his bad luck to favouritism and intrigues if
not to the proverbial stupidity of the higher-ups. But his job, what-
ever his personal feelings, is a subordinate job; it is within a much
smaller sphere the same kind of job as the general’s. The meteorolo-
gist’s job is not a subordinate job; it is a specialist job requiring highly
advanced scientific knowledge.

We have the same situation in industry in respect to the pro-
fessional specialists: engineers, chemists, accountants, production
planners, sales-forecasters, purchasing agents, and hundreds of others.

Our opportunities for advancement, recognition and status—and
of course largely also for rewards—have been primarily managerial
opportunities. We have a major job ahead to create opportunities
for status, recognition and reward for people who become leaders in
their field of professional knowledge, without at the same time be-
coming decision-making, risk-taking managers. We have to create
these opportunities without destroying the necessary authority and
responsibility of the decision-maker, the unity of action and the
discipline of joint effort and performance.

To a considerable extent this is a problem of welding different value
systems into the common goal of one organisation. The meteorologist
who perforce remains for ever a major, the contract expert who will
never become a law partner, the metallurgist who will never be more
than a senior engineer, all of them are likely to accept the need for the
general, the partner, the department head or vice-president. But, as
professionals, they cannot resent the inferior position .which, so it
appears to them, their own inferior status assigns to knowledge. They
see a conflict between organisation logic and the professional integrity
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of their discipline and of their own work. Yet a man of skill and
knowledge, exercising responsible judgment, must be dedicated,
must strive to make a contribution, must believe in what he is doing.
Mercenaries can be satisfied with pay, promotion or plunder. Pro-
fessional people if they want to respect themselves must see their work
as serving no mean end, and as part of a grand design.

Perhaps even more important are the competitive pressures and
tensions within the modern organisation.

There is a widely-spread popular myth that the large organisation
offers security—contrasted with an equally mythical individualist
society fifty or a hundred years ago, in which men supposedly fought
it out on their own in a competitive system. But to the young people
in our universities today this is not how the world looks at all. They
see life today, life in the organisation, as intensely competitive.

‘Our grandfathers had it easy. They started as lawyers, as doctors
or as shopkeepers on their own, and had no one to satisfy but them-
selves. If they did not do so well, then they were content to live
modestly—and were still lawyers, doctors and shopkeepers in the eyes
of the neighbours.” But now—so the argument runs—you are in com-
petition even before you are being hired, in competition against
school grades and college grades, in competition with all the others
for the trainee job. As soon as you are hired you come under con-
stant scrutiny, you are constantly appraised, are constantly set one
against the other. You are under constant pressure and tension: will
you get the rise, will you get the promotion, will you get the transfer,
will you get the ‘break’? You are being pitted against the very
people who should work with you most closely. The very people
with whom you work most closely lose if you go ahead; and con-
versely they benefit by your being passed over.

The young people are right. I am convinced that it is this com-
petitive tension of the large organisation which is largely behind the
desire of the young to impose conformity on the universe, to play it
safe, to do what is being expected of them. It may be the only
defence of the individual against pressures which are wrong socially
and individually, because they put emphasis on getting ahead and
promotion rather than on the work itself and its performance.

It is of course easy to exaggerate both the extent and the tension of
this competitive pressure. Also we can do a great deal to alleviate the
competitive pressure within the large organisation. One way is to
make the individual professional job a bigger job, especially in the
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earlier years. But the large modern organisation will remain a com-
petitive world.

A country doctor does not compete against a Park Avenue or
Harley Street diagnostician; nor does a small-town lawyer compete
against the leader of the tax bar in the capital. They have different
rewards which are commensurate to the very different risks they take.
They have different satisfactions. But they have the same status in
society. Both say of themselves, ‘I am a doctor’ or, ‘I am a lawyer’;
neither is the other man’s boss. In the new organisation however the
individual doctor reports to the medical director, the individual
lawyer competes for both status and income with all the other men in
the legal department.

The old social question of the nineteenth century was one of classes,
the new one is one of individuals in society. The old one focused on
economic justice, the new one on social justice. The old one was con-
cerned with economic opportunities, the new one is primarily con-
cerned with the value decisions and the value priorities of the social
order.

The old social question expressed a blind conviction in the reality
of worldly success, indeed a conviction that success solved all social
problems. The new social question is a problem of success—and the
issue is precisely what success means.

For this reason incidentally the new social question is, individually,
a concern of the middle-aged, whereas the old one was primarily a
concern of the young. The manifestation of the new social question
is not rebelliously militant youth—that unique nineteenth-century
phenomenon—but people twenty years older, who quietly retire on
the job.

The slogans, theories, and pat answers of the nineteenth-century
social question may still dominate our political rhetoric. Indeed that
stubborn relic of 1850 society, the dedicated Communist, may refuse
to admit that there can be any other issue. In socially and economically
developed countries, however, the new capacity for the organisation
of men of skill, knowledge, and judgment for joint work and
common performance has largely made irrelevant the social prob-
lems and social concerns of the nineteenth century. But the very
success of the new organising capacity has created a new problem, a
new social question, that of the individual professional in large-scale
organisation. It is increasingly zke social question of our world.
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The Discipline of Managing

We have been organising for thousands of years. Yet little, if any,
attention has been given to the systematic study of organisation. Even
in the military field, the emphasis has usually been on leadership, that
is on the personal individual impact, rather than on managing, that
is on systematic, purposeful, organised, sustained effort. Within the
last fifty years, however, with the emergence of the new organisation,
managing has become a major field. The works on the subject run
into the thousands. Schools that promise to teach business administra-
tion or public administration are the most rapidly growing of all our
educational institutions, and attract more students than any of the
schools in the older professional fields. Perhaps even more important,
we are going in for advanced manager education in which mature
and successful managers go back to school, in some places for a whole
year. The demand for advanced management education greatly ex-
ceeds the available supply.

Twenty or even ten years ago this might have been shrugged off as
an American fad more expensive but not much more significant
than flagpole sitting. Today education for management, whether
for young people or for mature managers, is growing as fast in
Western Europe as in the United States, in Latin America, in
Australia, or in India. Advanced management schools are to be
found in England, in Switzerland, in Germany, in Holland, in Italy,
in Chile, in Australia, and so on. In India the education of managers
is recognised as one of the central problems of economic development
—especially of managers for government-owned enterprises. Most
amazing perhaps is the spread of this development to Communist
countries. The whole idea of management is still officially nonsense
and heresy to any good Marxist; yet one of the first things the Poles
did when they loosened the Russian fetters a little in 1957 was to ask
for advice and assistance on management education. The Yugoslavs
too—though carefully and quietly—are bringing in management ex-
perts from the West to advice them. A major theme of Khrushchev’s
demand for decentralisation of Russian industry was the need for
systematic education and development of managers, and for a sys-
tematic discipline of managing.

Yet while institutions for management training multiply, the
discipline they are set up to teach is still rudimentary.

We still need a discipline of managing, that is a systematic body of
knowledge that can be taught, learned, increased and improved by
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systematic work and study. This is a discipline of the new, post-
Cartesian world-view. Its subject-matter is a process. It starts out
with a purpose of accomplishment. No matter how much we can
quantify, the basic phenomena are qualitative ones: change and in-
novation, risk and judgment, growth and decay, dedication, vision,
rewards and motivation. And the end-product of the knowledge we
are trying to gain is value decisions affecting individual and society.

Take Operations Research (the application of quantitative, that
is mathematical and statistical, tools to entrepreneurial situations). Its
goal is to identify clearly the risk-taking value decisions among
which the manager can choose. The goal is to inform his judgment
and to educate his imagination, rather than, as in a Cartesian
discipline, to replace both by rigorous, quantified “facts’.

The discipline we need cannot be a technical discipline—though it
will have many technical areas. It cannot even be a specific discipline
such as physics, for instance. It must be a truly humanist discipline:
of human beings united in sommon vision and common values and
working for a common goal, yet acting individually. It must focus
information, knowledge, judgment, values, understanding and ex-
pectations onto decision, action, performance, and results. It must
deal with men as thinking, doing, feeling, and appraising beings and
must therefore pull together intellectual, emotional, #sthetic, and
ethical knowledge. Thus the discipline of managing—in important
respects not unlike the discipline of medicine—must both be fed
from all fields of knowledge dealing with man’s experience and must,
in turn, feed new knowledge back to all of them.

One of the central areas in which we need knowledge is how an
organisation functions. Here are hundreds, if not thousands of
people, each doing his own work according to his knowledge. Yet
their end-product is common performance. What must they know
to be able to direct their efforts towards the common end? What
must others know about their work and their knowledge? What
decisions have to be taken, when and where? And how are they to be
conveyed to all the people who have to take action to make the
decision effective?

Modern organisation, whether an army or a business, is above all
an information and decision system. It is perhaps the most complex
of all such systems. In the first place it is composed of human beings
rather than of biological organs or machine parts. Secondly, unlike
any other system, its goals are largely determined from within and
by human decision.
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Another big area in the discipline of managing is the time span of
decisions. The new organisation, almost by definition, commits
present resources to future and highly uncertain results. There is not
one decision in these organisations—on a new weapon or a new
arrangement of units in the regiment, on a new product or a new train-
ing programme, on a new subsidy or a new tax schedule—that is not a
long-range decision. Usually it takes years before the decision is
fully effective, years during which it produces only costs and pains
and no results. And then it takes further years before the decision has
paid for itself, years during which it therefore must still be the ‘right’
decision. How does one make such decisions? What has to be
known? When is the right time? And what kind of people are
needed to make them and to see them through? How should they be
educated? What should they know and what should they do? How
are they to be motivated, measured or rewarded?

There is also what I would call the pathology of organisation: the
diseases to which it is subject, its limitations, and its aging and
decay.

We know that organisation is congenitally prone to degenerate
into bureaucracy.! In this disease emphasis shifts from accomplishing
something in society and economy to keeping things from being done.

Some of the familiar symptoms of bureaucracy are: mistaking
efficiency for effectiveness, as in measuring the performance of a post
office by the pieces of mail it handles rather than by the speed and
cost of their delivery; mistaking ‘getting along with people’ and
endless meetings, for team-work and co-operation; mistaking size
for importance, as in the standard Washington saying, “This can’t
be important; it doesn’t cost enough’; mistaking ‘our way’ for the
right way—the ‘we have always done it this way’ school of managing;
mistaking administration, that is the internal workings of the
organisation, for its business; and ‘busyness’—the filled brief-case, the
long hours, the four telephones on the desk, the swirling chaos of
assistants—for enterprise, performance, and work.

An organisation belongs on the sick list when promotion becomes
more important to its people than accomplishment in the job they are
in. Itis sick when it is concerned more with avoiding mistakes than
with taking the right risks, with counteracting the weaknesses of its

! C. Northcote Parkinson, English economist and sometime bureau-
crat, has recently catalogued the major forms of the bureaucratic disease
in his Parksinson’s Law and Other Studies in Administration, a book
that is at the same time extremely funny and deadly serious.
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members rather than with building on their strength. But it is sick
also when ‘good human relations’ becomes more important than per-
formance and achievement.

To see that an organisation is sick is not very difficult. One only
has to listen to the language and style within it; the moment people
talk of ‘implementing’ instead of ‘doing’, and of ‘finalising’ instead of
‘finishing’, the organisation is running a fever. But cure, let alone
prevention, is still almost unknown.

The new discipline of managing needs to define the limits of
organisation. Organisation is not appropriate to all work. It has
rather created new institutions for new tasks. But what are the tasks
for which organisation is superior? What work is best done by team-
work, and what by the individual? And of great and immediate im-
portance—what are the limits on size and complexity or organisation?
The mammoth universities of 50,000 students that we are going to
build in the States will be much too large. But what should be done
with them? Break them up? Would a university of, say, 25,000
students be manageable? Or would 5,000 be better and more
effective? Should we run each school within the university—e.g.
medicine, law, science, education, business, engineering, dentistry,
divinity—as a separate autonomous institution while retaining the
‘university’ for book-keeping and housekeeping purposes only? Or
should we organise autonomous units across the schools around
fields of study and research such as history or genetics?

The Department of Defense of the United States has so far been
incapable of organising for any effective joint performance other than
to destroy a succession of Secretaries of Defense. But is this because it
is too large? Or because it is not large enough, that is, because we’
still retain three armed services instead of merging them into one?
Could we manage both the size and pluralism of services if only
we replaced the traditional functional specialisation of Army, Navy,
and Air Force by performance-orientated, result-orientated, new
service-units? I incline to the latter view; but I cannot prove it.

Maybe the problem of giant university and armed forces is not size
at all, but diversity. Any organisation, to perform and to survive, must
excel in something. In how many areas can one even try to excel
without setting up strains, conflicts, and internal contradictions that
tear the organisation asunder? There is somewhere a limit. Clearly,
some of the diversified businesses in the United States, that were so
popular in the boom after World War I, have exceceded it. But

where isit? And what determines it?
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A third area of organisation pathology is that of growth and decay.
In biology, psychology, in crystallography, in economics, we talk to-
day about a ‘normal growth curve’—a process of growth, maturing,
aging, and decay. Historians, from Thucydides to Toynbee have
applied the concept to civilisations. Does it apply to the new social
organisation too? It applies to individual technologies to individual
markets, to individual products; but it does not apply universally.
Fields of knowledge (law, for instance, or astronomy) and all the arts
have kept on growing; and so have animal species. Where then does
organisation belong? Does a business enterprise for instance have a
‘normal growth and decay curve’? How far can innovation change
the growth curve of a business enterprise, rejuvenate it, or at least
delay its aging? Here too we need knowledge.

The Principle of Organisation
The biggest challenge for the discipline of managing is the ques-

tion: What is the nature of this new organisation, what is its govern-
ing principle?

A recent newspaper story highlights one aspect: in one of the mili-
tary research installations there is a young man on duty—a Ph.D. in
physics, drafted into the army as a private. To the scientist in charge
he is ‘doctor’; to the commanding general he is ‘soldier’. He sits on
technical meetings alongside the general. But he does not eat in the
same mess.

This could hardly have happened twenty or thirty years ago. Today
it is far from uncommon.

What rank does the private Ph.D. have? It is an unanswerable
question. Yet authority is needed. It must be recognisable, that is,
must carry rank. The organisation needs clear foci of decisions for the
whole; someone must take the risks so that others can act.

To give to the top people the power they need to discharge their
responsibility, and to provide them with the knowledge and informa-
tion to decide what is essential for the survival and prosperity of the
whole, is a central problem in all large organisations today. This also
requires that they confine themselves to their proper indigenous jobs,
and leave the authority to decide and to act on everything else. No
one in the modern organisation can have a monopoly on all decisions
or on all authority. Every professional who applies skill, knowledge,
and judgment to his job makes decisions that affect the whole.

But there are top jobs; there are—and must be—final decisions.
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There is a final responsibility for the whole to which over-all authority
must be given.

We still express the structure of authority, responsibility, function,
and rank in organisation in the typical organisation chart, which
shows the chief exccutive at the top and the lesser executives as exer-
cising authority delegated by him. It is still customary to explain the
existence of organisation by the fact that there is more work to be
done than any one man can do, so that he has to delegate to others
what is really part of his job.

But this is nonsense in modern organisation. The individual people
of skill, knowledge, and judgment cannot exercise somebody else’s
authority or somebody else’s knowledge. They exercise their own
knowledge and should have the authority that befits their contribu-
tion. It is the job that determines the authority and responsibility of
the holder—and this is original authority grounded in the needs and
objective requirements for performance rather than in the power of
the man above. The only power the top man must have is that of
deciding whether a certain contribution is needed—and even that, in-
creasingly, must be an objective decision according to objective needs
of the organisation rather than a power decision.

But it is also not true, as some modern organisation theories have it,
that the superior is only a ‘servant’ of those under him, that his main
job is to make it possible for them to do their job, that is, to supply
them with the knowledge, the information, and the tools they need.
It is the first job of a manager to make sure that those under him can
do their best and can do it most effectively. But he also has a
genuine responsibility of his own which requires authority. .

Any man of professional standing in the modern organisation,
whether he be manager or individual professional, has three equally
important responsibilities. Each of them then needs its own authority.
He has a responsibility to make it possible for subordinates to do their
own work most effectively. He has a responsibility to the entire
organisation. And he has a responsibility to people who do not stand
in any authority relationship to him, who work in other areas and in
other jobs, and who yet depend on him for knowledge, information,
advice, ideas, or teaching.

Here is a subtle structure. Rank, authority, function, and rewards,
all are distinct rather than inseparable as they have always been.
This structure answers no known organisation design. It has a
pattern of its own. Its emergence is both a result of the new world-
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view of pattern and progress, and in itself a major part of it.

In asking for the principle of the new organisation we ask for the
principle of human order in society. The elements of this new con-
figuration, which we have here called the ‘new organisation’, are
human beings. Its process is human dedication, human knowledge
and human effort. Its purpose is the creation and satisfaction of
human values. And its principle of organisation must therefore be a
vision of man in society.

3 BEYOND COLLECTIVISM AND INDIVIDUALISM

In this chapter we have considered the new organisation by itself
and in itself. But it exists in society, is indeed an organ of society for
the performance of social purposes. What does its emergence mean
for today’s society?

There are two answers:

The new organisation creates a new social structure, a middle-
class society of employed professionals. This is the sociological and
political answer.

The new capacity to organise heralds, though still with uncertain
and confused voice, an order of society that goes beyond collectivism
and individualism. This is the philosophical answer.

The Middle-Class Society

Few social prophecies in history have had greater impact than the
apocalyptic vision of Karl Marx: that capitalist society would ‘inevit-
ably’ impoverish and expropriate until nothing would be left but
vast masses of the ‘exploited proletariat’, and a mere handful of ‘ex-
ploiters’. And few have so rapidly and so completely been disproved
by history.

The important fact is not even, as the Revisionists in Socialism
pointed out fifty years ago, that the lot of the worker improves
steadily the more capitalism progresses. The important fact is the
emergence of a new class, which is neither capitalist nor worker
but which is rapidly becoming dominant in all industrially develop-
ing countries: the employed middle class of professional managers
and professional specialists in today’s organisation.

This class rather than the capitalist has power and control (as the
Robert R. Young story illustrated). The capitalist, that is the man
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who has property title to productive resources, must, to be effective,
behave as a manager. And progressively the ownership titles are
being held by this new middle class rather than by the capitalists. In
the United States today the important capitalists are the institutional
trustees for the savings, pension claims and investments of the little
people: insurance companies, pension funds and investment trusts.

At the same time this new class is absorbing the worker—socially,
economically and culturally. Instead of becoming a ‘proletarian’,
today’s worker joins the middle class of employed professionals—in
his tastes, his way of life, his aspirations.

Above all, it is this class that does the work. Marx’s society of
capitalists and workers is inconceivable in an industrial country. Tt is
a pre-industrial society compatible only with conditions of extreme
under-development such as exist still in India, for instance, or in
China. In a developed country we can easily conceive of a society
without either capitalist or proletarian, a society composed entirely
of the middle class of employed professionals. This is fact rather than
fancy; a fully automated large company with its securities held by
institutional trustees would be such a society. In the United States
today there are quite a few large companies, each employing well
over a hundred thousand people, which virtually answer this
description. No one doubts that they work effectively.

It is no longer even true, therefore, that this new class is a ‘middle’
class between an upper and a lower class. It is today’s society—or,
at the least, it will be the society of tomorrow.

Census classifications are a crude and sluggish gauge of social
processes. But even they show the development quite clearly.

Sixty years ago the United States was still a rural country; half the
population lived on the land and by farming. Then, for twenty-five
years, the industrial worker—Marx’s proletarian—multiplied; from
one census period to the next this classification grew rapidly, both in
numbers and as a percentage of the total population. Since 1925, how-
ever, this group has steadily decreased as a percentage of total popula-
tion; and since 1945 it has been slowly shrinking even in total
numbers. The next group to rise sharply were white-collar employees,
mainly clerical and sales personnel. This group is still growing in
numbers though quite slowly; as a percentage of the population it
reached its peak by 1940. Since 1935, however, the group classified as
‘managerial, professional and technical’ employees has grown fastest
and at an increasing pace, both in total numbers and as a propor-
tion of the population. At the preesnt rate of growth, managerial,
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professional and technical employees will be the largest single group
in the American working population twenty years hence. Already
the largest employee group are teachers—primary, high school and
college teachers—who are themselves professional employees par
excellence, and employed to train others to be professional
employees. This group will have to rise three or four times as fast
as any other group in our working population over the next twenty
years.

The American development may be the most dramatic, if only
because it has been compressed into such a short time. But it is
paralleled in all other developed countries—in Great Britain, in Ger-
many, in Italy, in Switzerland and Holland, in Japan. It goes on in
the rapidly developing countries such as Australia or Mexico. In such
countries the managerial, professional and technical group, the em-
ployed, professional middle class, grows by two or more percentage
points for every percentage point of economic growth.

Marx, only a hundred years ago, would have predicted that for
every percentage point of economic growth the proletarian class
would increase by 2 per cent; the managerial, professional, technical
group he did not foresee at all. Marx was no blinder than his
contemporaries. This development could not be imagined within the
knowledge and experience of the nineteenth century, could not have
happened within the limitations of nineteenth-century capacities. It
is a development of the post-modern world; it results from our new
capacity to make skill, knowledge and responsible judgment effective
in organisation.

In matters of social structure, however, values are more important
than numbers. No one is as sensitive to such value changes as a
minority group struggling for recognition and acceptance.

When first released from slavery, the Negro in America reflected
the traditional values of the pre-industrial, agrarian Old South; his
leader was a politician, a lawyer or a preacher. Later, around 1900,
came a powerful effort to produce Negro capitalists, especially
bankers. Today the focus of Negro efforts to obtain acceptance is the
fight for admission of members of their race to professional and
managerial positions within the large organisations: the higher ranks
of Government service and armed forces (where the greatest success
has been attained), research laboratories and hospitals, universities
and business enterprises. Thirty years ago the Negro community in
the suburban area where I live was led by lawyers and preachers.
Today the most prominent Negro leader is a physicist employed by
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one of the large industrial research laboratories. In another suburban
area the prominent Negro leaders today are the bursar of a large white
college and his wife, a social worker employed by the town. When
Jackie Robinson of the Dodgers retired—the first Negro player in
major-league baseball and a hero to his people—he did not, as earlier
Negro sports heroes had done, open his own restaurant; he joined a
white-owned restaurant chain as personnel vice-president.

The best comment, perhaps, on the shift and its meaning was made
by a leader of one of America’s most militant industrial labour unions,
the only one of our large unions that could truly be called working-
class-conscious. “Where will our leaders of tomorrow come from?
he asked at a recent union convention. “Today’s leaders are in their
fifties. When they started, twenty-five or thirty years ago, union
office was the most accessible and the most promising opportunity for
a young worker. Today a man of similar drive and ability goes to
college at night, gets himself a little education and in no time has a
job as a management trainee or as an industrial engineer. Five years
later he has forgotten that he ever was a union member; he thinks
like a manager, lives like a manager, behaves like a manager.’ The
remedy? ‘Union leadership must become a professional, managerial
career.’

The capitalists, the men ‘who are in business for themselves’, have
not disappeared, of course. We have not only the Texas oil million-
aires or the Greek tanker barons. In the States more people have
gone into business for themselves during the last ten years than
during any comparable period in history, just as more have be-
come lawyers, preachers, doctors in private practice, and so on. The
new organisations themselves create constantly new independent
entrepreneurs or professionals; the vast number of consultants in all
fields, for instance, or the small, independent tool and die makers
that surround the automotive and aircraft plants. But the tanker
barons get their financing from the anonymous employed managers
of large investment institutions such as insurance companies; it is in
their hands, rather than in those of the millionaires, that the financial
power rests. The entrepreneurs are successful only if they act as
managers; the largest single reason for the failure of new businesses,
study after study has shown, is managerial incompetence.

The “poor’ also have not disappeared. But in a developed country
they no longer represent the ‘masses’; rather they constitute separate,
isolated, special problem groups. In the United States the hard core
of poverty is in such groups: Negroes, Puerto Ricans and Indians in
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the South-west, racial minorities of poor educational background,
suffering from discrimination; a widely scattered group of small
farmers on worn-out sub-marginal lands who do not have enough
knowledge to farm well, or enough schooling to get jobs in the cities;
single, old people with no one to support them; and widows with
small children. Essentially these are ‘non-employable’ people, if only
for reason of prejudice, rather than ‘poor’ people. The cure is over-
coming of prejudice or individual rehabilitation rather than social or
economic reform.

There are of course tremendous differences of status and income
within the middle class. There is also increasing equality of oppor-
tunity and increasingly a common way and style of life. The presi-
dent of a large company may have a very high income. But unless he
got to the top well before World War II—that is unless he be at least
middle-aged—he is unlikely to become a very rich man, income tax
being what it is in all countries today (except in Soviet Russia). He
will measure his financial status more by his life insurance and his
pension than by his wealth. And while he may be surrounded at
work by imperial splendour, he is likely, like the president of our
largest business enterprise, to live in a nine-room house in a residential
suburb, to help his wife with the dishes on the maid’s day out or to
baby-sit with his grandchildren so that his daughter and her hus-
band, a young chemist, can go to the movies. It is not private wealth
that supports the luxury trades; it is the expense account of the
great or not so great of organisation which goes with the job and
which ‘the office’ pays for.

The president of the large business enterprise does not look upon
himself as a capitalist—even if he owns a sizeable share of the stock.
He looks upon himself as a manager, and is so regarded by society.
The least successful of employed professionals, who never gets be-
yond the position in which he started, does not look upon himself as
a worker; he looks upon himself as a professional or as a member of
management.

This is an open-ended society in sharp contrast to the rigid, in-
escapable classes Marx saw—a vision which, we know now,
mirrored the past rather than predicted the future. It makes pos-
sible great and genuine equality of opportunity; for all who can gain
access to enough education to qualify for an entrance job are in the
running for the prizes. Indeed it is a society that demands equality
of opportunity—simply because the more professional men of know-
ledge we use the more we need. That racial discrimination against
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the Negro is a denial of elementary justice and a betrayal of all the
values of American life, we have told ourselves for a hundred years—
with little effect on our practice. But that we just cannot afford to
waste the potential of professional ability and skilled performance the
Negro has to offer—this, a very recent realisation, has, within a short
period of fifteen years, greatly changed both popular attitudes and
the actual opportunities for the Negro. It is likely that the Negro will
attain substantial equality of opportunity as an employed professional
long before he attains equality of opportunity for non-professional
work, as an industrial worker, for instance. This may be an ironic
commentary on humanity; but it is also a measure of the shift in social
structure. For in the society of the professional employee, equality
of opportunity ceases to be a demand of the individual against society,
an ideal of social justice. It becomes a demand of society on itself,
and a measurement of its operational effectiveness.

The middle-class society is not free from problems and weak-
nesses. But they are new problems. In an earlier section I talked
about the social problem of the post-modern world: the status of the
professional employee in organisation. To this corresponds a very
real problem of his status and function in society.

Any earlier society would have denied the status of professional
to an employee, would at least have restricted it to a few gentleman’s
employments such as the church, the civil service, the university
and the army. Snobbery, of course; but even snobbery has its reasons.
Can an employee be a professional? Or will he become a mere tech-
nician—a barbarian in thrall to his tools? Will he, though employed,
be a citizen thinking of the common good and working for it? Or
will he see only his dependence, follow narrowly his self-interest -
and live by the principle that ‘what is good for quality-control
engineers is good for society’?

I recall the president of a large American university telling how in
Spring 1933, he witnessed the taking over of an old and famous Ger-
man university by a newly-appointed Nazi commissar: “The fellow
made the most outrageous, most illiterate speech, insulting systematic-
ally every senior member of the faculty and sneering openly at learn-
ing, intellectual honesty and all the things the university stood for.
Yet when he asked for questions, one professor after the other got u
and asked : “Will there be more money for plant biology ?” “Will we
get a bigger law library?” “Will we get more assistants?”” When they
were assured that there would be plenty of money for anyone willing
to “co-operate”, they all sat down, smugly content. What haunts me,’
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my friend said, ‘is the question: would my own faculty, back home,
so very liberal, so very brave in passing resolutions, act differently
in a similar situation? Or would they too only be concerned with
their own pet projects, see only their own shop, take responsibility
only for. their own footnotes?’

This question goes all the way back to Aristotle. Aristotle first ex-
tolled the virtues of the ‘middle estate’, first claimed special qualifica-
tion as a citizen for the man of the middle class. But his definition of
‘middle class’ was someone neither so rich as to be dominated by his
wealth, nor so poor as to have to work for a living, let alone to be em-
ployed. Whoever had to work for a living could not be a citizen. Our
new middle class by definition works for a living, and as an
employee.

Aristotle, most of us today would think, was too pessimistic. But
the problem is a real one—and it cannot be dismissed by resounding
platitudes about ‘social responsibility’. It is the specific problem of
‘virtue’ in this post-modern society of ours.

To state the problem shows how much the new sociological dimen-
sion of society, which results from our capacity to organise, has already
changed the nature of society. For this problem is not one of ‘social
forces® as were those of the older ‘modern’ society. It is a problem
of individual values and conduct. Its solutions are not to be found
in economic or social reform but in the ideals of the educational
system, the ethos of the community, and the living examples of its
leaders. The problem is not one of social justice or economic oppor-
tunity but of the meaning and responsibility of power and knowledge.
Above all the problem is no longer to gain victory for a democratic
society but to make effective the aristocratic value of unique responsi-
bility in a democratic reality of general opportunity.

Freedom in Dynamic Order

The philosophical dimension of a society, its principle of order, is
much less tangible than sociological structure, status, opportunities, or
economic facts. But it is far more powerful. Sociological structure
may determine how people act. But the philosophical ideal of order
determines why people act, what they expect and what they accept—
their ideals and their values.

The new organisation changes our vision of the ‘good society’. It
implies a new ideal of man in society and gives to social order a new
goal and meaning. It makes untenable the fixed positions of social
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thought which we have occupied for centuries, by the positions respec-
tively of collectivism and individualism.

The new organisation is incompatible with either concept. It must
go beyond both, and develop a new expression for the relationship of
individual to society. The relationship will have to be one of mutuality
rather than of opposition. Individual and society will have to be seen
as extensions, respectively, of each other, as benefiting and strengthen-
ing, rather than of limiting, each other. Collectivism and individual-
ism express static and mechanistic concepts of the social order (even
the so-called ‘organic theory of the state’ is not organic at ali but rather
sces the biological body as a mechanical assembly). The new organ-
isation expresses a dynamic order; it expresses a configuration of
wills, decisions, responsibilities the whole of which is much greater
than the individual parts—but only if each ‘part’, each professional
in it, takes true professional responsibility for the whole.

Again we have here a vision that is far ahead of our ability to under-
stand and to formulate, let alone to analyse. But again we can specify
why the old concepts and tools no longer do, and what the new ones
we need will have to satisfy.

Neither individualism nor collectivism were ever very satisfac-
tory concepts of social order. The basic limitation of individualism
was always the reality of organised society. It is obvious that collec-
tives are not just aggregates of individual contracts for specific pur-
poses but genuine entities that outlive the individual, have their own
behaviour, their own logic, indeed their own being. There is some-
thing called ‘Germany’, and individuals are willing to die for it, no
matter how contrary to their belief the collective acts or how little it
serves their interest. -

The basic limitation of collectivism has always been the reality of
the individual. A Hans Mueller could be destroyed by the collective
called ‘Germany’, but he could not be entirely controlled by it, and
could not be contained within it.

The either/or between collectivism and individualism has always
been more rhetorical than real. The two have always been slogans
rather than genuine principles. If treated as absolutes they always
became untenable in theory and unworkable in practice. Every time
they were carried through by the doctrinaires they collapsed into
tyranny or dissolved into catastrophe. But both were close enough to
actual experience to serve as preferences. Either was valid enough to
serve as a fixed position from which to explore the central problem
of freedom and order in human society.
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This is no longer possible. It is no accident that the insight of
human relations’ thirty years ago, has had such an impact on our
managerial thinking. There is nothing remarkable in the insight that
people in a work situation behave like people. And yet this came as a
shock both to the individualists, who had seen only the individual but
not the community of work and workers, and to the collectivists
who had seen only the common task but not the power and control
of the individuals in it and over it.

Today’s organisation builds a collective, that is a genuine social
whole, on the individual acting as an individual and committing him-
self as an individual. His act must be voluntary. The more effective,
the more cohesive, the more of a ‘man’ and the less of a ‘cog’ the
individual member, the stronger is the organisation. To be effective
in the modern organisation, the individual also needs internal, per-
sonal resources—of knowledge, of initiative, of responsibility, of
values and of goals—far beyond anything an individualist society
requires.

But conversely the individual, in order to be effective has to find
access to the organisation. The more the collective exists and the
better it functions, the greater his contribution. He has to accept the
reality of organisation, has to affirm its objectives and values, has to
focus his values, knowledge and efforts on the needs and opportuni-
ties of the organisation.

The traditional view of social order, whether that of collectivism
or of individualism, sees society and the individual as restraints or
limits on each other. At best it secks a compromise between them,
through ‘concession’ to society or to the individual. In the new
organisation the two are functions of each other, mutually strengthen-
ing and complementing each other. The traditional view, so to speak,
subtracts society from individual or vice versa; the new organisation
multiplies the two.

The more the individual in organisation grows as a person, the
more can the organisation accomplish—the insight underlying all our
attention to manager development and advanced manager educa-
tion today. But, conversely, the more the organisation grows in
seriousness and integrity, objectives and competence, the more scope
is there for the individual to grow and develop as a person. This is a
dynamic rather than a static relationship. It is determined by a future
state and future purpose and focused on growth and development of

both.

No one—I least of all—would claim that any of our organisations
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comes even close to liking this vision today. We are confused, preach
one thing and do another, guess, blunder, stultify. But even the
most mismanaged of our new organisations secks for this concept
and gropes for this vision; even the most disorganised already
measures its action against this idea of freedom in dynamic order,
however dimly it perceives it, however crudely it understands it.

The new organisation deals with the relationship between in-
dividual and society, between freedom and order. This makes it
hazardous if it fails but also if it succeeds.

But this also makes it a challenge and an opportunity: to overcome
the old, sterile conflict between individual and society, between free-
dom and order, in a new synthesis. This demands new social thought
and new political theory of high imagination and originality. With-
out them we could not even understand the new organisation, let
alone judge its performance as a social body. But at the same time
the new capacity to organise should allow us to build the new social
order on the best of our traditional values, and to live up to the best
in our ideals.
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CHAPTER FOUR

The New Frontiers

No one born after the turn of our century has ever known anything
but a world uprooting its foundations, overturning its values and
toppling its idols. No one younger than this century has known any-
thing but an age of revolution.

In the political, the social, the economic, even the cultural spheres,
the revolutions of our time have been revolutions ‘against’ rather than
revolutions ‘for’. Germany’s Revolution of Destruction was the title of
a best-selling book twenty years ago. The specific application was to
Nazism (the author, Hermann Rauschning had been a prominent
Nazi politician); but the title would apply generally. The revolu-
tions of the twentieth century have been driven by enmity; they have
been aimed at destroying rather than building; their slogans have
been ‘death to’ or at best ‘independence from’ rather than ‘life for’ or
‘freedom to’. There were some exceptions: the New Deal owed its
world impact in the gloomy thirties to its hope and positive faith, to
its standing for rather than against. But on the whole throughout this
period the man—or party—that stood for doing the positive has
usually cut a sorry and rather pathetic figure: well-meaning but in-
effectual, civilised but unrealistic, he was suspect alike to the wltras
of destruction and the ulzras of preservation and restoration.

Now, for the first time, in this age, there are new things to be
done: for the first time there is constructive work to do.

The Marshall Plan, to give an illustration, was designed to restore.
Its targets were Europe’s production figures of 1938, the last peace-
time year. Its aim was to make undone the ravages of war and to go
back to where Europe had been. The official measurements of
achievements used the pre-war figures right to the end. But right
from the start, vision and goal shifted. Almost everyone engaged in
the effort, American and European alike, soon focused on building
a new future rather than on restoring the past. Everyone began to
work on Europe’s potential, began to think about the institutions,
habits, methods needed to create a new industrial economy and a new
industrial society, and in the end, something even newer: a European
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community. Soon this appeared to be the only practical approach;
restoration and revolutionary overturning alike became unpractical
dreaming.

Only a few years later we had forgotten that restoration had been
the original aim; when President Truman in his Point Four pro-
gramme called for systematic action on a new task, the etonomic
development of the under-developed areas, he assumcd that he was
simply extending the Marshall Plan.

We could not do anything like this in the ’twenties. We could not
do it in the thirties. We could not even do it in the post-war planning
that occupied so many good people in London and Washington
during World War II. We did not lack good will, knowledge, in-
telligence, or even leadership. We lacked tasks. And now we have
some.

There are new frontiers outside and beyond both the established
order and the revolutionary’s power-greedy vacuum. There is need
to build and room to build in—even if it is only in the open spaces left
by the levelling of the old structures.

Increasingly these new frontiers are the realities of today. Itis there
that the conflict between the Free World and Communist tyranny
will largely be decided; increasingly the world conflict becomes a
conflict over the leadership in the new tasks.

There are four areas in which we face new demands: an intellectual
area where a new educated society is emerging; an economic area in
which economic development ‘up to poverty’ presents both an oppor-
tunity of economic advance and unity, and the danger of international
and inter-racial class war of the under-developed against the
developed peoples; a political area in which we face the need for
new institutions of political order; and a cultural area in which the
disappearance of the ‘East’ as a viable culture and civilisation has
created a cultural vacuum.

Failure in any of these areas would be catastrophic—above all for
the free West. Only in the economic sphere do we yet know how the
task could be met. But in all four areas the work to be done can be
defined.

It is these four areas of challenge, threat and opportunity to the
post-modern world of ours that the next chapters will attempt to
describe.

In tone and level, even in style, these next chapters may seem
different from the preceding ones. But the subject-matter has not
changed—we only look at it from a different point. The preceding
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chapters focused on perceptions, ideas and new capacities. Now we
are going to discuss policies. So far we asked: ‘What is the new
reality?’ Now we shall ask: ‘And what does it demand of us?’
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CHAPTER FIVE

The Educated Society

I THE EDUCATIONAL REVOLUTION

AN abundant and increasing supply of highly educated people has
become the absolute prerequisite of social and economic development
in our world. It is rapidly becoming a condition of national survival.
What matters is not that there are so many more individuals around
who have been exposed to long years of formal schooling—though
this is quite new. The essential new fact is that a developed society
and economy are less than fully effective if anyone is educated to less
than the limit of his potential. The uneducated is fast becoming an
economic liability and unproductive. Society must be an ‘educated
society today—to progress, to grow, even to survive.

What has happened is a sudden, sharp change in the meaning and
impact of knowledge for society. Because we can now organise men
of high skill and knowledge, that is, highly educated men, for joint
work through the exercise of responsible judgment, the highly
educated man has become the central resource of today’s society, the
supply of such men the true measure of its economic, its military, and
even its political potential.

This is a complete reversal of man’s history within the last fifty
years or so. Throughout the ages it was always true, everywhere, that
no society could afford more than a mere handful of educated people.
Throughout the ages it was true that to be educated meant to be un-
productive.

A man who is now chief executive of one of America’s largest
businesses did not dare admit when applying for his first job, in 1916,
that he had an advanced degree in economics. ‘I told the man who
hired me that I had been a railroad clerk since I was fourteen,” he
says; ‘otherwise I would have been turned down as too educated for a
job in business.” Even in the late ’twenties, when I myself started,
commercial firms in England or on the Continent still hesitated before
hiring anyone as a junior clerk who had finished secondary school.

It has always been axiomatic that the man of even a little education
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would forsake the hoe and the potter’s wheel and would stop working
with his hands. After all our word ‘school’—and its equivalent in all
European languages—derives from the Greek word meaning ‘leisure’.

No society, however rich, was able to support more than a minute
number of people who were ‘schooled’ and therefore not immediately
productive in and through labour. To support more educated people
than the barest minimum required gross exploitation of the
‘producers’, if not strict rules to keep them at work and away from
education. The short burst of education in the Athens of Pericles
rested on a great expansion of slavery; the intellectual and artistic
splendour of the Italian Renaissance on a sharp debasement of the
economic and social position of peasant and artisan.

Idealists tried to break this ‘iron law’ by combining manual work
and education—the tradition goes back to the Rule of St. Benedict
with its mixture of farm work and study. It found its best expression
in the mid-nineteenth century, in Emerson’s New England farmer
who supposedly read Homer in the original Greek while guiding a
plough. But this, of course, never worked. The Benedictines—im-
perilling their salvation to the lasting benefit of mankind—very soon
left farming to villeins and serfs and concentrated on study. Long
before Emerson’s death those New England farmers who cared for
the plough had left both Homer and New England for the rich soils
of the Midwest, while those few who had cared for Homer, had left
farming altogether and had become lawyers, preachers, teachers, or
politicians.

The ‘iron law’ was indeed inescapable as long as manual labour was
the really productive labour.

Thomas Jefferson believed in higher education and in equality as
much as any American. He considered the founding of the University
of Virginia and the authorship of the Declaration of Independence,
rather than the Presidency, his greatest achievements. Yet in his
educational master-plan he proposed to limit access to higher educa-
tion to a mere handful of geniuses. It wasobvious that only a very few
could be spared from manual labour.

Today the dearth of educated people in the formerly colonial areas
appears such a handicap as by itself to be adequate condemnation of
colonialism and proof of the ‘wickedness’ of the imperialists. But
education did not come first in the scale of social needs even fifty years
ago; flood control and land boundaries, equable taxation and im-
proved agriculture, railroads and incorruptible magistrates, all ranked
much higher. If the colonial powers were then criticised on the score
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of education, it was for forcing it on too many, for destroying thereby
the native culture, and for creating an unemployable, over-educated
proletariat. The educated person was then still a luxury rather than a
necessity, and education a preparation for dignified leisure rather than
for productive work. .

In my own childhood forty years ago, schools still assumed that
education was for ‘non-work’. They preached that the educated man
should not despise the honest worker as schools had preached since
the days of Seneca in the first century.

U.S.A. and Soviet Russia

Thirty years ago only one out of every eight Americans at work had
been to high school. Today four out of every five of the young
people of high school age in the United States attend high school.
Twenty years hence, when today’s middle-aged will have retired,
practically every working American will be a high school graduate.
We have already passed the half-way mark.

Even greater has been the jump in college and university attend-
ance. Thirty years ago it was still an almost negligible 4 per cent or
less of the appropriate age group. Today the figure is around 35 per
cent for the nation; this takes in groups such as the Southern Negro
or the Southern ‘poor white’, where going to college is still all but
unheard of. In the metropolitan areas of the country—even in such
predominantly working-class cities as Detroit—the figure is nearly
50 per cent. It will, barring catastrophe, be that high for the nation as
a whole in another fifteen years; by then two out of every three young
Americans in the metropolitan areas will, regardless almost of in-
come, race or sex, be exposed to higher education.

In the American work force of thirty years ago there were at most
3 college graduates for every 100 men and women at work. There are
18 today; the figure will be 35 twenty years hence—even if, contrary
to all expectations, going to college does not become even more general
than it is already among the two-thirds of our people who live in
metropolitan areas.

On top of all this, adult education has been booming. Fifty years
ago only those adults went back to school who had been unable to
get a formal education as children. Adult education was for the
‘educationally under-privileged’—the immigrant frem Southern
Europe who wanted to learn English, or the man who had gone to
work at the age of fourteen and wanted to improve himself. In
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England adult education was the Workers’ Educational Association
or the Home University Library, both offering standard school sub-
jects to workers and clerks. The German Volkshochschule served the
same purpose.

Adult education, during the last fifteen years, has been growing
faster in the United States than even college enrolment. And now it
means increasingly advanced education for the already highly
educated. It is almost routine now for the experienced and success-
ful physician to go back to school for advanced training every two or
three years. ‘Refresher education’ is increasingly demanded of our
teachers. Some fifty universities—in addition to a dozen large com-
panies and professional management associations—now offer
advanced management courses to successful men in the middle and
upper ranks of business, who usually have college, if not advanced,
degrees.

Before World War II, however, there existed only two such pro-
grammes, both new and both struggling to get students.

The educational revolution has been even more explosive in Soviet
Russia, as everyone knows. Because of Russia’s larger population,
the proportion of young people in secondary or higher education is
still quite a bit lower than in the United States—though the absolute
numbers are fast approaching ours.

In the total population educated people must still be a small group.
Few if any of the top people in the Soviet Union have had more than
elementary formal schooling; certainly among those over 40 in the
Soviet Union, even high school graduates are still only a tiny drop.

But the change in Russia has been even greater and faster than in
America. Thirty years ago basic literacy was still confined to a small
minority—had probably fallen even below the low standards of
czarist Russia. The educational push hardly began until the mid-
*thirties.

In Russia, too, it has become evident that education is the capital
resource of a modern, industrial society. Not only does Russia suffer
from the same chronic shortage of educated people as the United
States. We know now that the Russian achievement does not rest on
the Communist tenets of ‘socialist ownership of productive resources’,
of the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’, of ‘collectivisation of agri-
culture’ or of ‘national planning’. Every one of them has been as
much of an impediment as it has been a help, a source of weakness
fully as much as a source of strength. The achievement rests squarely
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upon the tremendous concentration of resources, time and effort on
producing an educated society.

The two outstanding ‘success stories’ among small nations, Switzer-
land and Mexico, have nothing in common save extraordinary educa-
tional development. Switzerland is the one European country where
secondary education, in the last thirty years, has become almost
universal. Mexico is the only country in the world that, since the
mid-thirties, has spent no money on defence but has instead made
education the first charge on its national income. And is it entirely
coincidence that the major countries in the Free World that have
found the going the roughest since World War II, Great Britain and
France are also the countries in which the educational revolution has
advanced the least, in which the supply of educated people, though of
high quality, is today still not much larger proportionately than it had
been in 1930 or even in 1913? In England, the supply may well be
smaller considering the steady emigration of so many of the highly
educated young people.

We are undergoing the educational revolution because the work of
knowledge is no longer unproductive in terms of goods and services.
In the new organisation it becomes the specifically productive work.
The man who works exclusively or primarily with his hands is in-
creasingly unproductive. Productive work, in today’s society and
economy is work that applies vision, knowledge and concepts—work
that is based on the mind rather than on the hand.

There will therefore be no permanent over-supply of educated
people. On the contrary, the more there are, the greater should be
the demand for them. Educated people are the ‘capital’ of a developed
society. The immediate impact of, say, using physicians instead of
barbers is to uncover needs, opportunities and areas of ignorance,
leading both to the need for more physicians and to the need for
more medical and biological research. The same process can be seen
in every other field—and with particular force in the economic field
of production and distribution. Every engineer, every chemist, every
accountant, every market analyst immediately creates the opportunity
and the need for more men who can apply knowledge and concepts,
both in his own field and all around it.

This may sound obvious. But it is also so new that it is not yet
seen at all. Our accountants, for instance, still base their terms and
measurements on the eighteenth-century tenet that manual labour
creates all value. They still call it ‘productive labour’; the work of
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men of knowledge is ‘non-productive labour’ or ‘overhead’, a term
reeking of moral disapproval. Economists still consider ‘land, labour
and capital’ the factors of production. When they talk of ‘capital’ they
rarely include knowledge. Yet this is the only real capital today. The
development of educated people is the most important capital forma-
tion, their number, quality and utilisation the most meaningful index
of the wealth-producing capacity of a country.

The Impact on Society

What is called today ‘automation’, that is the rapid substitution of
work by knowledge and concept for work by human hands, is a first
impact of the educated society. It is a moot question whether it
lies rather in basic concepts about the nature of work, or whether
the essence of automation lies in specific machinery and technical
ideas.

Burt there can be little doubt that the driving force in automation
is the fact that people who have been exposed to formal schooling for
twelve or sixteen years have expectations in respect to work and jobs
which manual work, no matter how well paid, does not fulfil. They
increasingly demand jobs in which they can apply knowledge, con-
cepts and system. They increasingly refuse to accept jobs in which
they cannot apply what they have learned, namely to work with their
minds. They may be satisfied with a job of little skill—and there are
1 good many semi-skilled knowledge jobs; but they expect work that
draws on mental rather than manual faculties.

In the United States, where most of the young people in the metro-
politan areas go at least to high school, the assembly line is already
obsolete. The labour necessary to run it is becoming scarce. Young
people with that much schooling do not want to work as human
machine tools. Moreover, to use people with that degree of education
for the semi-skilled and unskilled manual jobs of the assembly line,
would be a gross waste of valuable, expensive and scarce resources.

Tomorrow, everybody—or practically everybody—will have had
the education of the upper class of yesterday. They will expect there-
fore the same opportunities. Yet only a very small minority can be
promoted or can get ahead no matter what work they choose. We
face, therefore (as discussed in an earlier section), the problems of
making every kind of job meaningful and capable of satisfying an
educated man, while creating in the new organisation an effective re-
lationship of function, rank, rewards and responsibility.
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How new these expectations are is shown in the field of personnel
management. Only forty years old—it began in World War I—it
is already out-dated in its concepts and its assumptions. Its principles,
its rules, its practices and procedures all represent a distillation of our
experience with unskilled or semi-skilled machine workers, largely
from the metal-working industries. Today already the majority of the
personnel employed even in manufacturing industries are not of this
kind, are rather people doing knowledge work, however unskilled.
It is an open question how far our personnel management theories
really applied even to yesterday’s machine workers. For managing
tomorrow’s employees, the products of the educated society, they are
likely to be quite inadequate.

The educational revolution has had an equal impact on the world
economy. Educational capacity as much as natural resources or in-
dustrial plants, is becoming a cultural factor in international trade,
economic development and economic competition. Educational
development, above all, has become a central problem of the poor
countries.

Many of these under-developed countries spend today a larger
proportion of their national income on education than does the
United States. Yet where we complain that one-fifth of our young
people still do not finish high school, many of these countries can
barely keep one-fifth of their young people in elementary school. They
cannot finance the costs of a literate society, let alone those of educated
society.

This educational inequality is a serious international and inter-
racial problem in our world. Its inevitable result is to make inequality
greater, to make the rich richer and the poor poorer. Even greater is
the danger that it will push poor, under-developed countries into the
totalitarian camp; for a totalitarian tyranny, it seems to them, can raise
enough money for the rapid development of education even in the
poorest. (This is a delusion. Practically all the poor under-developed
countries are much poorer than Russia was in 1917 and much further
back in education. They are unlikely therefore to repeat her perform-
ance in education even by faithful copying of every Russian tenet and
action. But this may be found out only when it is too late.)

Here, it would seem, is a highly promising area for international
aid and co-operation. There is need—and opportunity—for financial
aid to help the under-developed countries pay for the rapid expansion
of education. There is need for systematic co-operative effort in train-
ing and developing people, especially future teachers. There is need—
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and opportunity—to help think through the purposes, the structure
and the methods of education needed in those countries. Above all
there is need for the developed countries, and especially for the United
States, to accept a national policy of assisting under-developed
countries in building education.

The Educational Competition

“The Battle of Waterloo’, it is said, ‘was won on the playing fields of
Eton.” Perhaps; but no one asserts that it was won in Eton’s class-
rooms. ‘The Prussian schoolmaster,” another saying goes, ‘defeated
France in the War of 1870 that created Imperial Germany.” But long
ago this has been exposed as empty boast; the credit belongs to the
German railway and the German armaments designers.

With the launching of Russia’s Sputnik, however, the old
pleasantry has become a grim fact. It is the higher education of a
country which controls its military, its technological and its economic
potential. In an age of super-powers and absolute weapons, higher
education may indeed be the only area in which a country can still
be ahead, can still gain decisive advantage.

The greatest impact of the educational revolution is therefore on
international power and politics. It has made the supply of highly
educated people a decisive factor in international power, has made
education the foremost area of competition between powers—for
leadership and perhaps even for survival.

The conclusion from this is as simple as it is new: educational
development becomes a priority of national policy.

International leadership is however not a matter of power alone.
Itis as much a matter of policy. Power can never substitute for policy.
But purposeful, principled, courageous policy has again and again
substituted for power, has again and again given leadership to a
weaker rather than a stronger nation.

Concern for the quantity of educated people is therefore not enough
for a national policy in this age of the educational revolution. Numbers
of engineers and scientists, of language students and physicians, are
not very meaningful in themselves. It is not even enough that national
policy aim at the largest possible supply of highly schooled people.
It is not enough, in other words, that the graduates know their
engineering, their science, their law, languages or medicine. National
policy is only possible if these are also highly educated people, that is

9%4



The Educated Society

people who can formulate, understand and support purposeful,
principled, courageous policies.

This leads us back to education. And indeed the greatest impact
of the educational revolution is on education itself. It raises basic
questions about the values, the purposes, the structure and the tools
of education. On the one hand, education has become the central
capital investment, the highly educated people the central productive
resource in such society. On the other hand, education, while ‘higher’
and perhaps ‘highest’ education, can no longer be limited to an elite,
but must be general education.

2 SOCIETY’S CAPITAL INVESTMENT

To the Protestant Reformer ability to read the Bible was needful for
salvation; elementary literacy of the masses was therefore to him a
necessity. To the Humanist ability to read and write the languages of
classical antiquity was the foundation of individual excellence and
achievement; higher education of the upper classes was to him there-
fore a necessity. However watered down, these two approaches still
dominate our educational thinking, our educational structure and
our educational expectations.

But in the educated society higher education for the general is
a necessity. It is the foundation of excellence and achievement, if not
of the survival, of society itself.

To both the Protestant Reformer and the Humanist the friuts of
education were individual rather than social, let alone economic.
Education, while necessary, was a cultural overhead cost, a charge
against society rather than a contribution to its productive capacity.

In the educated society, education is a capital investment of society;
on it rests the effectiveness and productivity of most other capital in-
vestment. Economically speaking, it is the most advanced form of
capital investment.

The educator usually distrusts economic discussion of education.
He points out, with reason, that individual excellence, knowledge and
responsibility, rather than goods and services, are the ‘products’ of
education, and human ideals and standards its true measure. And—
again with reason—he suspects that anyone who tries to ‘put the dollar
sign on education’, really wants to cheapen it.

Individual excellence, knowledge and responsibility must remain
the goals of education, and human ideals and standards its true
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measure. But the change from overhead cost to capital investment
means that economic analysis of its function, needs, and contribution
has become appropriate. And whereas the economic approach to an
overhead cost always implies the question: isn’t it too much?, the
economic approach to a capital investment always asks: is it enough?

An Economic Analysis of Higher Education

The basic capital investment of a society must be given priority over
all alternative uses of national income—excepting only national
defence. On this all schools of economics agree. Also, such capital
investment cannot be postponed; time lost by postponement is
educated people and their contributions lost for ever.

A capital investment if misrepresented as an operating expense
will always appear an overhead expense, or a fringe benefit of doubt-
ful utility. It only ‘costs’ and does not ‘return’ anything. This is
exactly the way education is still organised today everywhere—even
in Soviet Russia. Capital investments must be considered in con-
templation of tomorrow’s income that will not be produced without
them. How much education is necessary now to produce results ot
education in fifteen or twenty years? Unless we approach education
with this question, we will, by the rules governing capital invest-
ments, spend far too little and waste far too much, with little or no
return on what we spend. We will at best get ‘training’, that is,
greater competence in yesterday’s minor skills.

Education has become the most advanced form of capital invest-
ment today. The more advanced a capital investment, the more pro-
ductive it is, and the higher its rate of return. But also the more
advanced the longer the ‘lead time’, that is the period between cost of
investment and full productivity. The more advanced, the higher also
is the minimum of initial investment needed to produce any results.

Education investment per productive worker may already be a good
deal higher than any other capital investment per worker. During
the last thirty years the amount of money invested per worker in
plant and machinery has gone up in American industry from well
under $1,000 to well over $10,000. At the same time education invest-
ment has gone up from $1,000 or so, which represented the educational
cost of yesterday’s worker with his five years of formal schooling, to
the $15,000 of education investment in today’s graduate of higher
education with his sixteen years or so of formal schooling. Add to
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this, as genuine cost to the economy, what the man would have pro-
duced had he gone to work at 14 instead of 21—another $15,000 or so.
This amounts to a total education investment of $30,000—or three
times the average investment in plant and machinery per worker.
(The physical support of the student would, of course, have to be
added to arrive at total cost of education. It is not, however, part of
the capital investment in education—he would have to be fed and
clothed anyhow, whether educated or illiterate.)

At the same time the productivity of this investment is also the
highest, as befits an advanced investment. Half of the $30,000 or so
is investment in higher education—about $15,000 including both the
actual cost of education and the loss of production during these years.
We know, however, that a college degree adds on average some
$150,000 to a man’s earning power during the thirty years after
graduation. There is no other investment that promises a tenfold
return, an average yield of 30 per cent per year, and a thirty-year life.

This is of course a very poor way to measure the productivity of the
capital investment in education—but only because it understates the
actual economic return and the real ‘utility’ of the investment. For
the main beneficiary of the increased productivity of an educated
society has not been the educated man who brought about the increase,
but the rank-and-file worker, especially the semi-skilled unionised
industrial worker who, economically speaking, contributed little or
nothing.

The exceedingly high return and long productive life of the invest-
ment will be obtained only if the lead time is long—both in respect
to the years of preparation, and in respect to the years after the ‘invest-
ment’ has gone to work. The returns can be obtained only if the
wealth-producing capacity of the individual educated man continues
to grow for twenty years or so after graduation. If it stops growing
sooner, the investment is likely to turn to a loss—individually as well
as socially—rather than a profit. This does not mean that education
has to be measured by the income it provides. Far from it. But we
cannot afford education that does not make the individual a bigger, a
better, a more dedicated, or a more excellent—that means, a more
productive—person. We cannot afford any education that does not
add to his ability to contribute.

Whatever does not add to the capacity for sustained growth of
personality or contribution is unpractical—and may indeed be de-
leterious. That this or that subject adds to a man’s ability to get a job,
or to do well in his first job, is not irrelevant. But as a measure of the
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effectiveness of a long-term advanced investment it may be the most
unpractical yardstick, may indeed cost heavily in terms of the really
practical results. The practical test of education in educated society is
whether it prepares for the demands of the work fifteen years after
graduation. Since we live in an age of rapidly changing society, tech-
nology and economy, this means that a practical education must pre-
pare a man for work that does not yet exist and cannot yet be clearly
defined. To be able to do this a man must have learned to learn. He
must be conscious of how much there is still to learn. He must
acquire basic tools of analysis, of expression, of understanding. Above
all he must have the desire for self-development.

No educational system does a very distinguished or intelligent job
by these yardsticks. If the reports are to be trusted, the poorest job is
that of the Russians. We are told that they do not train ‘engineers’;
they do not even train ‘production engineers’, nor even ‘steel-produc-
tion engineers’. They train ‘rolling-mill engineers’ or ‘open-hearth
engineers'—men who know everything about the narrowest possible
speciality of immediate application but know little else.

It is not impossible that some of those Russian ‘open-hearth
virtuosos’ will remain capable of growth, and will give thirty years
of increasing contribution. But the odds are against it; and many
youngsters who would have been capable of making a full contribu-
tion may be stunted and will for ever be unable to do anything but
immediate ‘open-hearth’ production engineering; and, twenty years
hence, the open hearth may well have become obsolete.

It is unlikely that the Russians do not know what they are doing—
their educational revolution has otherwise been purposeful and clear-
headed. One explanation may be that their behaviour is dictated by
political reasons: the technician who has not learned to think critically
is docile; the educated man may be a danger to a dictatorship. It is
even more likely that the Russian policy expresses their belief that
they must, no matter what the future cost, overtake the technology of
the Free World within a few short years. In such a situation, as in a
war, one subordinates everything, and especially the training of men,
to the immediate demands of combat and victory. But even in war
an army takes great care not to sacrifice the long-range advanced
education of tomorrow’s leaders; it concedes defeat when it throws
into combat the men who should be in the military academies or the
command and general-staff schools. But if this is their policy, it is a
desperate and very risky gamble—and one better not imitated by the
Free World.
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But the Russians are only the most extreme, or, at least, the most
deliberate, example of the wrong kind of practicality in education
today. Every country faces the question whether education is really
productive and therefore really practical.

Teachers and Teaching

Education differs from most other investments in that all its critical
factors’ are human beings, their ability, their competence, their dedica-
tion. Above all, it is the teacher who makes education happen.

As long as education was a cultural overhead cost, teaching
was, economically speaking, a luxury trade. Luxury trades do not
employ many people. And though highly skilled, luxury workers
are badly paid, an economy pays for contribution rather than for
skill.

As far as numbers go, the situation has already changed. In the
United States teaching is now the largest occupation; there are more
teachers—one and a half millions or so—than there are steel workers,
automobile workers or aircraft workers. Yet we have not nearly
enough teachers. Twenty years hence we may need twice as many as
we have now. Higher education—colleges and universities—alone
will need at least 500,000 new teachers which is as many men and
women as are now employed in the automobile industry. Even with
these numbers class-rooms will still be larger than they should be for
effective teaching under today’s best methods.

In respect to paying teachers we have not yet changed, however.
We still pay luxury-trade wages—as little as possible.

The only difference between Russia and America or the other free
countries is that Russia pays its teachers the way an aristocratic society
pays luxury trades, we the way a democratic society does. Both pay
low wages. The Russian primary and secondary school teachers and
even the younger men in the university faculties are, even measured
by Russian standards, paid worse than they are in the West; their
standard is just a little better than that of domestic servants in Vic-
torian England. But an aristocratic society showers fabulous largesse
on a few court favourites; hence the amazing incomes of a handful of
academicians in the Soviet Union.

Clearly we shall have to change teachers’ compensation—probably
double it while we double the numbers.

But this though overdue will make sense only if, at the same time,
we raise the performance demands.
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Teachers have differed from all other traditional luxury trades in
one essential respect: there have been no performance standards. The
reason is simple enough. The performance of a goldsmith or of a
fur-worker can be easily measured. But how is a teacher’s perform-
ance to be measured? When—now or twenty years later? By whom?
And what constitutes good performance? Because we have never been
able to answer these questions, there is no other field where mediocrity,
if not incompetence, is so patiently accepted, especially in secondary
and high education. The good teacher has always and everywhere
been badly underpaid. But the poor teacher, especially in higher
education, is probably not only overpaid, he may cause loss far beyond
his direct cost, i.., his salary. But how to tell the two apart, except by
purely arbitrary, purely personal judgment?

If education, and especially higher education, is the advanced capital
investment of society, we need to know much more about the teaching
process than we now know. We simply cannot depend on the ‘natural-
born teacher’—we need too many. We cannot depend on higher
salaries alone to bring the most qualified people into teaching and
keep them there. We need both, a craft of teaching people can learn,
and ways to measure, however crudely, how they perform.

We need also better teaching tools. It is most unlikely that we are
going to make very fast progress in developing the craft of teaching.
Teaching, as every good teacher knows, is as much a passion as it is a
craft—and even Hollywood cannot teach passion. We need new and
better tools, however, as well, because teachers are the critical factor
in that expensive, long-term investment that is education. We must
help them to concentrate on what only they, as human beings, can do,
and to ‘automate’ everything else.

The very people who will recoil in horror at this thought are the
people who are proudest of the most complete automation in learn-
ing and teaching—the printed book. The printed book complements
the human being in teaching by a mechanical tool. It makes possible
the concentration of the productive efforts of teachers on those things
that only they, as human beings, can do. Printing is mass com-
munication through automation. On this automation largely rested
modern society and the modern world-view; on it rested the achieve-
ment of mass literacy.

We are not going to replace the book—any more than the book re-
placed the teacher. But there is the question whether mass education
does not need its own specific methods of awakening of desire,
presentation of knowledge and thought, and multiplication of teach-
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ing excellence, as much as did mass literacy. The new tools of mass
communication, such as radio, cinema, automatic data processing or
television, which perceive and convey a whole configuration simul-
taneously, might have great potential for mass teaching and mass
learning, for raising standards, and for conveying to the student what
is, in the last analysis, the true mark of great teaching: the intoxica-
tion of excellence.

Houw to Pay for Education

Because education has become the critical capital investment of
society, its financial support is a major issue. The annual cost of educa-
tion will not only exceed anything ever spent for education before,
even in the richest country. It will exceed anything ever spent, except
on defence, on any one item in the national budget. For a consider-
able time to come the charge will go up rapidly and steadily—as, all
at the same time, enrolment expands, teachers’ salaries rise and
physical facilities have to be added.

Two points arise. First, the financial foundation of education,
especially of higher education, must be on a mass basis rather than a
class basis. Secondly, education should not be entirely or even mainly
financed by government—at least not in a free society.

Both these points follow from the character of education asadvanced
capital investment.

The sums needed are simply too great to be raised on a class basis.
Where the educational revolution is already occurring, as in the
United States, this is perfectly obvious.

The non-governmental colleges and universities, whether private
foundations or church-affiliated, receive today many times more
money as gifts from business corporations than they ever received as
donations from individual wealthy men.. Yet this is patently in-
adequate even for their needs today. For the needs of tomorrow, with
doubled enrolment and doubled faculty at doubled salaries, no
financial base in private giving, no matter how lavish, could do the
job.

In the countries of Western Europe where the educational revolu-
tion has barely begun, the costs of higher education is being borne by
the taxpayer. But the state contributes so little that higher education
is stunted; and it is very doubtful whether any European tax system
could stand the necessary increase to expand higher education.

Only Soviet Russia has today a mass basis for general higher educa-
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tion. But would any free society want to have the government in
control of its critical capital investment? Could it even tolerate this?
Would even devout believers in government action, such as American
New Dealers or European Socialists, want it? Or would it threaten
both society and education?

There is a central political problem here: for elementary education
the government is clearly the right agency—the only question is
whether it ought to be the central government or, as in the English-
speaking countries, local government. But how about higher educa-
tion? Elementary education deals with skills, higher education deals
with thoughts and knowledge. Can free society allow government
the exclusive control of thoughts and knowledge? Political theory
and political practice have always denied this.

But the crux of the problem may well lie in the economic field.
Should any but a totalitarian society entrust its major capital invest-
ment to government? For all but the socialist doctrinaire the com-
plete control of the central capital investment of society by govern-
ment is unacceptable. It is incompatible with a free economy, and,
as all experience indicates, also with a free society.

Itisalso incompatible with effective government. This s so biga job
that it must be decentralised. Or else it might paralyse government
itself—by its bigness, its complexity, its issues of educational policy,
values, directions—all of them the wrong issues for either political
or bureaucratic disposition.

Finally goverment control of higher education, such as must follow
from complete dependence on government for finances, would be very
bad for education. What we need are new ideas, new educational
policies, new currents, new methods. We need a great deal of innova-
tion; therefore we need a great deal of experimentation. But can any
government, no matter how intelligent, do anything but impose con-
formity?

What is desirable is easy to specify: In the United States and in
Great Britain it is highly desirable to maintain the traditional plural-
ism in which governmental bodies, religious denominations and
purely private foundations compete with each other in higher educa-
tion. Of course higher education should never be organised on a
private-profit basis—its profit is of necessity social profit, its utility is
public utility. But it is important for it not to be entirely government-
controlled; there should be a large and prosperous private sector out-
side government.

In other free countries it would be highly desirable to create a similar
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pluralism and to develop self-governing, non-governmental institu-
tions in secondary and especially in higher education. Hand in hand
with this should go encouragement of experimentation by the indi-
vidual institution rather than complete curriculum-control by a
ministry of education. But how can this goal be reached?.

Even in Soviet Russia the state does not pay for education; it only
pre-finances it. The individual who receives the higher education pays
for it through five years of compulsory service to the state after gradua-
tion—at very low pay, and in a job and place to which he is assigned.
Essentially higher education is paid in Russia the same way in which
prospective immigrants to this country in the seventeenth and eigh-
teenth centuries paid their way across the Atlantic—by indenturing
themselves as servants for five or ten years to a wealthy prospective
employer who advanced the money.

A free society will not finance education by indentured labour. It
will not control the career choices of individuals; in view of the rapid
changes in today’s society this would also be against society’s own
interest, except as the most short-run, wartime measure.

But the Russian policy points out that one can usually finance a
capital investment out of its future returns. Higher education has an
exceptionally high and exceptionally certain return. In the States the
supply of college-educated people is so large that they no longer have
scarcity value. Yet the college degree adds ten times its cost to the
graduate’s average earning power. In other countries where going to
college has not yet become as general, the incremental return is much
higher. It should therefore be possible and equitable to expect the
graduate to repay, over the years, the cost of his education, that is the
capital investment that he represents. It would be a small burden—not
much more than 2 or 3 per cent of his annual income in any one year.
There would certainly still be need for some government support—in
the form of re-insurance for these obligations perhaps (though even
that, in any reasonably well developed community can easily be done
through existing banking and insurance institutions).

Such a policy would be a radical innovation—and probably quite
unpopular at first. But it would, in one stroke, solve the financial
problems of higher education and at the same time prevent govern-
ment control of the central capital investment of the economy. It
would express the fact that education, especially higher education, has
become the central capital investment of an educated society, and can
therefore no longer be regarded and financed as a luxury, as a social
or as a cultural ornament.
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This is hardly more than a first try at a solution. It is presented here
only to show that the problem can be solved, not as the right (let alone
the only) solution.

3 EDUCATION FOR WHAT?

‘Education for what, is the wrong question,” a teacher would—or
should—say. Education is for somebody, not for somezhing. The
product of education is not knowledge or learning; it is not skills,
ability or virtue, jobs or success, dollars or goods. It is always a per-
son, who acquires knowledge or skills or virtue, who gets a job and
an income, or who produces goods.

Only the individual can learn; and only the individual can be
taught. Every teacher knows that his real reward over long years of
teaching is the memory of those rare moments when something sud-
denly ‘clicks’ in a student. Every former student knows that educa-
tion is what he himself put in rather than what even the best teacher
gave out.

Even an educational system that aims at the destruction of per-
sonality and at the creation of faceless robots has to teach individuals.
There is no mass education even for mass 'man.

What is the purpose of education in educated society therefore
means first: what does an ‘educated person’ have to be? What does
he have to learn to achieve the most, make the greatest contribution,
succeed the best, and develop the furthest as a person?

The moment there is a school, education is also social, is educa-
tion for community and society. If there were no school but only
Socrates and a disciple sitting in the shadow of an oak, education
might conceivably start with the individual, his talents and his needs.
It might conceivably aim at the best development of the individual as a
person. Rousseau’s Emile dreamt of this as the ideal of education;
but Emile, who was otherwise given the greatest freedom, was not
allowed to go near a school.

Progressive education preached education according to individual
ability and inclination. But even in its weirdest experiments it ex-
pected all children to acquire the same basic skills regardless of in-
dividual ability or inclination. It had to set limits to their free choice of
subject-matter, if only because of lack of teachers for everything. And
its emphasis on the individual often hid (as extreme individualism
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does) repression of the person and the collectivism of adjustment to
the group.

A school must have a common ideal of the educated person. It
must educate according to an ideal of society. Its educational policy,
its curriculum, its structure, its methods, always represent what
society is or what it should be. One may well doubt whether the
schools really mean it when they repeat, Non schole, sed vite
discimus, the old Latin tag that we learn for life rather than for
school—it is rarely the spirit that governs a faculty meeting discuss-
ing, say, course requirements. But there is no doubt that the schools
educate for society.

It is not quite true that education is the matrix of society, as
educators often have it. Education is not that effective; at best it is a
hit or miss proposition. There are also, in every society, many other
formative influences at work, the family and friends, the church and
books, arts and nature. They can be limited, above all by taking the
child away at an early age, especially from the family, as collectivist
education—from the Spartans down to the Russians today—has
always tried to do. But these other influences can never be entirely
eliminated. Finally the individual reacts individually to education;
and that means he reacts differently. ‘No one goes to school with the
Jesuits and comes out indifferent to them,” has often been said; ‘he
either loves them forever or he hates them forever.’ If true, this
would be high educational impact. But the Jesuits would be the
first to admit that a society moulded by anti-clericalism is some-
what different from the society they want to bring about.

Still, education is a major social force. ‘Keep politics out of the
schools,” is an old demand. In so far as politics means partisanship
and partonage, it is a legitimate demand. But politics as belief in the
structure of society, its values, its political process, cannot be kept out
of the schools; for it is formed largely in and through the educational
system.

The attempted ‘re-education’ of Germany and Japan by American
military government after World War II was bound to fail even if
the re-educators had known what they were trying to do. A foreign
army of occupation is hardly the proper instrument to teach peace and
democracy; and the assumption of one’s own superiority is hardly
the proper foundation to teach others not to be nationalist. But the
‘re-educators’ were right in one premise: a society needs an educa-
tional system committed to its values.

Every educational system, no matter how much it stresses the
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educated person, therefore also expresses a social goal of education.

The three major educational systems of the modern West are set
apart largely by their social goals. Education for rulership, the social
goal of the English public school and, up till World War I, also of
Oxford and Cambridge, underlay the individual goals of self-control,
responsibility and character in English education. Education for re-
sponsible active and effective citizenship, the social goal of the Ameri-
can school since colonial days, underlies its emphasis on initiative, on
respect for others and on working with others. The school of con-
tinental Europe, at first sight, seems to have no social goal; its aims
seem in part to be the educated person of the Humanists, in part
(as in most of European university education) vocational preparation
for carning one’s living. But the Humanist had a social ideal—the
‘subject’ who sticks to his work, or to his ideologies, and lets others
do the dirty job of being responsible. Soviet Russia could therefore
take over this educational concept almost without change; the
Russian secondary school curriculum is the traditional curriculum
of the German Real-Gymnasium or the French Lycée as it was
designed well over a century ago.

The emergence of educated society therefore raises the question:
what must society demand of education? What is education for, as a
force and power in such a society?

The Educated Person

Educational debates, in America and Europe, have for years been
arguing the same alternatives. Should education stress the
generalist; or do we need advanced specialists? Should we stress
the humanities or the sciences? Should we aim at knowledge or at
ability to perform, at learning by learning or learning by doing?
Should education be ‘cultural’ in its values, or ‘practical’ and aimed at
making a living?

These alternatives are no longer real and meaningful. They are
still hotly debatable. But they make little sense.

The educated person todays needs to be generally educated; he
must also be a high-grade specialist, and he needs a general educa-
tion the most in the area of his speciality. He needs the humanities
and the sciences—but he needs a systematic discipline in the
humanities and a humanist approach to the sciences, an understand-
ing of their philosophical foundations, their logic, their values. He
needs systematic knowledge which only systematic learning can
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give. Buthe needsalso very high ability to apply, which only perform-
ance that is ‘doing’, can give.

Certainly he needs both to be an educated man and to be able to
carn his living through a practical contribution in work and job.

The debate between general education versus specialisation is
usually carried out as a discussion of subject-matters. Yet subject-
matters are neither general nor special. There is nothing more special-
ised for instance than Anglo-Saxon grammar; electronic circuitry,
however, is a most general subject integrating a good deal of physics,
technology, mathematics, logic, theory of perception and information
theory. Yet the first would usually be classified as general education,
the other as specialised or technical training. It is not a subject that
is general or specialised. It is how one teaches it.

I have heard Shakespeare being taught as a specialised ‘nuts and
bolts’ course—indeed he is taught this way more often than as great
dramatic literature. The most general education I ever got was in
a course in a highly technical subject, admiralty law, which a
martinet of a teacher presented as a record of Western society,
Western technology, Western legal thought and Western economy—
yet never discussing anything but the specific details of a case. And
though I myself had previously taught philosophy and history, my
own venture in general education began when, ten years ago, I took
up the teaching of management—usually considered a technical
speciality, but one that can be taught as integrating the disciplines of
human values and conduct, of social order and of intellectual inquiry.

To be an effective person in educated society everyone, whatever
his work, needs certain foundations of knowledge: a foundation in
the knowledge of man, his greatness and his wretchedness, his per-
sonality, his history, his society. He needs a foundation in the know-
ledge of systematic inquiry that we call ‘science’—its methods, its
history, its basic assumptions and its major theories. He needs a
minimum of competence in using the skills of imagining, analysing,
formulating, interpreting and conveying thought which we call
‘language’—and which include, of course, mathematics. And he
needs the skills of imagining, perceiving, formulating, interpreting
and conveying experience which we call ‘the arts’.

But he also needs to be able to strive for excellence in one par-
ticular area. This means specialisation; one cannat attain to ex-
cellence in more than one small area. It requires education for con-
tribution in work, that is practical education.
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The special skill will, above all, become effective in and through
a job as a professional in the new organisation. The professional is
effective, that is practical in organisation only if he knows enough
about the universe of knowledge to relate himself and his work to it.
To be practical he must therefore have a foundation in general educa-
tion and must be able to wield those tools of thought and experience
that are universal rather than specialised.

Engineering and business schools do not include more and more
of the humanities in their programme just because they are cultural.
The least practical of men is the highly trained engineer who cannot
convey his ideas because he can neither read nor write, or the highly
trained accountant who cannot test the assumptions underlying his
figures. Both are distressingly common today—and in Europe as well
as in the United States.

Education as the most advanced capital investment of an educated
society has a long lead time. ‘Practical’ therefore also means ability
to do the job of ten or fifteen years hence rather than only ability to do
the first job after graduation. Fifteen years hence any of today’s jobs
is likely to be quite different from what it is now, will demand new
knowledge and new abilities, will present new opportunities and
new challenges. Practical education is therefore education that fits
a man to learn, to develop the new, to understand and to grow. It is
the practical speciality in which a man intends to make his living that
requires to be taught in general, even in philosophical terms. And
the very high probability that, within these fifteen years, the graduate
will move out of the speciality for which he originally prepared him-
self, makes this even more imperative.

To teach a student, say, time and motion study may give him a
small but salable skill right away. But unless this skill has been
embedded in an understanding of production as a basic discipline
with its assumptions and principles, its limitations and unsolved
problems, the student’s training has been a waste of time and ‘un-
practical’ even in the meretricious sense. It may have unfitted him
to learn what he needs to get promoted. It may even have unfitted
him to learn what he needs to keep his job a few years hence.

One of the pioneers of Operations Research (the highly specialised
study of the risk-taking decisions in the new organisations such as
the business enterprise), Dr. M. E. Salveson, at a meeting of the
American Society of Electrical Engineers a few years ago, presented a
list of the skills which the Operations Research specialist needs to
acquire, over and above the knowledge usually possessed by graduate
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engineers. The long list of twenty-nine distinct major areas in-
cluded a good deal of advanced mathematics and formal logic, history
and ethics, economic analysis and organisation theory, ‘creativity’ and
programme planning, physics and something called ‘individual and
group motivation’. One large company, Dr. Salveson explained, had
already crganised a course along these lines to prepare some of its
scnicr engineers for work as Operations Research specialists.

Salveson concluded the presentation of this list by saying: “The
above constitute, according to my experience both in industry and
university, the intellectual equipment for professional work in this
field. It is, however, only the point of departure and not the goal.’

I doubt that many electrical engineers in the audience knew what
all these subjects were. But they were not particularly surprised.
They might have found out themselves in their own work that
advanced, effective, practical work in a speciality requires truly
general knowledge, that above all it requires a broad perspective on
society, people, philosophy and values.

We do not, so far, teach specialised subjects in contemplation of
the general. We will teach them as skills rather than as knowledge,
stress yesterday’s solutions rather than tomorrow’s problems, aim at
the first job only rather than at the first and the last. But we increas-
ingly understand that the speciality itself must have general meaning
to enable a man to be effective as a specialist. We increasingly re-
discover the old wisdom which St. Bonaventura, the great medieval
philosopher and teacher, expressed 700 years ago when he said that
every knowledge and every discipline comes out of knowledge and
love of the ultimate, and leads back to it.

Once this is seen the old debate between general education and
practical specialisation ceases to have much point. We need, then, a
general education that is practical and makes a man effective, and a
specialised education that is general and makes a man capable of
growth, development and responsibility.

Learning by Doing

In our colleges one can learn music, history and art appreciation.
But few teach playing the violin or painting a picture. Despite all
the talk about learning by doing, the disciplines of performance are
not considered legitimate or respectable by our academicians. Yet
the educated person in today’s educated society needs something only
performance can give him: the challenge of workmanship.
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The arts alone give direct access to experience. To eliminate them
from education—or, worse, to tolerate them as cultural ornaments—
is anti-educational obscurantism. It was foisted on us originally by
the pedants and snobs of Hellenistic Greece who considered perform-
ance fit for slaves and women only.

But this snobbery becomes a danger in an educated society in
which people stay in school till they are adults. If they learn book-
subjects only they will not know standards of workmanship. In book-
subjects a student can only do student’s work. All that can be
measured is how well he learns, rather than how well he performs.
All he can show is ‘promise’.

In the United States this danger is lessened by the tradition that
young people, regardless of economic status, work in real jobs after
school hours, during week-ends and vacations. It is further tempered
by our respect for manual work and our emphasis on the shop in
school or the basement workshop at home. But this is hardly demand-
ing enough.

An old teacher of mine used to say: ‘When you sit down at the
piano, there are no alibis—you either play well or you play badly.
You do the same finger exercises as the greatest virtuoso—and even
though you will never play Mozart as well as he does, there is no
reason why you can’t do the exercises just as well as he does.’

In the arts the lowliest beginner can measure himself against pro-
fessional standards. The argument that very few students will—or
should—become artists, is irrelevant. Few of the trigonometry or
biology students in a high school will or should ever be mathe-
maticians or biologists.

This plea for the arts as practical subjects takes a very narrow view.
No artist would subscribe to it. Art should certainly be taught as
‘art’, that is as man’s direct expression of his experience, and as a
creative act of order. But even the limited practical contribution of
the arts as the student’s only access to the demands and rewards of
workmanship should give them a high place in the education of an
educated person in educated society.

That education needs the humanities and the sciences and the arts;
that it requires a general education aimed at effectiveness, and
specialisation aimed at an understanding of the whole as well as at
skill; that there is no conflict between the practical ability to earn
one’s living and to excel in one’s work, and the philosophical capacity
to know what one is doing—all these may already be commonplace.
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Yet the old debates will continue until we can do the new job.
For this we need, however, unifying concepts and disciplines for our
new post-Cartesian, post-modern world.

The Operation Research programme given above is the work of
a thoughtful and knowledgeable man. Yet it is unteachable. There
just would not be enough time to introduce a brilliant student to all
these areas. Each one is relevant to the work to be done. But how does
one organise these twenty-nine lifetime studies into one programme?
Four weeks of history, four weeks of ethics and four weeks of Boolean
algebra, plus two lectures on ‘creativity’? To teach and to absorb any-
thing like this programme demands unifying concepts that pull to-
gether these bundles of knowledge into a few general systems, these
skills into a few disciplines. These do not exist today.

Also we do not possess the necessary structure. By and large we
still consider that education is something for the young. When one
graduates one stops ‘learning’ and begins ‘working’. At the same
time the educational structure consists of three, perhaps four, school
systems. Each originally was designed to be the end of formal school-
ing; each therefore crams into its curriculum a fair number of un-
related bits to introduce the student to important areas.

As a result the formal schooling of the young, the preparation for
‘working’ takes longer and longer; when a physician finally starts
practising he is young only compared to those about to retire. There
is enormous duplication, and far too much study is being done as a
‘survey’, once over lightly, instead of as serious discipline.

We need to accept two new rules. First adult education is as
normal in educated society as is the education of children in literate
society. In educated society it becomes the mark of individual accom-
plishment and success for an adult to go back to school for advanced
education. In educated society anything that is best learned by adults
with some experience and maturity should therefore be taught only
to them—just as in literate society we expect everyone to learn as a
child what is properly learned by children. In all professional dis-
ciplines there are such areas that are properly advanced, adult educa-
tion—in law and medicine, business and teaching, engineering,
public administration and military service. Indeed some of them—
business education or journalism are examples that come to mind—
should perhaps be taught only to adults with an adequate background
of experience. There are also many such areas in science and in the
humanities. Today we try to cram them into the programme of the
young. The attempt lengthens unnecessarily the period of formal
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schooling, which is perforce a period of artificially prolonged adoles-
cence and immaturity. It debases the subject-matter, which has to
adapt itself to the lack of experience in the student. It thus becomes
not only expensive time but wasted time.

The second new rule is that higher education does not mean more
years of education; it means a different aim. It assumes at the outset
that the great majority of children who start school at the age of 5
or 6 will stay in school for twelve and increasingly for fourteen or
sixteen years—and come back as adults. This then means on the one
hand that all subjects might be directed towards the goal of the
highly educated person, and that all are seen in a sequence rather
than as isolated one-shot exposures.

Albert W. Tucker, the Princeton mathematician, suggests that
basic concepts of modern higher mathematics, such as those of
‘number’ of ‘function’, of ‘set’, be introduced in primary school,
together with the four elementary operations of arithmetic. This
would be higher education.” But it is not higher education when a
girl spends four years in high school concentrating on ‘home making’
and then four years in college on more ‘home economics’; it is only
wasted years. It was not higher education (or education of any kind)
when I spent eight years of Austrian Gymnasium on Latin irregular
verbs. There was no attempt made to relate this to any language,
living or dead, to literature, culture, or history. There was hardly a
hint from any of the teachers that Horace or Tacitus might be read
except to find their grammatical mistakes. It would have been
excellent vocational preparation for a job as proof-reader in a printing
shop in the Rome of Augustus. Yet, partly because it had no useful-
ness, partly because it wasted so much time, it was—and still is—
mistaken for higher education. Let me make myself clear: Latin
may well belong in higher education; but it would better be taught
as something other than mechanical memory drill to be education
at all.

We have to look at our educational structure not as a chronological
sequence but as a configuration. We have to start with the end-point,
the purpose, the educated person. What disciplines, what skills, what
knowledge, what experiences, what perspectives should he have
acquired by the time he passes out of adolescence? At what stage,
from kindergarten to adult education, should each be introduced?
What level should each attain? What is the best sequence? And
what balance should we strive for at each stage between the three
different definitions of an educated person: the possession of know-
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ledge and skill; the ability to learn and to use; the awe and wonder
at the beauty, diversity, excitement of the world of work and know-
ledge, and the awareness of how much more there is always to do and
to learn?

Now that, in developed countries, children stay in school until
they are 16 at least, there is no point adding on years; the job is to
make each fully effective.

The last two years of the American high school are clearly wasted
even for those who do not go to college. Instead of building ‘junior
colleges’ to waste still two more years, we ought to use these last
two years of high school for the work now done in the first two
years of college. This in turn might make us reconsider the junior
high school. How much point is there in what is known as ‘social
studies’ and ‘general science’ in those years now that practically all
the children go on to high school? The same question applies to the
European school. All the time spent, for instance, on mathematics
in the stiff work-out the European secondary school gives in its
upper grades, goes into acquiring manipulative skills in old-
fashioned, if not obsolescent areas, the mathematics of the seventeenth
century. None is devoted to learning basic mathematical concepts.
This seems a terrible waste of precious time; it is strictly vocational
preparation—but for vocations that largely no longer exist.

I do not argue for ‘stiffer” work; I argue for better focused work. If
children of 10 are to learn basic mathematical thinking, as Professor
Tucker suggests, it will have to be presented in a way suitable to
normal children rather than to mathematical prodigies. I propose
that we accept what every good teacher knows: beginners’ work
must be slower, simpler, clearer—but it must be just as serious and
just as workmanlike. Above all I argue for a view of education as a
continuing process determined by its goal and end-purpose, and for
its measurement in terms of what it aims at and contributes, rather
than in terms of years spent. The struggle for more years available
for schooling is won; how do we now use these years most effec-
tively and most economically?

We can only build the new structure of education on the foundations
we have. We will, I hope, keep the best of our educational systems
but avoid their worst features: take from the English public school
its stress on character and responsibility and avoid its tendency
towards class-superiority; take from the continental European school
its emphasis on knowledge and work and avoid its tendency towards
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pettiness and intellectual arrogance; take from the American public
school its stress on responsible citizenship, individual initiative and
freely-given co-operation and avoid its tendency towards ‘adjustment’
and sentimentality.

We will also have to experiment—as said before, this is a major
reason why government control of education is highly undesirable.
We will have to try many things that will not be completely success-
ful. We will even have to try a good many highly uncertain
approaches.

Visitors from Europe tend to criticise American advanced manage-
ment education for lack of uniformity. General Electric, for instance,
tries to teach a formal theory of the work of a professional manager.
Other programmes, such as the courses at Havard, focus on typical
situations in daily business life. Some use mainly lectures, others
only discussion of case examples, still others rely mainly on the
students’ own written work, and so on. But this competitive experi-
mentation is strength rather than weakness. It makes it possible
for prospective students to find the programme that best fits their
needs. It makes possible rapid exploration of a number of approaches
to a new, big, difficult and still fuzzy task.

Finally we will have to compromise. We can only use the schools
and the teachers we have today. At best we face therefore a long
period of transition; the educational system of the modern West
after all still bears heavily the imprint of the schools of the medieval
monk even though it started out by repudiating the monk’s way of
life, his religion and his educational aims and methods.

But with all these qualifications there is a new big task ahead.
What we have so far in the educated society is the recognition that
higher education has become—has to become—general education.
We have the years of formal schooling. We also know that this gives
a new meaning to higher education, creates new demands and
expectations of the individual on education. And we know that
demands are not just for more of the same but for something different,
in scope and structure and greater in aim. But we do not so far have
the educational answers to these demands.

The Social Responsibility of Education

What are the social demands on education, the educated and the
educators in educated society ?
There is first a demand for responsibility. Education cannot teach
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everything; to expect it to do so endangers it, as the recent history
of the American high school shows. But in a free society it must teach
responsible citizenship. It must fit a man to rule himself and to take
responsible initiative for the actions of his society.

Society must also demand that education be considered as a re-
sponsibility rather than as a right by the educated, and as a high
responsibility by the highly educated. It must demand of them com-
mitment and dedication, the attitude ‘What can I contribute?’ rather
than “What’s in it for me?’

Society must finally demand responsibility of the educators. There
will not only be so many of them; in an educated society they occupy
a position of high visibility and symbolic impact. The academicians
today worry a good deal about ‘mass culture’. Perhaps they might
better worry about the ‘academician’s culture’, if only because it may
come to be the mass culture of tomorrow. I am not sure they would
find it all it should be.

The oldest complaint from the States is that Americans do not
appreciate the ‘intellectual’.

In so far as the complaint alleges a national failure to value know-
ledge and education, it is nonsense. There is a good deal wrong with
our educational system; its greatest weakness is that it tries to do a
little of everything rather than do superbly a few essential things.
But if we were really hostile to, or contemptuous of, knowledge or
education, why would everybody try to get as much as possible?
Why would we have come so close to being an educated society,
in numbers at least? Why would those practical, ‘anti-intellectual
people, the businessmen who run our large companies, so generously
endow and support the colleges and universities? Why would they
bring into their businesses highly schooled men from all branches
of knowledge, or use, in unprecedented numbers, university pro-
fessors from all faculties as their consultants? Why would they
finally, in a profound though naive act of faith in the educator, leave
so largely to him, his judgment and his grading, the decisions on
their future managements? ‘We select our management trainees
from the upper third of the graduating classes of colleges of high
intellectual standing’, is fairly typical business policy today. It hardly
reflects lack of appreciation of knowledge or education.

But in so far as we, in the States, are reproached for failure to
appreciate the ‘intcllectual’, the charge is true. The intellectual has
always been suspect in the States—not because of his knowledge or
his education but because of his social irresponsibility and his claim
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to privileged status. We have never accepted the Cartesian split
between the created universe and the world of the mind. We do not
accept a claim based on status rather than on a contribution. But
the European intellectual—and his American imitator—is a Car-
tesian and takes no responsibility for the crude, disorderly world of
affairs i which people live and work.

An Italian friend of mine, himself every inch the ‘professor’,
recently told me of a fashionable Roman hostess who introduced
one guest as a ‘distinguished poet’; he was a well-known lawyer
who once in a great while translates, for his own amusement, French
symbolist verse. She introduced another guest as a ‘well-known art-
critic’; now an official in railway administration he had once, when
still a student, published two articles on modern architecture. My
friend went on to talk of the slight but distinct contempt of the
intellectual for the man who takes his work seriously. ‘Even the
lawyer, the doctor or the civil servant,” he said, ‘though having high
status as professionals, are considered by us somewhat uneducated
or provincial if their work becomes more important to them than
being a dilettante of literature, of art or of other things of the
mind.’

The intellectual also claims special status, claims indeed a modern
equivalent to the medieval ‘benefit of clergy’, because his concern is
with ‘things of the mind’.

The American rejection of the intellectual has its dangers to be
sure. It may lead to an underrating of the power of ideas and to a
tendency to dismiss what one does not understand. But it is not
contempt for knowledge and education, or for those who possess
cither. It only holds that education does not confer privilege but
creates responsibility, does not justify claim but owes contribution.

An educated society must demand that this be the conviction and
commitment of its professional educators.

Education must take a high view of its function, must set high
standards for its objectives, its own seriousness and its ‘products’, the
educated.

It is charged today that the standards of the American schools
have fallen these last thirty or fifty years, as higher education be-
came mass education. The evidence for or against the charge is
somewhat confused—if only because there is no agreement by what
standards one measures. But two points are clear.

First: whatever lowering of the standards has occurred, it has not
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been the result of mass education. Standards have fallen where no
increase in enrolment has taken place; they have remained un-
changed in places with almost explosive rise in enrolment. What-
ever deterioration there has been resulted from acts of the educator:
the emphasis on ‘adjustment’ the attempt to do a little bit of every-
thing; the refusal to take seriously the student and the com-
munity, and a resulting conscious down-grading of demands and
expectations. It did not result from the press of numbers. And
where, in recent years, attempts have been made to raise standards,
for instance, in the teaching of English, they have had the full
support of parents and students, and have been successful regardless
of numbers.

The second and more important point is that there has been no
attempt to raise standards as education became general education.
As the educational level of the public keeps going up, its educational
expectations for the next generation and its educational capacity
should also have kept going up.

It will be argued that the great majority of people, those with an
Intelligence Quotient of 100 or less, do not have the intellectual
endowment to go to college; to make college education general
education must therefore debase it.

There is no denying that there are tremendous differences in
individual ability. There is no denying that, as in every effort and
on every level, some will have to try harder; and some will not
make it at all, no matter how hard they try. There is also no doubt
that high competitive pressure is not educational. The annual
suicide wave among French students before the final secondary-
school examination is not a sign of high educational standards; it is
a sign of barbarism.

Still, the argument is a fallacy. Had we known of 1.Q.s 150 years
ago, we would have argued that the great majority clearly did not
have the intellectual endowment to learn to read and write, and
that general literacy must destroy the elementary school. (This was
indeed a common argument then.) The 1.Q. does not measure the
potential of a certain intellectual endowment, it indicates only what
a certain intellectual endowment has, traditionally, been expected to
achieve.

Also college education in the past has nowhere been confined to
the exceptionally brilliant. Selection was—and still largely is, even
in Russia—by class rather than by intelligence. There is no evidence
that having a wealthy or influential father results in a higher 1.Q.
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for the son. What evidence there is indicates that the only thing
that does make a difference in the capacity to learn, regardless of
L.Q., is the support of and respect for knowledge and education in
the child’s home—as witness, for instance, the record of the New
York, first-generation Jewish youngsters with their background of
desperate slum poverty but traditional respect for education. In an
educated society the student population should have the same
capacity as the earlier class-biased sample, and greater motivation
as society itself comes to expect more from the school.

Natural inequality of endowment may require alternative but
parallel paths in higher education—maybe even differential speeds
of progress. But all paths should be recognised as higher education,
and demand high standards.

We know what is necessary to attain rising standards. It requires
first clear objectives. Secondly it requires concentration on the essen-
tial things and definite priorities. Third, the work to be done must
be clearly defined.

To raise standards of any large group one must simultaneously
raise the performance of both the average and the outstanding.
What the outstanding few alone can do today, the great many
average performers will be able to do tomorrow. What is considered
average performance today becomes the spring-board from which
the outstanding take off in their sprint for excellence. For the gap
between the two tends to remain constant, regardless of level. Both
have therefore to rise, in a kind of ratchet action, for the level to
go up.

Athletic records exemplify this principle, as do medical education
and performance. Today’s great doctor is no more above the
average than the great doctor of 150 years ago was above the
average of his day, the village barber. The advance in medicine has
been achieved by lifting both the competence of the outstanding
medical leader and that of the average practitioner. Education is also
an example of the principle in its evolution from literacy for
the outstanding to general education. The brightest student of
today is certainly no brighter than Socrates’ golden boy. Phzdrus.
But I am not sure that Phadrus could write; and he certainly could
not multiply.

The argument of the debasing effect of large numbers is an alibi.
Standards can be raised; and higher standards must be a constant
goal for education, especially higher education in an educated society.

The most important demand of society is, however, that education
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have an ideal of the good man, the good life and the good society.
It must have a high and pure ideal of what constitutes success and
failure, goal and achievement.

Twenty-five years ago Dr. Dodd, a distinguished historian and
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s first ambassador to Hitler-Germany,
recorded with incredulous revulsion in his diary that Dr. ‘Goebbels,
the Nazi minister of propaganda, had a Ph.D. degree. What
appalled Dodd was not the individual but the lack of values in the
system that had produced him. What frightened him was the
sudden realisation that the German university to which he had
looked up all his life had become vocational preparation for a job
rather than embodiment of ideals and commitment to values. This
is indeed the ultimate depravity; this is, as Julien Benda, a French
contemporary of Dodd’s, called it, the ‘high treason of the learned’
(La Trahison des Clercs).

Education in educated society must be education for virtue, and
must aim at creating the desire for it. Education that does not strive
for the ‘good man’ is ignoble, cynical education. Anyone as highly
equipped with knowledge, with ability to learn, and with ability to
do—and with income—as is the educated man of educated society,
is equipped with so much power as to be menace, if not monster,
unless he have virtue. He must have high ethical values, strong
moral responsibility, and a commitment to serve no mean end. He
needs spiritual values founded in the knowledge of man’s fallibility
and mortality, in man’s imperfection and man’s aloneness, and in
the knowledge that man’s freedom is but the responsibility to choose
between service to a true and to a false master.

This discussion has not attempted to pass judgment on the
development that is giving as the educated society. It has not been
for or against, but has reported facts and needs. The educated
society is by way of becoming accomplished fact. To become an
educated society is a necessity for every country that wants to remain
able to compete economically, militarily or for political leadership.
Itis a necessity in the development of every under-developed country.
To the development of the educated society and of the education it
requires, a high priority has to be given. There is not much point
in arguing whether we want it, or in bemoaning its problems; let
us rather take care not to fall short of the demands. -

But in conclusion one might well ask: is an educated society good
and desirable?
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It is certainly full of difficulties, full of doubts, full even of great
dangers. One does not have to be anti-intellectual to wonder
whether human happiness lies in higher education, or human
achievement in more examinations. Moreover this educational explo-
sion occurs at the very time when, as will be discussed later,
knowledge itself is becoming a metaphysical and spiritual problem.
The doubling or tripling of our college enrolment within the next
twenty years will by itself pose staggering problems Will we have
the wisdom and courage to solve them? They certainly require very
hard work, demand the abandonment of old, cherished habits and
traditions. Were I president of a university I would feel the way a
Roman bishop must have felt during the invasions of the Barbarians:
they were God’s just and necessary punishment for the sins of the
Empire; they were neither Christians nor receptive to the true faith;
still they were about to sack my familiar city. The bishop may have
gone out and blessed the invading host; but I doubt that his heart
was in it.

Still, the new intellectual frontier has been opened. There is deep
faith here in education, its values and its value. There is great
achievement in that knowledge has succeeded in freeing man from
the iron law that had to deny access to learning and knowledge to
all but a few throughout the ages. There is great promise too, great
boldness, and great vision.
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CHAPTER SIX

“Up to Poverty’

I THE FRONTIER OF DEVELOPMENT

‘NorHING ever changes here’, said the manager of the Bangkok
branch of a large American manufacturing company to the young
man who had just come out from the Chicago head office to make
a study of the changes in Far Eastern markets. ‘And nothing ever
will change here,” he continued; ‘these pecople have no initiative,
no ambition, no vision. All this pushing of new products, new
methods, and new ideas from Chicago is just plain foolishness.” The
two were sitting in a restaurant in one of the city’s main streets;
and the young man was idly looking out at the noisy throng of
cars, buses, trucks, motor-cycles and bicycles—the traffic jam
which characterises all cities in the Free World today in such sharp
contrast to the regimented emptiness of city streets in Communist
countries. The branch manager—an elderly man who had spent
most of his adult life working for American companies in the Far
East—went on with his theme of the changeless, shiftless East. But
the young man hardly heard him; he watched the traffic. Suddenly
he raised his head and asked: ‘But how are you getting your goods
to the customer today?’ ‘About go per cent by truck, the rest by
motor launch; we have the most up-to-date delivery system in the
city’ was the immediate answer. ‘And how did you move them
twenty years ago when you first came to Bangkok?’ the young man
continued. ‘Oh, mostly on bamboo poles carried on coolies’ backs’.
was the answer. ‘Yet you then also had the most up-to-date delivery
system in the city, I imagine,” the young man murmured.

This story, with slight variations, fits every single city in the so-
called under-developed countries: Leopoldville in the Belgian Congo
or Salisbury in Rhodesia; Belém at the mouth of the Amazon, La
Paz high up on the Andean Plateau, or Fairbanks, Alaska, at the rim
of the frozen Arctic; Konya in Central Anatolia; Beirut in Lebanon;
Meshed in Persia; Baghdad, Bombay, Rangoon or Gauguin’s Tahiti.
It might have to be changed before it would fit in the Communist
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world. But there too is the overnight leap from Abraham’s time into
the machine age, from the story-teller under the banyan tree to the
radio, from the wooden hoe to the fifty-ton drop forge in the steel
mill.

And yet the story misses the point. The real change is not physical;
itis not trucks and radios and machine tools. It is not even in the way
people’s lives are changing: in the sudden transformation of the
Peruvian Indian living in pre-Inca Stone Age into a skilled machinist
in an automated paper mill; or the sudden transformation of the
Mongolian nomadic herdsman into a book-keeper.

The real change is in vision, beliefs, and expectations.

For the first time in man’s history the whole world is united and
unified. This may seem a strange statement in view of the conflicts
and threats of suicidal war that scream at us from every headline.
But despite the reality and danger of conflict, mankind today shares
the same vision, the same goal and the same hope, it even believes in
the same tools.

This vision might in gross over-simplification be called economic
development. It is the belief that man can improve his economic lot
through systematic, purposeful and directed effort—individually as
well as for an entire society. It is the belief that we have the tools at
our disposal, the technological, the conceptual and the social tools, to
enable man to raise himself, through his own efforts, at least to the level
that we, in the West, would consider poverty, but which for most of
our world would be almost unbelievable luxury.

This vision is the important, indeed the central fact. It is not a
vision of individual wealth, but of a productive society. It is a vision
of freedom from the slavery to want and the bondage to material
destitution in which the human race has always existed. The aim is
not luxury. It is a level just above mere material subsistence, where
man is no longer controlled by starvation and at the mercy of every
cloud-burst, hailstorm, or drought. The promise is that one’s children
will not be for ever forced to go to work as mere infants to contribute
to the meagre subsistence of the family, but that they will have a
chance to learn and develop. It is the hope that man will not for ever
be caught in the quest for the next meal but will be able to put
material things in their proper, subordinate place as means to higher
human ends.

This to be sure is a material vision. But the ends are not material
fulfilment for the individual but material independence for individual
and society alike. What impresses the outside world about the United
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States today is not how our rich men live—the world has seen riches
before, and on a larger and more ostentatious scale. What impresses
the outside world is how the poor of this country live.

‘Up to Poverty’ is the proper slogan for the great world-wide vision
and improvement.

The Agents of Revolution

‘I can always tell an Indian who has driven a truck or a tractor,’
the old, experienced manager of a big sugar estate in South America
said to me once. ‘He stands straight and talks back at me.” The
manager was a Spaniard, proud of his Castilian speech and his pure
lineage. He had always been kind to the Indian field hands. But he
had also always looked down on them as an inferior race, had treated
them with the care and affection a good husbandman gives to his
horses, had, at best, thought of them as irresponsible children. ‘But
now,” he said, ‘we have to realise that, in another twenty years, one of
them will have to be able to take my place and do my job. For the
internal combustion engine is doing what neither Spanish Crown
nor Catholic Church could do. It is making a man out of the
Indian.’

Similarly, in the States, it was the automobile that gave momen-
tum to the Negro’s drive towards racial equality. ‘We had no troubles
until the depression years when the Negroes first started to have
cars,” said a Southern newspaper editor, himself of the old school
and bitterly opposed to racial integration. ‘White folks around here
blame the New Deal, the government in Washington, Northern
agitators or education. They are all wrong. Segregation was dead
when the first Negro found out that a white man’d better get out of
the way of an old jalopy even though a coloured man is at the wheel.
Up till then he accepted inferiority no matter what his leaders told
him. After he’d made the first white man wait for him before
crossing the road, he knew he wasn’t inferior.’

And a petroleum geologist adds to this: “The jeep means the end
of the Bedouin tribe. It can go where no camel can go. There is no
longer any hiding out for the nomad subject to no law but his tribal
code, obedient to no command but that of his tribal sheik. When I
first came to Arabia, in the thirties, we cocked the rifles when we
ran into Bedouin tribesmen. Now we drive over and ask them
whether we can listen to the news on the battery radio the lead-camel
carries.’
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The agents of the revolution that has created the vision of economic
development are the new tools of communication, the new agents of
physical and psychological mobility. There is the radio which brings
the whole world with all its ideas, its excitement, its dreams, into the
most remote hamlet. The battery radio on the Bedouin’s lead-camel
may well be the best symbol of this revolution. There is the dirt road
which for the first time in history makes it possible for goods and
ideas to reach the isolated villages—and for people to leave life in
isolation and to move to the city with its companionships, its lights,
its jobs, its schools. And then there is the truck, the jeep, the old
jalopy fitted out with a wooden body to serve as a bus, and increasingly
the plane, destroying distance and fear of the unknown, creating
mobility, knowledge and desire.

The very meaning of ‘economic necessities’ is changing.

Every economist maintains that economic development starts with
subsistence needs: food, clothing and shelter. As people shift from
the peasant’s natural economy to the money economy of the city, they
should, thereby, create a constantly growing demand for, say, cheap
textiles. Luxuries supposedly come much later. This, at least, is what
the Industrial Revolution did in Western countries; when it first
began, the textile industry was zhe growth industry. To a large ex-
tent the whole Point Four Programme of the United States has
been based on this axiom of the economists.

But it does not work out that way in the growth countries of
today. It is indeed amazing how well-dressed the urban masses are
in the burgeoning cities of other countries. The shop-girls may live
in miserable rat-infested shacks. But they wear the same patterns
one sees in Milan or Milwaukee. The styles and patterns Lancashire
(or its imitators in Japan and India) used to make for the Indian or
South African trade cannot be sold to those countries today, not even
at bargain prices. Yet they do not buy more clothing. I know of half
a dozen larger cities in the growth countries where textile sales
actually fell these last ten years despite doubling of the population
and boom-time prosperity. The same goes for ‘essentials’ of subsist-
ence living such as food and even housing.

The goods and services for which the demand increases dispro-
portionately fast are such things as radios and household appliances,
petrol and electric power. The greatest increase in demand is for
schools for the children. And the dream of every peasant who moves
into the city, is to own a car, however ramshackle, or at least a motor
scooter or, at the very least, a bicycle.
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These are, in truth, a real consumer necessities in today’s economic
development. They symbolise what it stands for: a break-through
the age-old walls of isolation, a new, wider horizon, power over
physical forces instead of enslavement to them, and opportunities for
the children. _

Indeed these new economic necessities show that economics itself
is assuming a new meaning. Economists have long emphasised that
the true measure of economic advance is not material, that is a higher
standard of living; it is human: increasing freedom to choose and to
act. In the old developed countries of the West economic develop-
ment did not contribute such non-economic, human values to large
masses until fairly late in the process. At first it contributed the old
economic necessities, subsistence goods which provided material
satisfaction for material wants. In the new development countries of
today, however, the emphasis right from the start is on creating
alternatives of choice and freedom. The means, to be sure, are
material. But the new economic necessities are the material keys to
doors that lead out of immemorial bondage in isolation, want and
ignorance to freedom of movement, freedom of knowledge, freedom
of choice and opportunity.

The Promise and the Danger

The full measure of the power of industrial society is its ability to
stir the imagination. Even in the remote mountain villages of Tibet
or the Andes, the promise of economic development possesses man
with the force almost of a Messianic vision. He may not be able to
realise the vision. But that he can believe it attainable releases
tremendous energies.

But this vision also creates a new problem: international economic
inequality. It creates a new danger: international and, especially,
inter-racial class war between the under-developed poor countries
and the developed rich.

We, on the North American continent, are a mere 10 per cent of
the world’s population, including our Canadian friends and neigh-
bours. But we have about 75 per cent of the world’s income. By con-
trast, the 75 per cent of the world’s population whose income is
below $125 per person a year receive together perhaps no more than
10 per cent of the world’s income. :

The twenty largest under-developed countries produce well over
half of the Free World’s industrial raw materials. But they themselves
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consume 5 per cent less than a tenth of what they produce. All of
them, except Brazil, are ‘coloured’.

The inequality is increasing. Income per person in the fifteen
developed countries with the highest standard of living (all ‘white’
except for Japan) was in 1938, on average, seven times the income
per person in the twenty largest under-developed countries. By 1955
this disparity had increased to a ratio of 8:1. Yet, there had been
large-scale wartime destruction in major developed countries and
unprecedented raw-materials boom in most of the under-developed
ones. This international inequality of income contrasts sharply with
internal equality of income in the developed countries, especially in
America where we are in process of proving that an industrial society
does not have to live in extreme tension between the few very rich
and the many very poor. What used to be national inequality and
economic tension is now rapidly becoming international and un-
fortunately also inter-racial inequality and tension.

We are engaged today in a race between the promise of economic
development and the threat of international world-wide class war.
Economic development is the opportunity of this age. Class war is
the danger. The two are the essential economic realities of this in-
dustrial age of ours. Whether we shall realise the opportunity or
succumb to the danger will not only decide the economic future of
this world—it may largely decide its spiritual, its intellectual, its
political and its social future.

Is Economic Development Possible?

This new situation poses the question: is economic development
possible? Or is it a mirage?

There are many obstacles, many negative features. Anyone look-
ing for ‘scientific proof’ of a trend towards economic development
would search in vain. During the last fifty years the majority of man-
kind has hardly improved its lot; in many parts of the world, for
instance in China or in India there may actually have been deteriora-
tion. In the least developed rural areas where most of the ‘coloured’
races live, population is growing so much faster than the economy
that there is danger of economic collapse.

Economic development is seriously hampered by all kinds of
economic superstitions and delusions that are taken for gospel truth in
most of the world today (including here in America). Perhaps most
dangerous is the confusion between equality of opportunity and
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equality of income and rewards. The first is a dynamo of economic
development. The second is deadly poison in the early stages of
development. Soviet Russia has shown this most convincingly; but
few people understand the lesson.

Yet economic development is possible—though it is neither easy
nor automatic.

The most visible though most misleading example is Soviet Russia.
The Soviet Union started out at a very much higher economic level
than most of the under-developed countries of the world. The
economic level of European Russia in 1913 was almost as high as that
of Northern Italy. Soviet Russia also started out with plenty of open,
empty space. Indeed, up till World War II the Soviet Union was a
better example of non-development than of development.

The economic development of Latin American countries, especially
of Mexico, Brazil and Colombia, in the last twenty-five years is more
impressive evidence that economic development is feasible. Per-
haps even more meaningful are examples such as Turkey and Puerto
Rico—two areas with singularly unfavourable natural conditions for
economic development, in which, nevertheless, very real progress has
been made.

A century ago Japan was a feudal anarchy, one of the very poorest
and most backward of all economies—and at the same time already a
densely populated country. Within forty years she transformed her-
self into a modern economy with tremendous growth potential. This
is still the best development example. Japan did, apparently in-
stinctively, all the things which we now know to be essential to
rapid economic development. As a result the progress of Japan during
the fifty years up to World War I was faster than anything the
Soviet Union has ever been able to achieve. In many ways therefore
it is Japan, the Japan of the Meji Revolution, that should serve as our
model and that stands as the best example of what is possible.

Today, for the first time, we have the beginnings of an understand-
ing of economic development, and a tested theory for it.

The great economic theorists by and large did not study economic
development—the main exceptions were Marx and Schumpeter. Be-
fore World War II the very term was hardly known. In the last ten
years, since the end of World War II, economic development has
become a major goal of national and international policy. Its study
has become central to economic theory. We can today, therefore, talk
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of a policy for economic development, and of a growth economy. We
can organise for economic development. We can predict what the
difficulties will be and what results can be achieved.

This understanding and the new ability it gives us rest on the
new world-view. We can understand economic development because
we see it as a purposeful process, as a pattern rather than as a
mechanism.

We can organise economic development because of our concept of
innovation. Economic development does not come about by evolu-
tionary imitation of the experience of the developed countries. It does
not go from mercantilism to ‘putting-out’ system to steam-driven
machinery and so on, or from making necessities by hand to making
the same necessities by machines. It leapfrogs from primitive to
developed economy.

Finally it is the new organisation that is the engine of economic
development. The ability to organise men for skill and knowledge
is the basic resource of economic development; the lack of men
capable of doing this, both as professional experts and as managers,
the greatest obstacle to economic development.

The Agricultural Problem

Here are some of the things we now know about economic develop-
ment.

It is not, the same thing as industrialisation. Most of us believed
this a few short years ago; most of the people in the under-developed
growth countries still believe it. But we know better now.

Economic development requires balanced and simultaneous change
in four economic sectors: agriculture; public and community services
such as roads, transportation, communications, water and power,
schools and hospitals; industrial development; and finally the
development of effective systems of distribution and credit.

Industrialisation is not even the most difficult area of development.
It is agriculture.

Agricultural technology has been advancing in the last thirty years
at tremendous speed. It has given us new methods, improved seeds,
new crops and new techniques which are infinitely more productive
than anything that scientific farmers knew only a generation ago.
Above all, agriculture is so backward in most parts of the world that
tremendous improvements are possible, with modest investments of
capital. More than half of the world’s harvests do not even get to the
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consumer but are destroyed on the way, rotting in the rain, being
caten by insects and rodents, spoiled or wasted in processing. In many
parts of the world approach roads to get the products to market and a
simple marketing system can double actual agricultural yield.

But technical improvement may aggravate the real problem of agri-
culture, which is social. To improve agriculture means getting people
off the land. Agricultural over-population is by itself a major cause
of agricultural under-production. It encourages, indeed demands,
concentration on the less productive crops, which however usually
provide the most jobs. Rich soils in Bulgaria for instance are planted
to tobacco of such low quality as to be almost unsalable. They would
be well suited for the production of badly-needed vegetables or edible
oils. But the need to find something to do for the surplus farm
labour is simply too great to permit a switch from the highly labour-
intensive but worthless tobacco crop to much more needed high-
grade oil crops. Over-population on the land also inhibits the use of
modern tools. It creates uneconomically small plots and wide dis-
persion of individual holdings. Altogether it makes improved farm-
ing methods practically impossible. If, overnight, the farm popula-
tion in the under-developed, growth countries could be halved, farm
production might double within a year or two, without much addi-
tional incentive, change or capital investment.

Agricultural over-population thus prevents any increase in the pro-
duction of food and raw materials. Such expansion is however a
necessity for industrial expansion. How else can the growing urban
population be fed or the growing industries be supplied with raw
materials?

Agricultural over-population also prevents economic growth
because it keeps the needed labour in unproductive though strenuous
idleness. Altogether it can be said that the number of people needed
on the land to feed one family in the city is an index both of the
economic level of a country and of its ability to grow further. That
France still requires half of her population to work on the land is a
major reason for France’s economic difficulties, going far beyond
political incompetence or international involvements; and at the same
time it is a2 major brake on France’s economic development. By
contrast American economic development in the last generation
would have been impossible without the halving of our farm popula-
tion. This released the workers for the growing industries and pro-
vided, by more than doubling total farm output, a steadily increasing
per capita supply of food and industrial raw materials. '
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But how can the surplus population on the land be moved out with-
out large-scale upheaval? It is not enough to move people off the
land—not even if there are jobs for them. Those who remain must
have an incentive to produce more. And the means used to bring
about the shift must not themselves impose a new rigid and frozen
pattern of agricultural organisation which, in turn, becomes a brake
on development.

Here the Soviet Union, and all Communist countries following her
example, have failed so thoroughly that, all outward indications to the
contrary, Russia’s economic development is seriously stunted and
permanently weakened. Collectivisation was partly a political move
—to obtain control of the recalcitrant farmers whose opposition made
precarious the tenure of any Communist government. Collectivisation
was also a means to force people off the land and thus provide workers
for the new Soviet industries. The brute force with which peasants
were driven off the land and their farms collectivised, destroyed the
incentive of those who remained instead of stimulating them to
greater production. It permanently lowered productivity. Even to-
day, thirty years later, the loss has not been made good, despite heavy
capital investment, despite police terror and threat, despite scientific
agriculture.

At the same time—and in the long run it may be even more
damaging—collectivisation makes rural over-population permanent.
It freezes at a high level the work force that has to stay on the land,
with low income and low productivity. The Russians have, for
twenty years now, tried without success to reduce farm population to
less than 50 per cent of the working population—which compares
with 12 per cent in The United States today. Instead they have had
to force people in fairly large numbers out of the cities and back to
the farm. Yet they have not been able to bring about any real increase
in the supply of farm products; farm production has risen more slowly
than population. This is a very narrow and precarious foundation for
a first-rate power—and in the long run a fatal weakness.

China today is making the same mistake. Forcing young Chinese
from the city to ‘volunteer’ for farm work will not increase farm
yields; it will only starve industry of needed workers. The story is
the same in the European satellites.

There are at least two countries that have done better than the
Communists though by very different methods and in very different
ways. One was Japan seventy years ago. The other one is today’s
Mexico where the collective-farm system that was the sacred cow of

130



‘Up to Poverty’

The Mexican revolution in earlier years has been allowed to collapse
quietly. As a result very large numbers of surplus farm workers have
left the land for the cities to supply the labour force for Mexico’s grow-
ing industries. The remaining farmers have greatly improved their
productivity and output and have responded to the incentives offered
by the growing demand for their product. :

But the task of reducing the surplus farm population without im-
pairing the incentive for the remaining farmers—and without
creating the social poison of an uprooted, unemployed new proletariat
—is a central structural problem of economic development.

Economic development also demands the rapid growth of distribu-
tion and credit systems. In our preoccupation with industrialisation,
and influenced by the age-old feeling against the middleman, we
tend to slight both.

A handful of Sears, Roebuck stores in Latin America—in Mexico,
Cuba, Columbia, Venezuela, Brazil and Peru—has had as great an
impact on the economies of these countries as all the very much larger
investment in steel plants. They have brought into being several
hundred small, local manufacturers turning out all kinds of goods,
and have set for them advanced standards of quality, cost controls
and production methods. They have created new consumer demands.
In South-east Asia there is everywhere a striking correlation between
economic growth and the extension of instalment credit to consumers.
And, contrary to all predictions, instalment loans are being repaid
as faithfully as in the United States, defaults are as uncommon as
there.

In country after country, simple farm credit has had more impact
on farm productivity than any improvement of farm methods—except
better methods of marketing. I know at least half a dozen under-
developed countries where industry could easily produce twice as
much if only marketing were more effective.

An effective marketing system not only enables the producer to get
his product to the market at least waste, loss or cost; it enables him
to produce for the market by providing him with credit, standards,
quality demands and product specifications. It makes the consumer
capable of discernment, that is, of obtaining value for his very limited
purchasing power. Economic development in any growth country
requires a digtribution system. This involves three things: a system
of physical distribution; a financial system to make possible the dis-
tribution of goods; and the actual process of marketing that integrates
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wants, needs and purchasing power of the consumer with capacity
and resources of production.

An efficient marketing organisation in small and poor markets is
the only way to foster small industries. By itself the market for any
one product is too small for distribution—and without efficient dis-
tribution-there cannot be efficient production. Without a distributive
organisation many products for which there is a demand could not be
supplied. At the same time a distributive system is the quickest way
to develop a middle class.

Unlike agricultural development, development of distribution and
credit systems poses few social problems. It thus deserves very much
more attention than it usually gets in the plans of under-developed
countries.

The ‘Take-off Crisis’

The second major lesson we have learned concerns the process of
economic development itself. We know that gradual improvements
will never bring about economic development. There must be a leap.

Economists call this the ‘take-off crisis’. They speak of the ‘self-
sustaining chain reaction’ that must be released if there is to be
economic development. And they carry analogy with physics to the
point where they speak of the ‘critical mass’.

What they mean is that economic development is a ‘threshold
phenomenon’, to use a common term of the scientist. Until develop-
ment efforts reach a certain level they are wasted; there is no develop-
ment. Once they pass this point they become effective. If they are
maintained above this level for a number of years development begins
to feed on itself, begins to be self-generating.

We know where this threshold is; we can even state it in fairly
precise quantitative terms. By and large there will be no economic
development until at least one-tenth of national income is put into
productive investments over and above the investment needed to
maintain a growing population at the same standard of living. There
is a wide choice of investment possibilities; and there is ample room
for disagreement whether schools, roads, houses, candy factories or
petroleum fields should come first, or what the balance should be
between them. But the threshold below which there is no economic
development remains more or less the same regardless »f investment
policy. And the problem is the same in all under-developed countries:
how to obtain that much capital in a poor country?
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The take-off crisis, we now realise, cannot be overcome without
capital investment from the outside. The larger part of the capital
needed must come from the inside; but part of it must come from the
outside.

The economic development of the United States, despite all its
empty land and mineral resources, rested on the massive European
investments during the nineteenth century, especially in the rail-
roads. Even more important, though impossible of measurement:
the migrants who went there, were predominantly grown men and
women in whose wealth-producing capacity their native countries
had invested a lot of capital for a long time. A sixteen-year-old boy
must have cost $500 to raise, feed and clothe, even in poorest, nine-
teenth-century Sicily. With allowances for the old and the children,
the lame and the halt, the annual immigration of a million people
into the States during the forty years prior to World War I repre-
sented therefore a capital contribution to their economic develop-
ment of at least a quarter-billion dollars a year.

Japan too relied heavily on foreign capital for the take-off. But
the country in which foreign capital played the greatest part was
Russia. It is never stressed in Soviet literature that the Communists
inherited one of the best railway systems—a system so good that it
lasted through World War II without much addition and with a
minimum of maintenance. This system was almost entirely built
by foreign capital. Altogether czarist Russia obtained in the twenty
years before 1913 about as much capital from Western Europe as the
United States through the Marshall Plan loans and investments con-
tributed to European recovery after World War 1I. Even after the
Revolution Russia continued massive capital imports; the ‘foreign
concessions’ during the twenties provided the capital foundations for
the first Five Year Plan.

The problem is not whether a country needs foreign capital to
develop. Economic development is not possible without some depen-
dence on outside capital during the take-off time. The problem is
how much it needs, for how long, where it will get the capital, and
what use it will make of it.

Some Development Problems

The problexps of economic development are not over once the take-
off crisis has been passed.
An inescapable structural problem is inflation.
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Rapid economic development is not possible without heavy invest-
ment in what the economists call the ‘social overhead’ of an economy,
and less erudite people might call the basic foundation : roads, water
supply, power supply, harbours, housing and, last but not least,
schools. These are all long-terms investments. It may take ten or
fifteen years before they begin to produce economic returns in the
form of goods and services for the consumer. At the same time build-
ing these basic foundations requires a large work force, consisting
usually of people who, only yesterday, lived as subsistence peasants
and almost entirely outside the money economy. This is one reason
why every government in an under-developed growth country stresses
the basic foundations—they supply jobs. But at the same time they
put new money into the hands of exceedingly poor people, who
immediately will want to turn this income into goods they never
before could buy, food, clothing and, even more a radio and a bicycle.
These goods however are not yet being produced—and thus there is
a permanent excess of purchasing power created by the very process
of economic development itself.

This is not something that can be overcome by sound financial
policies. Sound financial policy would argue that no such basic
foundation investments be made at all, or at the very most that they
be severely limited. But if they are slighted no economic develop-
ment is possible altogether. Nor can the problem be shrugged off with
the old saying: ‘Why worry about inflation? The houses that inflation
builds will still be there after the boom has burst’. Inflation mis-
directs capital investments into unproductive channels. It destroys a
country’s ability to get foreign development capital (even the Russian
loans to satellites are charged in dollars or in gold roubles after all).
It creates dangerous and lasting social bitterness. No economic
development is possible under rapid inflation. Every growth country
is therefore caught for a long time in the dilemma between not spend-
ing enough on the foundation and thus starving economic develop-
ment, or spending too much and conjuring up inflation that will as
effectively kill off economic development as the stunting would have
done.

Inflation in economic development is a problem of public attitudes
rather than of monetary policy. And attitude problems are altogether
the very core of economic development.

Economic development requires public support. Ot the one hand
economic development needs major effort—and therefore requires
public impatience, desire to have things changed, willingness to get
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big things done. At the same time the results will not show over-
night—in fact the more important the investment the longer may
the result be in coming. There is need for patience and for public
spirit.

There is also need for a symbol, a ‘spectacular’ as I call it, that
establishes for the people what is going on and what they can expect.
A good example in the United States of this was the Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA). It took ten years or more before this great effort
had any real impact on the economic life of the mid-South. But from
the beginning it symbolised the ‘new day’. It mobilised energies. It
created hope and vision where there had been despair and short-
sighted greed.

Yet the TV A also illustrates the problem of the ‘spectacular’. How
much uneconomic effort is justified for the symbolic and emotional
yield? Could Egypt’s Aswan Damn be justified as a spectacular
The future of its water supply depends on the under-development
of the countries in which the Nile starts; as soon as these countries
themselves begin to develop, the water supply to Aswan might well
fall off. On the other hand would not a spectacular have been justified
in Iraq, where a most intelligent and well-planned development effort
—an effort which, if allowed to take its course, will have changed
the miserable poverty of one-third of the total population in another
ten years—is endangered by the absence of any such rousing symbol ?

Attitude problems lie at the heart of economic development; for
the attitudes needed tend to run counter to the superstitions and emo-
tions of the great majority of people, especially in the growth countries.

There is need, for instance, for both public and private efforts,
regardless of the political complexion of the government. Soviet
industry was largely built by people who had come up in the private-
enterprise system before the Revolution. European Russia in 1917
was not an under-developed country. In important arcas—consumer
goods or transportation equipment—it was a highly developed coun-
try. But unlike the Russia of 1917, most of the under-developed,
growth countries of today still have to produce the private entre-
peneurs, business men and managers whom the Communists in-
herited in sizable numbers and high quality. Government, regardless
who is in power, must therefore encourage a private sector in all
these countries. It must provide the proper incentives in it, must,
above all, proffide the assurance of respect for contracts and for private
property without which private business cannot produce at all.

It is for instance not very relevant whether the government of the
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Indian Republic controls more or less of the economy than the U.S.
government. What is relevant is that the Indian government, while
fully aware of the need for the development of private business in a
large sector of the economy, is not willing or able to accept this fact.
It is not willing or able to look upon private business as a virtue. At
best it looks upon it as a necessary evil that will be suppressed as soon
as it is no longer absolutely necessary. With such an attitude the
necessary development of the private sector will not take place—and
without it the entire economic development of the country is likely
to fail.

But economic development also requires large-scale government
actions, especially in the years of the take-off crisis. No matter how
deeply wedded one may be to the free-enterprise system (and I for one
am deeply wedded to it), one has to accept the need for positive
government; one has to consider governmental action on a sizable
scale a virtue rather than a lesser evil.

There is a very dangerous tendency in under-developed countries
to confuse creation of jobs with economic growth. All these countries
desperately need job opportunities. But uneconomic investments
made to create jobs will deplete the always slender resources of the
country. India is a good example. Unemployment is a danger; but
stagnation is more dangerous still, and will in turn produce even more
unemployment.

There is need for the protection of domestic industry if, in its early
stages, it cannot compete with the industries of more highly developed
countries. But an economic nationalism that encourages permanently
uneconomic developments is a danger to economic development.
There is need for clear thinking as to which industries should be
encouraged because they can be expected eventually to stand on their
own, and which industries had better not be pushed by a small, poor
country.

Money spent on atomic energy in a small under-developed country
for instance, might well be a total waste. Yet atomic energy promises
to become a major development factor in many of these countries.
Its development might therefore be tackled through regional or
international co-operation. A steel mill in Chile deserves protection
during its early years; it has excellent coal and iron-ore resources
available and is close to cheap transportation. But the sitel mill which
Perén built in neighbouring Argentina—without ore, ‘without coal
and without transportation to its very remote markets—was sheer
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folly. A common steel market between these two countries would
have given cheap steel to both from the Chilean mill, and would have
in turn permitted bringing together the Argentinian surplus of food-
stuffs and the chronic Chilean food-deficit for mutual advantage.

Another important problem is the attitude towards profit. In most
parts of the world (including most of the United States) this is a dirty
word. It is commonly believed that there are ways of running an
economy without profit. This is nonsense. Profit is an absolute
requirement of economic activity and especially of advanced economic
activity. For the essence of such an activity is to commit present
scarce resources to future and therefore highly uncertain results, to
create and to take high risks. Profit is necessary to cover these future
risks, which would otherwise become loss, that is destruction of
economic capital and of the wealth producing capacity of the economy.
Profit of course is also the source of the additional capital needed for
future expansion and as such is another genuine cost of economic
development. There is no way to eliminate this need for profit. (As
said before it is greatest if the economic development is based on
central planning.) But there will have to be a real change in attitude
before this is generally accepted; and in the meantime resistance to
profit endangers economic development everywhere.

The Ultimate Resource

We know today that the ultimate resource in economic develop-
ment is people. It is people who develop an economy rather than
capital or raw materials.

The greatest need in the under-developed countries is for people
who can do the new organising job, the job of building an effective
organisation of skilled and trained people exercising judgment and
making responsible decisions.

The great conflict in the world will be decided in this area. It can be
decided neither by military might—we should have known this all
along—nor by economic power by itself, though the use of this
power willlave a very real bearing. It will indeed not be decided
by anythifg that happens in the developed countries, including
Russia. It will be decided by the people who in the under-developed
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growth countries will take leadership, the very small numbers of able,
educated, dedicated people on whom any such economy must depend.
In the last analysis the great world conflict today is over the values,
the beliefs, the competence and the vision of these people.

These people need the discipline of managing—the organised
body of knowledge regarding the work of the new, professional
manager who leads, inspires and directs into joint effort the know-
ledge, skills and vision of today’s productive people.

They need the ethics of managing—values and high standards of
conduct for the exercise of the new powers.

And finally they need an example of accomplishment, of perform-
ance and of dedication, an example from which an intelligent man
can learn and of which a good man can be proud.

2 BUILDING AN INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY

Twenty-five years ago the basic premise of the Marxist ‘theory of
imperialism’ was widely accepted even by non-Marxists. The premise
was that the industrial economy of the developed countries had
reached, or was at least inevitably approaching, the point where it
could grow no further but must stagnate. Keynes—anything but a
Marxist—accepted this. The slogan of the ‘mature economy’ that was
so popular in the States during those years rested on the same premise.

Today even the dedicated Marxist has his doubts.

The main reason for the change it not the shift from the Depression
of the thirties to the prosperity of the fifties. The reason is the emerg-
ence of economic development on our horizon. The theory of im-
perialism assumed, subconsciously, that economic development
could take place only in the old industrial countries of the West; it
expressed racial bigotry—much as it would pain Marxists to admit it.

Today we know that economic development has hardly begun.
The central economic premise is not maturity but immaturity, the
central economic problem is not stagnation but growth, the economic
spotlight is not on the developed but on the developing economies.

In the autumn of 1957 the Committee for Economic Development,
a group of American business leaders founded to study economic
problems and formulate economic policy, asked fifty highly distin-
guished men—economists, philosophers, political leadersye-all over the
world to write an essay on the question: ‘What is the most important
economic problem to be faced by the United States over the next
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twenty years?” A full third of the writers, despite the differences in
their nationality, background and professional interests, agreed: the
most important economic problem will be the economic development
of the under-developed countries. When the Committee for Economic
Development was started, only fifteen years earlier, no one paper, in
a similar inquiry, would have as much as mentioned the.economic
growth of the under-developed countries. The founders of the Com-
mittee at the time certainly thought only of the United States (and
perhaps of Western Europe) when they put the words ‘Economic
Development’ into the title of their organisation.

More important: every one of the papers dealing with the. subject
stressed that the economic development of the under-developed coun-
tries was an opportunity rather than a ‘problem’.

‘Up to Poverty’ is as much the growth opportunity for the
developed as for the under-developed countries. It means that there
need be no danger of stagnation or maturity for those countries
that have already, in the course of the last two centuries, overcome
the take-off crisis and started the chain reaction of economic growth.
The vision of economic development in the under-developed coun-
tries first and foremost creates a new frontier of opportunity and
development for the already developed economies. It is capable of
banishing the spectre of their own economic decay for at least
another century of productive work and continuous growth.

The economic development of under-developed countries creates
both investment opportunities and customers for the highly developed
economies; only a developed (or developing) country offers major
opportunities for both investment and trade.

The whole Indian sub-continent of 500 million people, for example,
buys no more from the developed industries of the United States than
does little but highly developed Switzerland with fewer than 5 million
inhabitants—and yet we are India’s biggest supplier. All American
investments in Indian industry during the last ten years, despite
strong U.S. government support, total only a third of the American
investments in Swiss business and industry during the same time.

But economic development of the under-developed countries is
not only an opportunity for the developed countries but an economic
necessity. It is the only way to obtain increasing supplies of raw
materials on which the development of the industrial countries
depends. Ingturn it is the only way to obtain larger markets for
finished aniucts and therewith the means to pay for larger raw-
material supplies.
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Rapid and sustained development of the under-developed areas is,
therefore, as much a concern of the developed countries as it is
of the under-developed countries themselves. It deserves as much
attention in American, British or German national policy as in that of
India, Brazil or Rhodesia. To support it is not ‘aid’ to the under-
developed countries but ‘investment’ in the future of the developed
ones; it is not philanthropy but self-interest. What then does it
require from the developed, industrial countries of the West?

It certainly requires money to a considerable extent—for the capital
investment needed for the take-off; for expenditures on the ‘social
overhead foundation’ such as schools, roads and transportation; for
the inevitable growing pains of an inflationary or balance-of-payments
crisis; and above all for productive investments in agriculture, com-
merce and industry.

But leadership in economic development is not primarily a matter
of the amount of money that is made available. Nor is raising the
money the central problem.

In the first place the amount that can be usefully spent is very
small. 10 per cent is a very large chunk of the national income to
be invested in economic development; but the national income of
the under-developed countries is so small as to make this a fairly
minor sum for a developed country. ‘The experts agree that no more
than six to eight billion dollars of outside capital could possibly be
invested productively by all the under-developed countries in the
non-Communist world. Taken together this is less than 2 per cent
of the annual national income of the United States alone, and just
about 1 per cent of that of the entire free West.

By contrast Great Britain invested overseas on average, 4.5 per cent
of a much smaller national income in the years between 1880 and
1913. In the years just before 1914—the five-year period 1909-1913—
British capital exports rose to 8.5 per cent of her annual income. Yet
these were the years of greatest prosperity and most rapid growth
of the British economy, and especially the years of most rapid advance
for the British worker.

Moreover, we are already investing as much in the under-developed
countries as they can put to productive use. The United States
capital exports to these areas alone has been running at six billion
dollars a year, two-thirds of which represent private investment.

The great need is therefore not for more money. I:\s for right
direction and productive use of the money already available.
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This requires first 2 commitment on the part of the developed coun-
tries, a clear, unambiguous and consistent policy of support of, and
leadership in, the development of the under-developed areas.

It requires further a clear priority on economic development in
foreign aid. The criterion for making a loan, an investment, or a
grant must always be: will this contribute to the ability of the country
to develop itself?

American policy over the Aswan Dam project in Egypt will go
down in history as a classic blunder. But the mistake was not the
abrupt withdrawal of the loan offered. The mistake was to offer one
as a bribe to Egypt not to do business with Russia or not to nationalise
the Suez Canal. Even if the Aswan Dam could have been justified
as productive investment, this would have been futile appeasement.
And since, in the opinion of the experts, it could not be justified as a
sensible contribution to Egypt’s economic development, the offer was
folly.

The productive use of development money is a problem above all
in respect to government expenditure.

The worst waste of scarce capital resources has been to use them
to build up armies of the most dubious military value. Perhaps
this can be justified in countries that are directly in the path of the
Russian juggernaut. But what can be said for Argentina’s or
Colombia’s attempts to build up the largest, second-class armies
and air forces in the Western hemisphere? Or for Chile’s wasting
money on light cruisers rather than on improving her desperately
backward agriculture and food supply? India would still be in need
of foreign loans if she had no army at all. But the crisis of the Indian
Five Year Plan is primarily the aggrandisement of the Indian Army.
Equally wasteful and equally common is the diversion of economic
growth capital into building up huge, totally unproductive bureaucra-
cies of underpaid government clerks.

This raises immediately the ticklish issue of national sovereignty.
It had better be faced squarely: dependence on outside capital limits
freedom of action. The business man who borrows from the bank to
finance seasonal inventory accepts limitations on his freedom; at the
least he has to use the cash from the sale of inventory to repay the
bank rather than expand his plant. The management of a family-
owned company that sells stock to the public accepts limitations; at
the very leastfit has to render a public accounting of its stewardship
each year.

The country that accepts capital from abroad, similarly has to
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accept limitations of its freedom of action. It makes no difference
whether the money is a gift, a loan or a direct investment; whether
the donor or the recipient are a government or a private concern;
whether the money comes from the United States or from the Soviet
Union. There are, of necessity, strings attached to it. Gratitude is
not a measure of the relationship; the American Congressman who
expects to buy thanks with foreign aid is wasting the taxpayers’
money. But obligation is of the essence of the relationship.

Yet we are dealing with independent countries; and the weaker
partners in it are understandably jealous of their sovereignty and
entitled to respect for it.

We need therefore informed international public opinion to express
the necessary limitations, and to define the necessary safeguards.
Above all we need to establish that these limitations are dictated by
disinterested, objective concern with the best self-development of the
under-developed world.

This is particularly important as it is often not the governments in
those countries that are the real problem. Everyone in public life in
Chile, for instance, knows very well that the country’s own best in-
terests demand less navy and more farm roads, fewer government
clerks and more work. But who dare say so publicly? Almost any
government in an under-developed country needs someone with out-
side authority to speak the unpalatable truths. They are not accept-
able, however, if they come from the ‘rich uncle’. For the United
States to tell Chile to cut down the navy while herself engaged in
building super-aircraft carriers, is far too much like Marie Antoinette’s
‘Let them eat cake’. Nor can the prospective foreign investor say these
things and be heard; all he can do is to decide not to invest. But there
are plenty of examples to show that it can be said effectively by the
outside expert with no axe to grind and no profit at stake.

This makes it so important that we today are developing a theory of
economic development that is generally accepted. The American
banker or the German industrialist—let alone a Western government
official—may be suspect as ‘capitalist’ or ‘imperialist’. But would the
same suspicion be aroused by a West Indian such as W. A. Lewis, the
brilliant development economist who is now adviser to the govern-
ment of Ghana? By an Indian socialist such as Masani? An
Argentinian like Prebisch? A Puerto Rican? A Turk? An Iraqui?
Yet all of them agree on the essential points. Ano\io do Soviet
theorists (though they work hard to disguise this).

To mobilise this new knowledge, experience and agreement is an
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important requirement for effective Western leadership in economic
development. Western governments too, of course, would be helped
in their own domestic affairs, in their own relations with their legis-
latures and their voters, by effective and respected impartial advice.
But above all, such advice (and it should be that rather than outside
decision) might help create what is lacking today: the conviction that
the developed and the under-developed countries are united by
mutual self-interest, common vision and common goal.

Leadership through Example

No matter how much money is available as foreign aid, foreign
loans or foreign investment, the bulk of the capital needed for
economic development must be raised within the country and must
come out of its own income. Outside capital can only spark the motor
of development.

But money by itself can never create economic development. The
oil-rich sheikdoms of Arabia or oil-rich Venezuela have all the money
—much more than they could possibly use. But they show very little
economic development, if any. Money by itself can buy Cadillacs and
concubines; it cannot buy development. The motor of economic
development and its driving power must be the power of people. And
people must come from the inside, must develop in and from the
countries themselves.

The greatest contribution which the developed countries of the
West can and must make, is therefore to give leadership through
example. They must be able to show the growth countries the
example of a functioning industrial society and of a ‘worth-while
industrial civilisation.

Here the Free West should enjoy the most decided advantage in
contrast to the Communist countries. Financial aid the Soviet Union
can supply. She can also supply technicians. But she cannot supply
an example of free and functioning industrial society. Russian Com-
munism denies that such a society is possible, that its problems exist
and are real. It must deny this or else give up the belief in its own
tenets, and especially in the dogma that all social and economic prob-
lems are automatically solved by the mere establishment of the dic-
tatorship of t}kej proletariat.

The Soviet,AJnion has not even attempted to tackle these problems.
It has not tkled the problem of the relationship between worker,
work and enterprise; it clings in the face of all evidence to the dogma

143



The Landmarks of Tomorrow

that the only problem is ‘exploitation’ of the worker by the ‘capitalist’.
As a result the real problems of status and power, of satisfaction and
responsibility have simply been suppressed. But release the tension
only the least bit, and, as in Soviet Germany, in Soviet Poland, in
Soviet Hungary, in Soviet Jugoslavia, or in Red China in the spring
of 1957, the ugly reality of worker bitterness, worker suppression and
worker class-hatred for the new, Communist ‘bosses’, comes to the
surface immediately.

Communism denies also that there is need for managers. Officially
it accepts only the need for technicians. This does not get rid of the
manager. It only stops any work and thought on his role and his
function. As a result the managers not only have near-despotic
powers, but they do not learn how to manage, and are incompetent to
do so.

One of the strangest phenomena was the collapse of the Polish
economy when the yoke of terror was lightened in 1957. That collapse
took place in Hungary as a result of the uprising in October 1957
could perhaps be explained by the weeks of bitter fighting, the occupa-
tion by a foreign, invading army and the mass exodus of trained
people. But in Poland there was a great upsurge of patriotic exulta-
tion. And yet the economy collapsed. The explanation is that there
was no one, after ten years of Communism, who knew how to do
the simplest managerial tasks: to purchase raw materials, to schedule
work, to sell products, to route freight deliveries, and so on. ‘The
moment people had to do any of these things for themselves instead
of having them done for them by order from above, they collapsed
into enthusiastic incompetence. No greater indictment of the basic
inability of Communism to build a society could be imagined.

Finally Communism can only build a war economy. It cannot
allow the fruits of economic development to accrue to the citizen as
a consumer. To do so would create a crisis of inefficiency that would
bring down whole industries in mass unemployment and bank-
ruptcy; for a Communist economy can only work if costs of produc-
tion are irrelevant, that is if there is chronic shortage of goods and
chronic unsatisfied demand. Secondly any real improvement in the
consumer’s lot would destroy centralised planning which cannot
operate if the consumer has any choice—quite apart from the fact
that, as said before, centralised planning can only function if the goal
is clearly defined, such as the eternal ‘more’ of a war\x:“onomy.

But the very weakness of Communism as a social syitem, the fact
that it denies the need for, and possibility of, an industrial society
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makes it also a danger. Under-developed countries will not go Com-
munist if they believe that they can develop, believe that they are
developing. Yet they will be profoundly attracted to Communism if
they fail. Communism is the alternative to failure of economic
development. And people will try any alternative before abandoning
so dazzling a vision as that of economic development.

In the long run Communism cannot solve the social question of
the worker in society and economy. But in the short run it promises
to suppress it. Communism does not, in the long run, produce the
professional managers and entrepreneurs that are needed. But for
the short run it promises to do without them; a completely controlled
economy is, whatever the long-run cost, a manager-saving device.
Communism has never built a self-generating economy that is capable
of sustaining its own growth and innovation; but it promises to extort
the necessary capital to build a war-machine.

Even these promises may prove to be false in the really under-
developed countries; as has been said before, their economic and in-
tellectual foundations are so much lower than those Soviet Russia
inherited that Communism in such a country may well only mean
despotism and nothing else. But by the time people find this out, it
may well be too late.

The Free World has the advantage. Unlike the Communists we
have tackled the job of building an industrial society. We have by
no means finished it. But we have certainly gone far enough both to
know that the job can be done, and to know where the major unsolved
problems are. We know in other words what needs to be done to
make our advantage fully effective.

One problem we face is a political one: the power, role and func-
tion of the labour union. All developed countries accept the labour
union today as necessary and legitimate to an industrial society. But
what should its power and function be? No labour union in any
developed country is still the persecuted under-dog of its own rhetoric.
But by law and custom it is granted privileges, powers and exemp-
tions from the laws such as can be allowed only to a weak, and power-
less minority in need of special protection. Especially it enjoys a right
of coercion over the citizen—whether in the form of the closed shop,
in the form of restrictions on apprenticeship, or even in the right to
discipline megnbers for their private lives or political opinions—these,
at the very ledst, demand regulation in the public interest and control
by the guadlians of individual liberties, the courts of law. And how
far can any private association, however beneficial, be allowed the
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right to strike? Is there not need for a sharp line between strikes
against an employer, and those increasingly frequent strikes which
coerce the public?

In all developed countries the labour union has obtained for its
members the first call on the fruits of enterprise. This calls for re-
sponsibility for economic performance of the union member and for
the economic welfare of the community. The ‘under-dog’ who fights
against exploitation can shrug off such a demand. The union leader
who asserts right and power to determine economic policy cannot.

In every developed country the labour union has learned that the
job and welfare of the union member depend on the welfare of the
enterprise and the performance of its management. Twenty-five
years ago American labour leaders were unique in understanding
that the labour union needs free enterprise as a fish needs water. To-
day, as a result of experience both with Communism and with
nationalised enterprises, all union leaders in industrially developed
countries know that. But how many dare admit it? How many dare
slough off the outworn rhetoric of class war, hatred and negation?

How many, in other words, think of their responsibilities instead
of their privileges, their contribution instead of their demands, their
future impact instead of their past injuries?

This is a crucial problem for industrial society. The under-
developed countries need an example of effective, responsible, con-
structive unionism. All of them are developing unions—and they
should. But they develop unions that demand today in poor, under-
developed countries what the union gets in rich, developed ones.
They develop unions that are ‘against’ rather than “for’, and obstacles
to development rather than forces for it. But of course they only
follow the example of the labour union in the developed countries.

I certainly hope that union leadership in the developed countries
will take the initiative in working out the problems of unionism
and the role of a powerful, accepted labour union in society and
economy. The capacity exists, as was made manifest in the contribu-
tion of some American union leaders to the success of the Marshall
Plan. But is there enough intelligence, enough imagination, enough
courage? Or will the job have to be done by legislation restricting the
labour unions, that is by social action such as every free society has
always taken in the end against groups who subvert power into
privilege rather than use it to serve? Whichever way, the job will
have to be done soon, and be done well.

.
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Another problem of industrial society is that of productivity in
administration, distribution and service industries. Unlike the prob-
lem of unionism this is a new problem.

Economic development in all developed countries meant increasing
the productivity of work in agriculture and in manufacturing. This
we know how to do. We know that increased productivity does not
mean harder work but more effective work. We know that the
factors of increased productivity are better tools, especially machines,
and better management.

But we do not know how to increase or how to measure the pro-
ductivity of other work, especially of work in distribution; we know
more about office work but not nearly enough.

In the United States the productivity of work in manufacturing has
risen at the rate of 3 per cent compounded each year since the end of
World War II—for a total rise of 45 per cent in twelve years. The
productivity of work in agriculture has risen at a perhaps even
faster rate. Yet few people would assert that there has been
much rise in productivity in office work, selling, distribution or
the service industries. If common experience of Christmas shop-
ping is an indication, productivity in retail trade has certainly gone
down.

Incomes of both manufacturing employees and of people employed
in offices, in distribution or in services have however risen with the
rise in manufacturing wages and productivity.

Fifty years ago this would have been a minor problem. At that
time about three out of every four Americans at work were either in
manufacturing or worked on the farm. Today, farm and factory
labour together are less than half of the work force. More than half
are in office work, in distribution or in service industries. Yet all
incomes rise with manufacturing productivity. This creates a
constant inflationary pressure, constant increase in costs and increas-
ing economic distortion. The same development has occurred in all
developed countries.

This is a new problem for developed countries. It cannot be solved
by the remedy of the classical economist: to pass on gains in pro-
ductivity in the form of lower prices rather than in that of higher
wages. This would only shift the impact of dislocation without
lessening it. What is needed is a rapid increase in productivity in
these areas. .

So far wefdo not even know how to measure office productivity or
distributive productivity, let alone how to improve it. But it is clear
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that the greatest opportunities of such new concepts as automation
and of such new tools as the computer lie in these areas rather than in
manufacturing.

For the under-developed countries this area is even more crucial
than for the developed ones. They need rapid growth of administra-
tive, distributive and services work. But their economies do not have
the reserve to stand much dislocation. Because we in the developed
countries do not have any measurements the under-developed
countries have no yardsticks at all; they tend therefore to build up
huge forces of office and distribution employees who contribute little
or nothing. But because they have no reserves they have to pay these
people starvation wages; the entire economy is depressed and, at the

same time, put under inflationary pressures which it cannot with-
stand.

The area of greatest need is that of the values of our business
civilisation. The common vision of economic development means
that the whole world is dedicated to a business civilisation. It makes
not much difference whether the legal or ideological forms are those
of Socialism, Communism or free enterprise—however profound the
moral and political cleavages. Regardless of the ‘system’ it is the
business enterprise which is the productive unit in a business civilisa-
tion—in Soviet Russia as well as in the United States, in Great Britain
or in the emergent economies of Latin America.

The basic decision on the political and moral values of this world
of ours may well be made in judging the business enterprise, its
values and its performance. That the issues themselves are political—
freedom or tyranny—and that, above all, they are moral—truth or
lie—may not be as apparent in growth countries as it is to us.

What then are the values that business enterprise has to stand for
in this stage of economic development? It has to demonstrate what is
our newest insight and understanding: while it is an economic instru-
ment, designed to produce goods and services economically, it must
serve the social end of a better and a juster society, of a fuller and
more responsible individual with more and more equal opportunities.
It must use the material as a means towards a society that is both
more humane and more human.

This does not mean subordination of economic performance—the
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first job of a business, under free enterprise as well as under Com-
munism is to produce economic goods and services.

This does not mean subordination of profit. Profit is a necessity.

But it does mean that the ultimate test of a business enterprise and
of a business civilisation are not the goods and services they produce.
The ultimate goal is not profit, which is a necessity and a ¢ondition
of survival, rather than a goal in itself. The ultimate product of a
business enterprise and of a business civilisation must be people. The
maxim by which it lives and operates must be the establishment of
harmony between individual and social good and business interest.
This is something that Communism cannot do at all. In this area we
in the developed countries of the Free World should have the decisive
advantage of leadership.

This perhaps is nothing very new. It is what people mean when
they talk about the capitalist revolution that has taken place,
especially in the United States, these last twenty years. If the Free
World can convince the growth countries that this is really what a
business civilisation stands for, it will have won, will have given the
foundation for economic development in freedom.

But to convince others we have to be convinced ourselves and have
to act true to our own best knowledge and convictions.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

Modern Government in Extremus

I THE END OF THE LIBERAL STATE

M o p E ® N government, the nation-state, was born with the Cartesian
world-view of medern man, just three hundred years ago. And it has
died with it. But where we have, at least in its beginnings, a new
world-view today, no successor to modern government has emerged
as yet. We are without an effective institution of political integration
and order.

This, at first, may seem paradoxical. The new nations coming into
being, all over the globe, are organising themselves as nation-states,
complete with all the trappings of sovereignty and constitution,
supreme court, central bank and propaganda ministry. In the modern
totalitarianism, the nation-state seems to have become all-powerful.
And—perhaps the most surprising fact—the countries of Western
Europe all restored and rebuilt traditional nation-states after the cata-
clysm of the Second World War.

But this triumph of modern government is more apparent than
real. At the very time at which its dominion is becoming universal,
the concepts and assumptions on which the institution rests are
collapsing, and with them the ability of modern government to
govern.

The Definition of Modern Government

Fundamentally four major concepts characterised the institution of
modern government. Together they defined it.

There is first the tenet that government has an exclusive monopoly
of organised power in society, that it be the only power centre of
modern society. This is the meaning of the term ‘sovereignty’ which,
around the sixteenth century, appeared as the new key to the old prob-
lem of government. This is also the meaning of the legal theory of
‘positive law’, which refuses to accept any social power or legal sanction
unless it derlve by delegation (express or imputed) from the sovereign
government—a theory which still dominates the legal and political
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thought of Europe.

Not since the days of the Greek polis had any government aimed at
such monopolistic concentration of power as did modern government,
right from its first appearance in the France of Louis XIV or in the
parliamentary oligarchy of Whig supremacy in England. Modern
government swept into its own hand exclusive control of all the levers
of community organisation and action: foreign affairs and armed
forces; coining money, levying taxes and duties; communications
such as the postal system, the roads and later the railroads; legislative
and judiciary power. Except in England, it took full control of
education. It even reached for—and in large measure attained—
control over religious life, over the creed of the country and its inhabi-
tants, and largely over the personnel and organisation of the official
state religion and of its rites of worship.

The second tenet of modern government held that it be by nature
and definition self-limiting in its scope.

The government of the nation-state was the central and supreme
government. But everywhere it tried to limit its sphere of action to
the ‘national’ tasks. Everywhere it tried to set up dependent but
functioning local governments for local tasks. These differed greatly
in their composition and powers. Some, like those of nineteenth-
century France, were mere agents of the national government; others,
like those of England, were local self-governments supervised and
limited, but not controlled by the national government. But every
national government, while legally omnipotent, delegated local
operating responsibilities to local governments. Even the Soviet
Union today is, legally, a federation of autonomous republics; and
within those republics districts and municipalities are supposed to be
self-governing local governments.

At the same time (the third basic concept) modern government
was, by definition, limited in its power.

It was ‘government under the law’—and even the Soviet Union
today holds officially that the law is supreme and that government is
limited by it. '

The sovereign government of the nation-state, being a power
monopoly, represented a greater concentration of social power in a
single institution than the West had seen in fifteen hundred years or
more. Yetiit also represented up to recent days a smaller aggregate
of power than the system it replaced. It left a larger sphere of the
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individual’s existence in society outside and beyond organised and
institutionalised power.

Modern government established itself by destroying, subordinating,
or neutralising a host of local power centres: feudal manors and petty
princes; bishops, abbots, cathedral chapters and religious orders;
chartered “free cities’, merchant and craft guilds; private armies, the
independent universities, hereditary judiciaries responsible to no one,
and a myriad others.

Individually, none of these institutions had much power; indeed,
power was so fragmented that organised community action had
become impossible, even in the face of so great and imminent a danger
as the Turkish imperialist drive into the very heart of Europe in the
sixteenth century. But taken together, these institutions presented an
aggregate of power and domination that all but snuffed out the sphere
of the individual. There was little or nothing he could do—whether
in his political, in his social, or in his economic life—that he did not
have to do in or through one of these organised institutions, and
subject to their control, supervision and veto. Yet none of these
institutions was ever strong enough to sce beyond its own short-
sighted and parochial self-interest of the moment, let alone strong
enough to allow the individual more than the most limited freedom
of action. Even in the most ruthlessly totalitarian state today, the
individual may not be as completely ‘socialised’ or ‘institutionalised’
as he was in the system of fragmented but ubiquitous power
centres which modern government destroyed and to which it
succeeded.

From the point of view of society as a whole, the government of the
modern West represented a tremendous monopoly concentration of
power. But from the point of view of the individual, it represented a
tremendous decrease in domination by organised, institutional power.
Precisely because it held a monopoly on power which it guarded
jealously and vigilantly, modern government was able to limit its own
power to the minimum needed for effective control. The very con-
centration it represented thus resulted in a sharp decrease of the total
power-charge of society. This explains why the new modern govern-
ment, even at its most capricious and despotic, was so enthusiastically
supported everywhere by the rising middle classes to whom it was the
Great Emancipator. <

The greatest innovation of modern government wad its fourth
tenet: that the government of the nation-state is the unit of an inter-
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national community. This made possible something new: a rational
concept of international affairs.

Not one of the great political philosophers of earlier times—from
Plato to Dante—had included foreign policy and international rela-
tions within the scope of his theories of government and politics.
Every one of these men was fully aware that foreign politics are
crucial; many of the great political thinkers had been personally and
deeply immersed in foreign policy. But there was nothing one could
say, there were no concepts, no theories, no purposes, no sense—there
was no polity outside the scope of domestic government. One simply
had no choice but to ignore foreign affairs in discussing the purpose
and function of government and the nature of politics. Even Machia-
velli (perhaps the most accomplished professional diplomatist of
Western history) concluded, after devoting the best part of his great
book on T'he Prince to foreign affairs that to make government poss-
ible, foreign affairs would have to be eliminated by what we today
would call a ‘world government’.

The theory and practice of modern government, however, assumed
an international community of sovereign and equal governments.
In that community only governments would be acting; but it also
assumed—a very bold assumption—that only governments would be
acted upon. Nobody else—whether individual or group—would have
any standing in international affairs. But nobody else—whether indi-
vidual or group—would be exposed to international affairs and be
affected by them.

This idea—breath-taking when it appeared—made possible a theory
and practice of foreign relations. It made possible international law
and international order. It made it possible—for the first time in
man’s long history, and maybe for the last time also—to organise
war as an instrument of government and policy, and to subordinate
organisation for war to the ends and the organs of civilian peace-
time government.

We are only too conscious today of the failures and shortcomings
of this concept. Every student of international law knows that it
abounds in contradictions and inconsistencies. The ‘international
order’ never worked. But this affects neither the novelty of the
attempt nor the magnitude of the achievement. Even at its most
successful thg concept fell far short of realisation. But it established a
frame of general theory and habits of general practice: that made it
possible toorganise international relations, to integrate warfare into
government without subordinating government to incessant war,
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and to establish rules of law which set the norm of conduct even when
being violated.

The Rise of the Liberal State

For two hundred years—from the mid-seventeenth to the mid-
nineteenth century—modern government developed steadily along
its original lines, becoming increasingly the exclusive power centre of
its society, and increasingly self-limited.

The power monopoly of modern government rested on military
technology and money economy. Their juxtaposition, for two hun-
dred years, made possible the self-limitation of modern government
as well as the modern concept of international relations. But the very
trends that made possible the emergence of the institution ultimately
destroyed its foundations.

With the introduction of gunpowder into military technology
around 1450, offence had gained decided advantage over defence.
Until then a petty knight in his hilltop castle could sit out most
attacks. Aslong as his supply of food and water held out, his position
was impregnable. It is no accident that so many of the defeats of
medieval and Renaissance warfare were inflicted by the traitor within
the gates rather than by trial of arms. But against siege guns, even
the fortified castle and city were virtually defenceless. At the same
time the new military technology was much too expensive for any-
body except a national government. It required arms that had to be
paid for and cared for, and men trained for long years in their use.
It required a standing army.

The monetisation of the economy—brought about above all by the
vast imports of silver from the new Spanish Empire in America—
enabled government to levy taxes in money and thus to pay both its
soldiers and the new professional administrators of modern govern-
ment. Europe, itself, produces practically no gold and very little
silver; the fall of the Roman Empire, which cut off the West from
the Oriental supply of monetary metals, would by itself have forced
Europe into the fragmentation of power institutions that character-
ised the twelve hundred years between Diocletian and Richelieu. If
administrators can only be paid in kind, and if soldiers have to be
armed locally and have to live off the land, power can only be petty
and fragmented. In 1500, at least three-quarters of Europc s popula-
tion still lived essentially in a non-money economy. A cegtury and a
half later, all but the most isolated and backward of Europe’s people
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lived in a society that was, to all intents and purposes, fully monetised.
Without the money revolution modern government would not have
been possible.

These two together—military technology and development of a
modern economy—gave to the modern state the means to make good
its claim to a monopoly on organised power.

For two hundred years the economy grew so much more rapidly
than the demands of military technology that government, while
growing absolutely in its needs and demands, appeared to shrink in
relation to the total of economy and society. That meant also that the
concept of foreign affairs as a sphere affecting only governments,
could be maintained for two hundred years.

Military technology did, of course, advance—rapidly. Armies not
only became much better equipped; they also became much larger.
There is no comparison between the armies of the Thirty Years’ War
that ended in 1648, and the armies of Napoleon a century and a half
later—whether in size, in fire power, in the length of their campaigns,
or in the distances over which they could move and could be supplied.
Navies—first organised by the Dutch around 1600 and becoming
general by 16go—were an even greater burden: in the capital equip-
ment they required, in the scarce materials they consumed both afloat
and ashore; in the technological skills needed to build and to maintain
them; and in the permanent trained establishment needed to man
them.

But the economy, and with it the population of Europe, grew even
faster—perhaps the single most important reason for the emergence
of the liberal state of nineteenth-century theory and practice.
Despite the rapid increase in its scale and complexity, warfare
required a steadily decreasing proportion of a steadily increasing
national income. We have no figures—national income statistics are
an invention of the twentieth century. But Napoleon’s monstrous
armies, engaged in incessant warfare, ate up a very much smaller
share of the income than those of the Thirty Years’ War. Even of the
national income of France—the country that bore the brunt—
Napoleon’s wars certainly took less than the armies of Louis XIV had
consumed a century earlier. Yet Napoleon ranged from Egypt to
Denmark and from Spain to Moscow, whereas Louis XIV’s armies
rarely venjured more than hundred miles beyond the borders of
France.
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A more graphic way of saying the same thing might be that during
the wars of the seventeenth century there were probably few skilled
metal workers in the entire European Continent who were not work-
ing full-time on the production and repairs of arms, such as muskets,
guns, body armour, lances, or stirrups. During the Napoleonic wars
we hear again and again of serious unemployment in the metal-
working crafts and industries. While Great Britain was engaged,
isolated and alone, in her desperate struggle against Napoleon, in
the course of which she built and maintained both the largest army
and the largest navy she had ever mustered, none of Jane Austen’s
heroings were forced to go without any trinket they had the money
for; none of her country gentlemen complained about the lack of able-
bodied men to hire, or of coaches, horses or building materials.

Small wonder, then, that the same power monopoly of the modern
state and its government that had appeared as the Leviathan to the
men of 1660 could appear to the early nineteenth century as a
domesticated pet. The only function which the government really
discharged in the eyes of this generation was that of ‘traffic cop’* who
makes sure that all cars stay on their side of the road, do not exceed
the speed limit, and stop at red lights, but who has no concern with
where they go, why they are on the road, or what the passengers will
do when they get to their destination. Even this role scemed to be
a self-liquidating one; at least the historical trend seemed to go
toward making the power of government always smaller relative to
the increasing sphere of individual action, which was not subject to
any organised or institutional power.

The best illustration of this unique combination of exclusive power
monopoly and relative insignificance of modern government in the
nineteenth-century world is given by the European government of
a non-European country—British India. The British government in
India was absolute; while carefully scrutinised by Parliament in
London, there was no one in India to whom it was in any way
accountable. It had a monopoly of power which went far beyond
anything seen in the West itself; a word from the Viceroy and the
most imposing native prince, supposedly the hereditary, absolute
and sovereign ruler over 20 or 30 million people, was quietly deposed
or exiled to a remote island. It was also the most active government
with the widest scope of control. It organised and opgrated, except
for religious worship, whatever community activities there were

! The famous Nachtwaechter (night watchman) state of Gegman liberal
theory.
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throughout the entire sub-continent: police, justice and education; all
means of transportation and communication, flood control, forestry,
agricultural improvements, surveying, disease control and hospitals.
It dug wells, built cities, determined land boundaries, and arbitrated
between religious denominations. It collected and published the
ancient literature of the country, both Hindu and Moslem; and it
restored and protected her ancient monuments. That the peasant
addressed the District Officer—often a mere lad in his twenties—
as ‘my Father and my Mother’ was, of course, nothing but ancient
and meaningless rhetoric. But there was substance to the joke
of the juniors in the British service that they were expected
by the Government of India to be not only father and mother but
also midwife and wet nurse to the Indian village. For British India
was, a century before the term was coined, the first Welfare State.

And yet this all-powerful, all-embracing, absolute government,
administering an entire sub-continent, never employed more than a
thousand Europeans for all its functions and in all the branches of
the Indian Civil Service (even though, until fairly recently, Indians
themselves were not admitted into the professional ranks of the
Service). Yet, the prevailing comment on the Indian government
during the nincteenth century, especially from the Liberals in Eng-
land, was how monstrously swollen a bureaucracy the Indian Civil
Service was.

It should not surprise us, therefore, that Karl Marx, writing in the
1860s, confidently predicted the ‘withering away of the state’. Nor
was there anything in this prediction to startle his generation; he only
expressed in his own rhetoric what was already commonplace.

The Decline of the Liberal State

Yet at the very moment at which Marx wrote, the tide was already
running heavily in the other direction.

There was one more old-fashioned war: the Franco-Prussian War
of 1870, like its predecessors for two hundred years, took a smaller
share of the national income and drained off a smaller share of the
national man-power than had the last major war before. Yet by then,
the first of the new ‘total’ wars had already been fought, i.e. the wars
that absorb the entire economic capacity of a nation and force it to
mobilise its entire able-bodied population either for military service
or for war production. The Confederacy fought the American Civil
War as a total war. Our historians, dazzled either by the dominant
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figure of Lincoln or by the gallantry of Confederate generals, have
done but scant justice to the psychological, economic and administra-
tive efforts of the Confederacy which made possible five years of
such unprecedented exertion. Nor have they always understood that
it was this exertion—rather than the abolition of slavery or the (by
present-day standards, almost negligible) physical destruction—
which brought Southern society down in ruins, destroyed its political
tradition, and drained its vigour.

The decline of the foundations of modern government actually
began with an even earlier American event: the American Revolution
and its two political innovations.

First, the American Revolution saw the invention of paper
currency:' the Continental dollar which did not even pretend to
have any metallic backing, but which was simply paper issued against
the credit of a non-existing government.

Paper money enables government to expropriate the citizen legally
by inflation or repudiation. It thereby gives to government the means
for complete economic mobilisation, that is for unlimited and com-
plete government control of the citizen in the economy. Paper money
is one of the greatest of political inventions (it also was the fastest-
spreading one, and was adopted within twenty years in France, and
within another twenty years by every other European country). But
it is doubtful that it was a constructive invention.”> Its permanent
effect was the abolition of the traditional obstacles to unlimited
government control. Paper money does not make unlimited govern-
ment inevitable; but it definitely makes it possible.

The second major innovation of the American Revolution was
the ‘people’s. army’—maybe the ‘people’s war’ might be a better
term.

Modern government, as it emerged in the mid-seventeenth century,
assumed a professional, standing army as a matter of course. But the
American Revolution was fought—and won—by amateurs, by the
‘embattled farmers’ with their own arms, their own tactics and their

! There had been paper monies before—all the way back to the paper
money of the Mongol Khans in the days of Marco Polo. All these had
however been simply receipts for deposits of specie, that is not money issued
against the credit of a government or of anybody else, but limited to
the amount of specie actually on deposit.

2 The old Goethe, in the early years of the nineteenth ¢ntury, had no
doubts. In the second part of Faust, the work of his old age, he makes the
Devil invent paper money to destroy government, communi¢y and indi-
vidual decency.
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elected junior officers. Though the idea of the ‘armed citizenry’ was
ancient, its revival was radical, not to say revolutionary. It was the
beginning of the end of the concept of war as an instrument of policy,
and therefore controllable and capable of being subordinated to
civilian government. It meant the beginning of the end of the con-
cept of the international community as one of governments rather
than of individuals, and of international events as not affecting the
individual citizen in his private capacity. And since a people’s war
is possible only as a popular war, it meant the end of wars of limited
objective; henceforth wars had to be fought for causes rather than for
objectives—and only a scoundrel compromises on a cause.

It is no longer a very original remark that the United States
manages to be simultaneously truly conservative and truly radical.
Butitisrarely realised that this has been true from the very beginning.
Politically the American Revolution was truly conservative—in the
best sense of the word. It was the first occasion also at which America
gave birth to economic and social forces of revolutionary radicalism
and of world-wide impact.

George Washington, most civilised of soldiers and most moderate
of rebels, would be horrified beyond belief at our reality of total
war, totalitarian government and garrison state. Yet the innova-
tions of 1776—paper money and armed citizenry—produced ninety
years later, in the war fought for the preservation of Washington’s
Union, the first total war, the first total inflation and the first total
defeat and unconditional surrender. With Appomatox the crisis of
modern government was on.

For two hundred years, from the mid-seventeenth to the mid-
nineteenth century the demand of warfare on the economic capacity
of a Western country decreased steadily. Government could dis-
charge its first obligation—the defence of the country—and yet
steadily increase the sphere of ‘non-government’, the sphere of indi-
vidual freedom and liberties. Modern government could also increas-
ingly control the military, could increasingly assert the principle of its
subordination to civilian authority. It meant, finally that war could
increasingly be conceived as ‘the continuation of policy by other
means’—Clausewitz’s famous definition, written appropriately
enough in thg first decades of the nineteenth century with their
tremendous economic expansion of Europe.

But for the last hundred years the tide has moveéd swiftly the
other way—and the tidal wave is engulfing us now. That modern
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war is total war we all know only too well. The Korean War of
1950-51, which President Truman could call a ‘police action’, imposed
strains on the American economy almost as great as those of the all-
out mobilisation in World War I only a generation earlier.

What is still not understood, is that the qualitative change in the
demands of warfare on society has been even greater than the quanti-
tative one. Particularly important has been the shift in the sinews of
war from weapons requiring primarily ordinary peacetime products,
made in ordinary peacetime facilities, to weapons requiring primarily
special-purpose products that can be made only in special-purpose
facilities which are of no use except for the production of military
equipment and material.

The early nineteenth-century army was still literally able to ‘live off
the land’. Well over go per cent of its equipment consisted of ordin-
ary peacetime products provided by ordinary peacetime productive
facilities. Wellington’s army fought in the Spanish Peninsula for
five years, from 1808 to 1813. All it required were guns and—the only
big item—a stage siege train. The rest was procured locally, even
though Spain even then was an ‘under-developed’ country.

The only ‘preparedness’ necessary in the Napoleonic age was
trained manpower. After the defeat of Jena in 1806 Prussia was dis-
armed and had had all her armaments industry destroyed. The
French army in the country, actually supervised the destruction.
Yet, seven years later, Prussia could put a large and effective fighting
force in the field within three months, simply because, by a ruse,
she had managed to keep up the training of reservists—and very
skimpy training it was by our standards.

Whatever special wartime products were needed, were usually
both easy to produce and durable. Right through the nineteenth
century, cavalry was the most highly specialised and most highly
trained branch of any land army. It was almost exclusively manned
by long-serving regulars who were heavily armed compared to the
infantry soldier. Yet the cavalry soldier of 1850 or so required only
three pieces of special-purpose equipment: a horse, a sabre, and
a pistol. It was standard practice to consider the working life of the
horse to be about the same as the enlistment period of the individual
regular—that is, ten to fifteen years—and to figure on both sabre and
pistol outliving the individual trooper, if indeed, not three or four
troopers.

In their early stages, the World War I armies were stjll largely of
this kind, though by 1914 special-purpose war equipment, suitable
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for warfare only, constituted about one-fifth of the total material
equipment of what was then considered the modern army. By the
end of World War I the situation had changed radically. As much as
40 per cent or so of the equipment needed to put an army in the field,
and keep it there was special-purpose, and to a large extent this
equipment had to be produced in special facilities. But the bulk, if
not all, of this equipment could still be produced in peacetime produc-
tive facilities after a brief period of conversion. Hence the problem
of preparedness up till World War II was the problem of maintaining
a small stock of special-purpose equipment, adequate to equip the
army for a period of conversion, after which ordinary productive
capacity would do the job.

Today, at least three-quarters—in the air force considerably more—
of the equipment needed for a fighting force is special-purpose equip-
ment which is not usable for anything else. Most of it can only be
produced in special facilities that are not capable of producing any-
thing else. Conversion is no longer possible. To be capable of
defence, a country has today to build in peacetime a productive
machinery which is exclusively, or at least very heavily, designed for
war-making alone. Defence requires not only a larger share of the
total national income—increasingly so; it also requires a permanent
diversion of a larger and larger share of national productivity to pur-
poses which are strictly war purposes. And to survive in the event of a
conflict requires that these special-purpose industries be built during
peacetime rather than built after the outbreak of hostilities.

Hence military technology exploded the concept of war and society
on which modern government based itself.

2 THE NEW PLURALISM

The exclusive monopoly by government of organised institutional
power in society has also been so seriously undermined as to be in a
state of near-collapse. The agent of this collapse is our new power to
organise. Itis rapidly creating new autonomous power centres within
the body politic.

In an industrial economy the individual is, by and large, productive
only in so far 2s he has access to an organised institution of production
and distribution, the enterprise. By himself, the individual in an in-
dustrial system can only work; but he cannot produce. Only the in-
stitutional system organised for performance and survival beyond

161



The Landmarks of Tomorrow

the lifetime, and independent of any one individual, is capable of
production.

This is not the result of a sinister plot. Nor is there any alternative
if we want industrial production and its fruits. What has caused this
development is precisely the factor that is responsible for our in-
dustrial advance: the modern ability to organise men of high skill,
knowledge and judgment for joint work and performance. This both
makes possible and requires a scale of operation beyond the ability of
any single man to direct, let alone to do. It requires such a variety
of skills, knowledges, and temperaments as to be supplied only by a
large group of different people in organised, permanent effort. It
requires the commitment of present resources to a futurity of such
length as to be beyond the working life of any individual. It requires
capital far beyond the means of any man, were he even a modern
Croesus. Above all, it requires managing, that is systematic planning,
organising, integrating, and measuring of the efforts and work of
highly skilled and highly educated people which can be done only by
an organised and disciplined body of men.

It requires a power centre, partial in its purposes, to be sure, but
largely autonomous.

As a result, new institutional powev centres have shot up like Topsy.
To take the United States as an example: fifty years ago the federal
government was but a shadow of its present self. It spent less in a
year than it now spends in a day. All its civilian employees could
have been housed comfortably in one of the Washington buildings
now occupied—and over-occupied—by one of the smaller agencies.
The state governments were one-man shows, as a rule. And the job
of being state governor, while honorific, was so little burdensome
that in some of the sparsely settled states the incumbent could still
keep in touch with his private law practice.

But—and it is a big ‘but’—there was no other institutional organisa-
tion of social or economic power. There were a very few rich men,
a Morgan or a Rockefeller, who had great personal power and in-
fluence. There were a few ‘trusts’; but even though they so badly
frightened our grandfathers, the largest of them were so small,
whether in assets, in sales, or in number of employees, as would make
them go unmentioned in any list of ‘500 largest corporations’ today.
Only a few railroads and telegraph companies were then so large that
we would today consider them ‘big business’; and they were already
being brought under effective governmental regulation. Otherwise,
there was nothing. Big business, the labour unions, national farmers’
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organisations, the National Association of Manufacturers, the Ameri-
can Medical Association, the National Education Association, all
these were still to come.

The world of the American citizen in those days looked very much
like the Kansas prairie. Except for one hill, he, the individual, was
the tallest thing as far as the eye could see. And even this hill, the
federal government, while it looked imposing, was only a few hun-
dred feet high.

Today the power-charge of our society has been built up as never
in any society before. Instead of the Kansas prairie, the citizen
has the Himalayas around him. Here are the towering institutional
peaks of big business, there the rugged and almost sheer cliffs of
organised labour closing off access to trades, crafts and jobs to all but
the dues-paying members. The farmers are dominated by national
farm organisations; medicine by the American Medical Association;
and so on. Even religious life, almost without power-charge in the
America of fifty years ago, is today increasingly organised in strong
national institutions which speak for the individual denominations,
lobby before Congress, and conduct their own campaigns.

Within the government itself the administrative bureaucracy and
the armed forces have largely become organised—though not yet
autonomous—institutional power centres.

Of course, the federal government, too, has grown and expanded
in size as well as power. It is clearly the Everest amongst the Hima-
layan peaks of power centres. But in relation to the total power-
charge of society as expressed by the other new institutions, the
federal government may well have become less, rather than more,
powerful. Certainly, its power monopoly has been broken.

The development of the new power centres within society may
have gone furthest and fastest in America. The growth itself is not
specifically American; it is the result of the emergence of modern
industry. Even in Soviet Russia we know that Stalin, while absolute
despot, could only maintain his personal power by playing against
each other the major power centres of Communist Party bureaucracy,
Army, Secret Police, and industrial management. Since his death
there has been an increasing power-play between them, making and
breaking governments. Even behind the fagade of ‘monolithic’ Com-
munism, the fiew institutional powers have therefore become the
actual political reality. Even there, the exclusive monopoly of
organised institutional power that had been one of the foundations of
modern government, has been undermined.
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The New Metropolis

The emergent industrial society has had another major impact on
the foundations of government: it erodes local government. It creates
a new social community: the metropolis. And we do not know how
to govern it.

Local affairs must be handled locally. Otherwise, they will not get
done. If they do not get done locally they drift ‘upstairs’ to central
government. This may be called the ‘law of political gravity’—and
it is as inevitable as the physical law of gravity. But local matters
cannot be disposed of by central government. Instead they clog the
wheels of government to the point where they cannot turn at all, and
where the major tasks of government: the formulation of national
policy, national welfare, justice, defence, or international policy, go
by the board.

One reason why local affairs must be done locally, is their mass of
detail, of paper work, of regulations, of bureaucracy—especially as
the burden of these things seems to increase with the square of the
distance from the local scene, where the need exists and where the
action eventually has to be taken. Another, more insidious reason is
that any issue, if removed ‘upstairs’, acquires political connotations
which might be quite lacking at the local scene. The simplest tech-
nical matter, if referred to the ‘top level’, turns into a major philo-
sophical issue and threatens thereby to become insoluble.

We have known all this since the earliest days of organised govern-
ment. During the last twenty-five years we have learned the lesson
all over again, in the organisation of the big-business enterprise. What
we today call ‘decentralisation’ in business is nothing but the creation
of local government within the business enterprise, so as to have the
proper organ to handle and to decide operational problems at the
scene of action. The major purpose of decentralisation is not to make
local operating management stronger—though that, too, is necessary.
It is to make possible effective top management. Without decentralisa-
tion, top management simply cannot do its own job, but gets mired
in a mass of details and torn to pieces in a welter of emotional and
personal squabbles.

In pre-industrial society, local-government tasks are few and simple,
and their performance tends to be governed by well-established
custom. In an industrial society, however, local-government tasks
rapidly multiply. They become highly complex, requiring technical
knowledge and professional competence in their planning and execu-
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tion. They also have greater impact; industrial society falls to pieces
without a transportation system, without adequate sewage or power,
let alone without a functioning school system.

Industrial society therefore needs, more than any other society,
strong and functioning institutions of local government. Yet in
every society that has undergone the process of industrialisation, local
government has fallen to pieces; and inevitably the tasks that local
government defaulted on fell into the lap of central government.

This often looked as if it were a deliberate reach for new powers on
the part of central government. This illusion has been strengthened
by the traditional Leftist (or rather, French-Revolution) distrust of
local government and preference for central government, as the more
uniform, more elegant, and more ‘rational’. Of all the many follies of
the Leftist tradition, none is greater than this preference for centralisa-
tion. Of all its many illusions, none has been blinder than the belief
that the extension of central-government control over local affairs
represents the success of a deliberate policy, rather than unintended
failure, if not bankruptcy, of government altogether.

To be sure, the central government in an industrial society has to
be strong. It has to do a great many things which earlier governments
never dreamed of, or perhaps had never heard of. But precisely
because it has to be strong, central government in an industrial society
has to free itself from the jobs that require local knowledge, local
decisions, and local action—for the same reason for which the top
management of a big business, in order to be strong, frees itself from
operating decisions through decentralisation to local managers in
charge of operating units. No central government today has assumed
more of the local-government functions than that of France; indeed,
local government in France hardly exists any more. Yet no central
government today is more obviously paralysed, more completely im-
potent, than that of France. To a large extent this results from the
domination which local concerns, local issues, and local prejudices
exercise on all levels of the national government, and from the
political and emotional heat which they generate.

One major reason for the crisis of local government in an industrial
society is that the unit of settlement in an industrial society is not the
village or even, the city, but the metropolis. The metropolis is not
just a very large city. It is quite different from the city.

The metropolis cannot be confined within pre-established political
or administrative boundaries. It very rapidly cuts across all such
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lines, whether those of city, county, province, state or even nation.
Its boundaries are not fixed but changing; above all they are different
for different tasks—for schools or for water supply, for transportation,
for sewage disposal, or for power supply.

Every industrial city has become such a metropolis, ever since the
mushroom growth of the industrial cities in the English Midlands
produced the first crisis of local government a century or more ago.
Whether it is metropolitan New York, San Francisco, London,
Moscow, Tokyo, or Johannesburg, they all outgrow whatever
boundaries exist; and so do all the smaller metropolitan cities in any
industrial society.

Economic and social life in the industrial metropolis also has a
degree of interdependence unknown in earlier, pre-industrial times.
Of course, to provide common services—common defence, common
law and justice, a common market, common coinage, common
weights and measures, common churches, or even a common god—
has always been the rationale of the city. But in his basic economic
activities the stone-mason of ancient Athens or eighteen-century
London was quite independent of the tanner or the weaver. Today,
however, all are dependent, to an unheard-of degree, both upon
common services and facilities and upon each other.

The metropolis must, therefore, organise activities and services
across and beyond any traditional boundary line. Even a ‘sovereign’
state of the American Union may have ceased to be an effective unit
for something so essentially local as highways. That the State of New
Jersey, for instance, is building an efficient system of super-highways
only means that the traffic problems of the neighbouring states, New
York, Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Delaware, are becoming that
much worse; New Jersey’s new roads, with their superior traffic
capacity, disgorge motorists and trucks into the already overloaded
and inadequate road facilities of these states. Engineers today talk of
the ‘Eastern Sea Board Megapolis’, stretching from Portland, Maine,
to Norfolk, Virginia, and embracing 50 million people, as the
‘minimum’ unit for highway and power supply planning. But power
supply must also take into account such strictly local matters as the
effect of smoke from the power houses on public health, air traffic,
or even on the market gardens which feed the inhabitants of the
metropolitan area. .

There is today increasing concern with the social and cultural prob-
lems of metropolitan living. We are conscious of the destruction of
the countryside wrought by metropolitan expansion, and of the decay
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of the centre of the old city as the metropolis pushes out its suburbs.
We are concerned with the sterility of life in the dead uniformity of
‘ranch-style’ houses within easy commuting distance. We wonder
whether the increases in cancer, heart disease and mental illness reflect
the tensions of metropolitan living. We complain about the traffic
problem, about inadequate community services, about high local
taxes.

The metropolis does indeed present basic problems of civilisation.
It may well have all the traditional problems of the city and none of
its advantages. But the central problem is its government. It can
solve none of its problems, cannot even tackle them, unless'it has
effective political organs for community decision and community
action. It is fashionable among social scientists today to play down
the importance of government and to stress rather the role of society,
habits, culture. But all these are inert, chaotic and impotent with-
out the formal and organised structure of government.

The metropolis today has no government. The traditional organs
of local government are not adequate to the new tasks. This is at the
bottom of the problem of metropolitan civilisation and cuture. But it
is also a major factor in the crisis of national government. Because
there is no effective local government in the metropolis, local problems
become, inevitably, central-government concerns, which paralyses
central government.

The Crisis of Government

The modern government of the nation-state finds itself increasingly
unable to function as a result of those developments: the-explosion in
military technology abetted by the complete monetisation of the
economy and by the ‘people’s war’; the rise of new autonomous
power centres within national society; and the collapse of local
government.

This is true internally; government everywhere has become a
swollen monstrosity—yet increasingly incapable of making or
executing policy. There are probably few cases of such extreme mal-
function as that of the Social Security system of Chile where
administrative costs eat up fifty cents of every dollar paid in—with the
rest destroyed galmost immediately by inflation. But the disease is
universal. At best the central government can mediate between
power groups; at best it can be honestly bureaucratic and administra-
tively efficient. Policy and its execution become increasingly difficult.
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Everywhere we see power move into the hands of administrative
agencies—regulating and controlling transportation, power, housing
and so on—all essentially local matters. But administrative agencies
are by nature uncontrollable. They must decide individual cases
rather than dispense general, impersonal law. They can neither con-
fine themselves to general policy nor adjudicate disputes; they create
or destroy individual property, privileges and profits. At their most
scrupulous they are agencies of endless delay and red tape. At their
most efficient they go by individual ‘pull’ or influence, or become
corrupt. They are a necessity in industrial society with its organised
power centres and pressure groups, and its metropolitan com-
munities. But they are a cancer in the political system, and a denial
of the basic concepts of government by law and of government in the
interest of the whole.

Everywhere the individual is becoming the captive, if not the slave,
of the ‘garrison state’ or ‘warfare state’. To be prepared for defence,
government today claims the right to embrace and to control all efforts
of the citizens, and to commandeer their resources, skills, property,
and persons—practically without limitation. To be prepared for
defence, government today irrevocably controls a very large part of
the total national income—taxing away for armaments in peacetime
many times more than any government has ever taxed away for all
purposes, warlike or peaceful. It takes an increasing share of the
citizen’s productive adult life for military training. It demands that
scientific inquiry and progress largely be subordinated to the needs of
bigger and better warfare. Above all, it claims—perhaps it must
claim—the power of veto on all activities, pursuits and discussions of
the citizen that, in the government’s opinion, ‘endanger the national
security’.

An attempt in the United States to forbid publication of a govern-
ment document in peacetime on grounds of national security would
have been laughed out of court less than twenty years ago. Today,
we only question how to prevent abuse of this power. Education has
in most Western countries been state-controlled for centuries. But it
would have been inconceivable a generation ago for government to
tell a university that this or that man could not be hired for any kind
of research work ‘on grounds of national security’. Today, all we
are concerned with in a free society is to make sure that this veto
power only be applied to research that is really of military significance,
and that any man so attacked obtain a fair, impartial, and judicial
hearing. All we seem to be concerned with, in other words, are the
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proper procedures for the exercise of the new veto. The principle
itself, despite its momentous implications, we seem to have had to
concede.

By so doing we have abandoned one of the foundations of modern
government: that it be strictly limited even though the only institution
of organised power; that indeed it encompass in its scope of organised
institutional power only the smaller part of the individual’s life and
sphere of action. The less government can actually accomplish, the
more it claims today.

The worst breakdown has occurred in the international sphere—
the very sphere where modern government made its greatest and most
original contribution.

As a result of the explosion of military technology war has gone
completely out of political control. It is no longer possible to sub-
ordinate war to the demands of policy. On the contrary everywhere
policy has to be subordinated to the demands of modern warfare, has
to be focused increasingly upon the military needs of survival.

At the same time war has ceased to have any rational meaning for
society and individual alike. Society and the individual have to be
subordinated to the needs of total war. But war no longer can make
its one and only contribution: to bring about a decision in inter-
national affairs. No country can risk total war; no country can hope
to survive such war even if it wins it. Hence no country can use total
war as an instrument of policy—perhaps no longer even as an instru-
ment of international blackmail. International affairs have again
become irrational, beyond and outside any theory or practice of
government. They have become an unpredictable gamble, a series of
improvisations. At the same time they have become total in their
impact upon nation and individual. In the name of foreign affairs
government today must demand a control over the citizen which
denies the self-limitation of power on which government in its theory
and practice was founded. Yet government today cannot give the
citizen the protection in international affairs which has always been
among the first duties of organised government, and which is a major
justification and purpose of government altogether.

A subtler, but perhaps more insidious poison is the militarisation of
thinking, of public opinion and of policy. John Foster Dulles hates
war as deeply as any man in the world today. But he has not been
able to develop a foreign policy other than military alliances. Senator
McCarthy rode high until he attacked the Army. In the American
tradition the military has always been the safest target of political
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attack; but even though the Army cringed before McCarthy he was
finished three months after he first tackled it. That American educa-
tion was in serious trouble had been known for a decade. But general
concern with it only began when the sputnik showed our educational
weaknesses to be a danger to military security.

This, unlike similar militarisation in the past, is not the result of
military arrogance. On the contrary our military men, at least in the
United States, are appalled by it and are, indeed, more civilian-
minded than the civilian public. It is not the result of undue admira-
tion of the military man; while not as bitter as after World War I,
the reaction against the ‘brass’ is as pronounced today as it was in
the twenties. Yet we are all forced to become militarists; military
technology threatens to swallow up civil society.

The crisis of modern government is not a matter of republic versus
monarchy, or separation of power versus paramount power, of written
versus unwritten constitution, or of this or that system of elections. It
is even less a matter of socialism versus capitalism. It is not even a
matter of democracy versus despotism. No matter how organised, no
government today functions adequately.

This is clearly true of totalitarian dictatorships—the one major
response to the collapse of modern government. Indeed totalitarian
dictatorship, of all forms of government we know of, is the least
capable to satisfy society’s need for effective government.

It cannot overcome the internal disintegration. We have learned by
now enough of what went on behind Nazism’s fagade of emotional
uniformity to know how thinly it covered a reality of extreme incom-
petence, deadly power struggle between autonomous power centres,
and permanent crisis. The same is true of the Communist variety as
events in Russia and in the Soviet satellites since Stalin’s death have
made abundantly clear.

At the same time totalitarianism cannot restore rationality and
control to international life. All it can do is to make a virtue of chaos,
made delusion a habit, crisis a necessity, lying the principle of right
conduct, and paranoia a synonym for achievement.

Above all totalitarianism cannot solve the first problem of function-
ing government; it cannot provide for an orderly succession.

This has been, through the ages, the basic problem of government.
It underlies all forms of government. From the succession by combat
among the tribal braves to constitutional government, orderly suc-
cession has been the dominant concern. And rightly so. Before a
government can be a good government, it must be able to function.
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This it can only do if succession is orderly, to the point of being
automatic, and if it immediately establishes a government capable
of governing.

So far, there has been no perfect solution to the problem of succes-
sion. The American constitution has provided one of the few effec-
tive solutions to it; yet it is far from perfect. It has succeeded in
establishing automatic succession of a legitimate head of the govern-
ment with full control and in full possession of his faculties. But it
does this only by building in the expedient of the Vice-President: a
‘stand-by’ and a mere cipher as long as the President lives, occupying
the most frustrating political position human ingenuity could devise,
condemned to burying his ambitions if an honest man, and con-
demned to praying for dead man’s shoes if an ambitious one. Yet, as
we have been reminded again these last years, we have not solved the
problem of partial disability and diminished vigour in a President.

But few attempts to solve the succession problem have been quite
so inadequate and futile as the trial by conspiracy to which any
totalitarian society entrusts itself. This is not just the experience of
our times; the totalitarian solution to the succession problem has been
attempted so often and has failed so regularly in history as to leave
very little room for doubt about the inevitable outcome.

Much more promising is the other alternative to modern govern-
ment which we can dimly see: political pluralism which is govern-
ment by countervailing powers under the rule of law. This is of
course the original concept of the United States which never fully
accepted the concepts of modern government and nation-state, just
as it never accepted the Cartesian world-view of the modern West.
Though greatly weakened by constant drift to a national concept,
pluralism is still the governing theory of American political life; it is
the governing reality of American social, economic, cultural and
religious life.

The most successful creation of American pluralism is the Ameri-
can political party. It may also be of major importance for the future.

Only a few years ago it was fashionable to decry the American
political party as an unprincipled anachronism. When Harold Laski,
the late ideologist of the British Left, attacked it violently in the
post-war years, he only repeated what had been said for at least a
hundred years by foreign observers as well as by American political
scientists. Being non-ideological, so the argument ran, the American
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political party stood for nothing. It had no ideals, no programme, no
convictions, no principles. All it did was organise ‘interests’—sectional
or social—for the conquest of power.

Today we realise that it is its non-ideological character that makes
the American party an agent of national unity. The national con-
vention every four years, we now understand, does an essential job
behind its fagade of pageantry and bombastic nonsense: it establishes
a national coalition bridging the cleavages. More important, perhaps,
we are beginning to realise that it is the ideological party that is the
unprincipled anachronism. Willing to subordinate national welfare
to doctrinaire righteousness, it increasingly becomes incapable of
providing a government. In all the free countries the major parties are
either changing into non-ideological coalitions like the Christian
Democrats in continental Europe or the Conservatives in Great
Britain; or, like the parties of France or the Socialist parties every-
where, they are becoming prisoners of the past and effective only in
opposition. ‘

A free society requires parties. And effective government requires
that there be an organised alternative government. With ideological
parties moribund, only the non-ideological party of pluralism can
still discharge the job of a political party.

Altogether it is becoming clear that pluralism has to be the starting
point for the new political theory and the new political institutions we
need. It still makes possible a real sphere of individual freedom and
choice—if only in the gaps between the giants of organised power.
It, at least, accepts reality—political life today is pluralist every-
where. Itis pluralism also that has so far given us the only effective—
though very limited—and only new political institution for the tasks
of today’s political life: the public corporation for specific metro-
politan tasks—the London Passenger Transport Executive, the Port
of New York Authority, the Moscow Electric Power Board, the
Ontario Hydro-Electric Commission, the Rheinisch-Westfaelische
Electricity Works, or the T.V.A. A little over a hundred years ago
the Metropolitan Police of London (better known as Scotland Yard)
was founded as the first such body. Since then the public corpora-
tion has become everywhere the institution for technical tasks of the
local, but metropolitan community. The metropolitan public cor-
poration is by no means perfect. It is iocal government, but it is not
local self-government; indeed it is all but beyond local control. But it
is the best we have so far.

Major areas in international life, such as the rapid development of
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education in the poor countries, and their rapid economic develop-
ment, require autonomous and pluralist agencies of international
policy and co-operation. The most effective international organ of
recent years, the Marshall Plan, was such a pluralist institution.

Pluralism has again become a serious and important concept of
political order—as, outside America, it has not been for three
hundred years. But pluralism is not yet capable of supplying us with
the new principles and institutions of political integration we so badly
need. Whether it is at all applicable to the central issue: the collapse
of international rationality, is highly dubious. American policy,
during the last decade, has based itself on such pluralism—especially
in the various regional alliances for collective security or economic
development. No one will claim, I think, that their success has yet
been so great as to prove the principle—nor, however, have they failed
so completely as to disprove it.

More serious, there is still no cure for the old flaw of pluralism: the
danger that the common weal may disappear under the conflict, self-
ishness, short-sightedness and sheer technical efficiency of pluralist
institutions and partial power centres. No pluralist system has ever
escaped this disease. In most pluralist systems it has been fatal.

That a policy in the general interest is bound—or at least is likely—
to emerge from the attempt to balance and to compromise sectional
and partial interests, is of course old pluralist doctrine; first pro-
nounced in the United States by Calhoun, it became all but the official
philosophy of the bright young men of the New Deal. But can
enough trust be put into this blithe promise that right vision will re-
sult from the cancelling out of assorted short-sightedness, and that
selfless action will emerge from the conflicts of selfishness?

Clearly this is as crucial a question today as it has ever been. Under
today’s conditions of industrial and international life government’s
first job is to make the common interest prevail over partial interest
and sectional power centres. Yet today’s political reality is pluralist.

The crisis of modern government is not the result of the incom-
petence of political leaders, or of their wickedness. It is not capable
of resolution by better men, not even by great men; it is the very
essence of the crisis that it takes supermen in government to do even a,
poor job. Neither the American President nor the British Prime
Minister can gny longer do, even physically, all the jobs he is sup-
posed to do. Yet he cannot delegate any of them; all are essential to
the survival of the nation and the functioning of government. This
is a crisis of basic concept; the very terms ‘sovereignty’, ‘national
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state’, ‘balance of power’, ‘defence’, ‘government by law’, ‘parlia-
mentary control’ are rapidly losing meaning.

As such the crisis can be resolved only by new institutions embody-
ing new political theory. But political theory today is sterile. The
last great age of European political philosophy—the age of Hobbes,
Locke and Harrington, of Bodin, Grotius and Montesquieu—is three
hundred years in the past. Burke has now been dead over a century
and a half. Even the brilliant but short outburst of creative political
thinking in the United States—The Federalist Papers, John Adams,
Jefferson, Marshall—came to an end just over a century ago with
Calhoun’s theory of sectional pluralism.

Until very recently there seemed to be no need for basic political
thinking; the ascendancy of the modern government of the nation-
state seemed to be so complete and so secure as to make redundant
any concern with ‘the foundations of the commonwealth’. Social
theory, yes; economic theory, yes. But political theory could be taken
for granted. In many universities it is not even taught any more;
instead we have ‘comparative government'—which concentrates on
the individual variations with which different countries play the same
tune of modern government.

Now the time has come for another major Age of Political
Philosophy, for creative, independent, fundamental thought, for new
basic concepts and new institutions. It is a challenge first of all,
perhaps to the United States; for one major starting point must be
pluralism which is a living tradition only in the United States. Itisa
task for statesmen; political thought has always come from the men
of large affairs rather than from the academician. But it is also a
task of the philosopher. And above all it is a task of the citizen.

We need a political theory that will give us effective strong govern-
ment, and substantial liberties and freedom of the citizen against
government. We need new institutions of local government; and in a
free society these have to be institutions of self-government. We need
new institutions for the international community. We have to accept
the reality of the new power centres; but we have to make them sub-
servient to the common good and to the freedom of the individual.
We need pluralism; but it must be embedded in, and transcended by
objective, general law.

We have the beginnings in new political experiegces. Most im-

rtant—but also least understood—may well be the new concepts of
social order in the new organisation.

But the job itself still has to be done. The crisis of modern govern-

174



Modern Government in Extremis

ment is not confined to this or that country—though it is more acute
the stronger the national tradition of centralised government and
purely ideological parties (e.g. France). The new job of political
theory needs therefore to be tackled seriously in every country. On
its solution will largely depend the life and freedom—perhaps the very
survival—of man everywhere. The decline of modern government
affects all of us—and so will the principles, structure and institutions
that will succeed. Here is a real ‘frontier’ of the post-modern world—
and it is a common frontier.

175



CHAPTER EIGHT

The Vanishing East

East is East and West is West,
And never the twain shall meet.

S o sang Kipling, laureate of empire at its high noon. Millions of
people, who may never have heard his name, know those lines. Many
still accept them as folk wisdom.

It is always rash to say ‘never’ to the future. Kipling has been
dead only twenty-five years. But today ‘the twain have met'—one
chaotic, anarchic, explosive but common dis-order and world civilisa-
tion. ‘East’ and ‘West’ have almost become mere geographic direc-
tions again, rather than meaningful terms of politics, civilisation and
culture. ‘Commonwealth’ has succeeded ‘Empire’; and at the Com-
monwealth meetings in the last ten years, the dominant figure has
been Nehru, the complete East-Westerner: fiery Indian nationalist and
great master of English prose, high-caste, proud Brahman and
agnostic Fabian Socialist, idol of the Indian villagers and fervent
apostle of heavy industry.

Yet Kipling was right—though not in the way he intended to be.
His West and his East have indeed not met; the nineteenth-century
West of the: European power system, and the mysterious East of
tribal village and Peacock Throne, of peasant following the bullock
behind the wooden plough, and of Confucian mandarin learning
ancient texts by rote, they have not met.

Both have disappeared together.

Only fifty years ago the European power system was still sub-
stantially what it had been ever since the end of Europe’s Religious
Wars. The non-European ‘great powers’—Japan and the United
States—were not accepted into full membership until World War I.
For 250 years all ‘great powers’ had been Europear; and all but
Russia had already been members when the Westphalian Peace
Treaties of 1648 first established the European power system.

It was the stablest power system the world had seen since the days
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of Casar Augustus; and it became the most powerful. That political
sovereignty or economic control over entire countries with millions
of inhabitants, anywhere in the world, could be bestowed or trans-
ferred by treaty between European great powers, was taken for
granted from 1700 on. The only successful challenges came from the
United States, itself European by race and culture (in the Monroe
Doctrine of 1823, and in John Hay’s Open-Door Policy of 1902
which prevented the partitioning of China among the great European
powers.

Just a little over seventy years ago nobody thought it extraordinary
that a minor European potentate, the King of the Belgians, was
given, largely in recognition of his family connections, personal
ownership of one-fourth of the whole Continent of Africa. Twenty
years later he was allowed as a matter of course to dispose of this
entire Congo territory with all its inhabitants by personal last will and
testament. Even the First World War hardly seemed to dent the
European power system. The victors divided among themselves the
non-European possessions of the defeated in Asia, Africa, and
Oceania, without even a show of concern for the wishes of the in-
habitants.

As late as the mid-"twenties, there was only one territory on the
whole inhabitable globe that was not controlled by Europeans or their
descendants: Japan.

To be sure, there were seven other non-European countries
that were considered sovereign and independent: China, Siam,
Afghanistan, Persia, Ethiopia, Liberia, and Haiti. But of these,
Liberia and Haiti were wards of the United States. Siam,
Afghanistan, and Ethiopia were ‘buffer states’ between territories
of great powers and maintained by them deliberately for that pur-
pose. Persia, while officially sovereign, had actually been divided into
spheres of influence by Great Britain and Russia. China, the largest,
was saved from a similar fate only by United States intervention;
even so China’s economic life and political institutions were run by
Europeans who controlled courts and universities, ports, transporta-
tion, taxes and customs service, communications and industries.

Sometimes the buffoons of history tell us more than the tragic actors.
Such a buffoon was the retired British Army colonel who claimed,
around 192q, to have discovered the ‘Secret of the Great Pyramid’:
the British were really the ‘Lost Tribe of Israel’, and therefore the
rightful heirs for ever to world domination. As ‘proof’ he offered—
quite seriously—that the Lord had promised Israel the land of milk
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and honey; and did not the British control the world’s petroleum and
the world’s rubber? Of course he was a madman; but thousands of
people in Great Britain, the Dominions, and the United States took
his ravings seriously—the movement was still going strong in rural
Canada around 1940.

Even World War I, only a decade ago, was fought under the spell
of the European power system. The pivotal decision in World War II
was to throw the major energies of the United States into the
European theatre of war rather than into the Pacific. That this was
both difficult and very risky was well understood. The people who
made the decision in the United States knew that it might well
mean the loss of China. The people who urged it in Great Britain
saw that it might well mean the end of British rule in India. Yet
is was an inescapable decision at the time.

It was no longer correct, as President Roosevelt believed—in what
was surely a major blunder—that world peace could be established by
restoring the pre-1914 Concert of Europe, that is by ridding Europe
of the danger of German aggression. But as late as 1943 or 1944, a
world war could only be won—or lost—as a European war.

One might even say that the first few years after World War 1I
still stood under the constellation of the European power system. For
the traditional European countries it was a decade of weakness and
power shrinkage. But the United States’s military and economic
hegemony during that decade filled the resulting power vacuum. It
was a situation that could not last—hegemony never does. It was a
delusion of Western, and especially of American, policy that it could
endure, or even that it should endure. But certainly in these first post-
war years, during which the United States had a monopoly of atomic
weapons combined with international economic predominance, the
lineaments of the old Western-controlled world were still discernible.

By now they have all but disappeared. Japan’s occupation of the
European colonies in the Far East, Indian independence, the victory
of Communism in China, the Korean War, the Suez débicle—each of
these was another landslide burying the ruins of the European power
system and creating a new world-landscape. The final step would be
European unification—both an acknowledgment of the end of the
old system of European power balance and perhaps the first major
step towards a new stability and order. ‘

The Cold War could still be lost in Europe by either side. The
loss to Communism of Germany, France, or Italy would be a very
severe blow to the Free World, and one from which it might not be
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able to recover. Similarly, the loss of the European satellites would be
a heavy blow to Communism.

Yet it is quite clear that the Cold War can no longer be won in
Europe. It can only be won in the non-European world, the countries
of Asia and Africa, which only yesterday were mere pawns in the
European power game. Our side can win only if non-European
peoples, exercising their own independent decisions, and acting
through their own governments, choose for themselves the values and
ways of the Free World.

The European power system is gone so completely that even the
currently accepted view of the world conflict as one between two
Western and white ‘super-powers’, the United States and Russia, may
soon be obsolete. The ability of the Free World to prevail—perhaps
even to survive—may well hinge on the ability of the new, and
emphatically non-European, Republic of India to maintain a free
government and to develop an expanding economy and a stable
society. It is also no longer entirely unimaginable that, twenty years
hence, the threat of a new, and even less European, super-power,
China—with a population of a billion people and growing industrial
production—might force into close alliance the United States,
Western Europe and Russia, despite their fundamental differences
in principles, values, and beliefs.

Success or Failure of the West?

The European power system died of its own success. Every one
of the forces that destroyed it was of Western origin, generated by
the West and propagated by it. Nationalism is the West’s very own
enfant terrible. The campaign against colonialism only repeats the
arguments and slogans of generations of European and American
liberals. Everywhere it is being led by men trained and educated in
the West, and Western in their thinking, their arguments, their
principles. In the thirties it was said that only an honours degree
from Oxford or Cambridge qualified an Indian to be jailed for resist-
ance to British rule. Today this applies, with variations, to all the
remaining colonial areas of the Western powers. Moscow-trained
Communists are similarly the most likely leaders of resistance to the
new Russian, colonialism in the satellite countries. And, of course,
Communism is entirely Western—a heresy, to be sure, but one that
could only have grown on Western soil and out of Western heritage.

The future world-order that will succeed the European power
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system might well be anti-Western. But it will quite definitely not
be un-Western. Every single one of the new countries in the world
today—including those that have not yet shaken off colonial status—
sees its goal in its transformation into a Western state, economy and
society, and sees the means to achieve this goal in the theories, institu-
tions, sciences, technologies and tools the West has developed.

Kipling and his generation could hardly have foreseen this develop-
ment. To them it appeared obvious that the non-Western peoples
would not want the institutions, ideas and principles of the West.
At the time this was a reasonable assumption.

Take for example the American Negro, the largest non-European
group in American society. He has been most completely divorced
from any native culture of his own. He has had the longest and
most complete exposure to a purely Western culture and tradition.
Yet, when the original promise of Booker T. Washington’s ‘separate
but equal’ proved an illusion around World War I, the first reaction
of the American Negro was to turn anti-Western—to change the
slogan, so to speak, to ‘separate but really separate’. Thirty years
ago the movements with the greatest mass appeal among this large
non-European group in the United States were those that, like
Marcus Garvey’s, repudiated the values, institutions, and customs of
the white world. They proposed instead to develop a strictly
separate American Negro culture on its own African foundation, and
a separate community strictly apart from, and outside that of, the
white man.

Today nothing is left of these movements. When the South African
Boer talks about the same idea under the name of apartheid, he is
denounced as a disgrace and a danger by people of good will every-
where. Yet only a generation ago this seemed the forward-looking,
progressive position. As late as 1935 international Communism, after
long and careful deliberation, adopted it in a calculated bid to capture
the allegiance of the American Negro. Organisations that then stood
for Negro emancipation and equality within white society, such as
the National Association for the Advancement of the Colored People,
were denounced as ‘timid’, ‘conservative’ and ‘appeasers’.

Western ideals and institutions proved too powerful not only for
Marcus Garvey’s dream, but for any attempt to develop new, inde-
pendent, non-European communities on their own non-European
foundations. Regardless of the age and refinement of their own tradi-
tion, all the non-European peoples today have, like the American
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Negro, accepted that neither ‘separate but equal’ nor ‘separate but
separate’ are the answer. Instead they acknowledge that, to be equal
with the West and with one another, they must themselves be
Western.

The second assumption of Kipling’s generation has also been dis-
proved: that non-European peoples are incapable of acquiring the
ways of the West, and especially of acquiring proficiency in Western
industrial and military technology.

At the beginning of World War II, people thought the Japanese
constitutionally incapable of flying modern aircraft—‘something to do
with their eyes’, they said. We soon found out that Japanese fighter-
pilots were second to none. Again, during the early stages of the
Korean War, a good many high-ranking, professional soldiers
believed seriously that the Chinese soldier could not stand up under
fire or would not fight in the dark. The hoary superstition that the
Hindu or Chinese will not make an efficient industrial worker—
the one because of caste, the other one because he is ‘too individual-
istic’—is still around, though it was completely disproved by actual
experience in both countries a century ago.

Fifty years ago the borderlands of the North Atlantic had a virtual
monopoly of industrial and military technology, knowledge, and
skills. To assume a continuation of this monopoly was perhaps not
unreasonable at the time. Technology is, after all, not something by
itself, but the child of values, cultural traditions, and historical develop-
ment, all of which were distinctly Western. Yet—beginning with
Japan—industrial and military technology has proved to be far
easier of acquisition by non-Western people than Western political
or social beliefs and institutions. All over the world, non-Western
peoples are rapidly industrialising and rapidly building Western-
style armed forces. The technological monopoly of the North Atlantic
countries has been broken for good.

The Failure of the East

It is true that the European power system has collapsed; but the
East has vanished.

This may seem paradoxical in view of the strong influence of, and
high interest in, Eastern (or rather non-Western) ideas in the West
today. It began with Gauguin and, a little later, with the impact of
primitive Negro sculpture on modern art. It led to the emergence of
jazz as a major musical influence. At the same time Gandhi became
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a powerful influence on Western liberalism and pacifism. Today
there is the great interest in the cultures of the American Indian,
especially in the ancient civilisations of Central America and of the
Andes. More and more historians stress that world history is not
simply European history writ larger. We now increasingly, for
instance, see ancient Greece as one of the great archaic civilisations
of the Orient, rather than as a Western civilisation all by itself.
And there is to day the influence of Japan on American art, architec-
ture and design, and the interest in that most Eastern of metaphysics,
Zen-Buddhism, with its strong affinities to our own new view of the
universe.

It is true that the West has lost its old certainty of superiority and
with it its old provincialism. But it is also true—and much more
important—that no viable society today can be built on non-Western
foundations.

This is not speculation. It is experience. In the three oldest, most
advanced and richest non-Western cultures the attempt has been
made to base a viable society on inherited, non-Western foundations
—and in all three it failed.

Modern Japan grew out of an extraordinary effort to create on the
spiritual and social foundations of Japan’s own heritage a society
capable of survival in the modern world. The aim was to preserve the
substance of Japan through adoption of the forms and tools of the
West.

There has rarely been an abler, more dedicated or more clear-
headed generation than the men who transformed, in thirty or forty
years, the stagnant, frozen and demoralised Japan of the last Shoguns,
the Japan of 1857, into the dynamic organised and proud Japanese
Empire of 1900. In so far as they ‘Westernised’ the country they were
a complete success. The Japan of 1857 could not protect its inland
ports against a single foreign gunboat. Fifty years later Japan could
decisively defeat both the army and the navy of Imperial Russia. In
1857 Japan was almost totally illiterate. Fifty years later its literary
rate compared favourably with many European countries; and she
had as large a proportion of her young people in secondary schools
and universities as had Germany. The Japan of 1857 was one of the
most backward and poverty-stricken economies in the world. Fifty
years later she had the highest per capita income among all non-
Western countries, was virtually self-sufficient in heavy industry and
could compete on the world markets. Indeed to this day, late nine-
teenth-century Japan is the outstanding example of the rapid econo-
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mic development of an under-developed country. Her achievement
was greater, her growth faster than that of Soviet Russia since 1917.
She had to overcome the obstacle of limited raw materials and of
heavy over-population without empty virgin lands. Yet she developed
without tyranny and terror, without concentration camps and purges.

But the attempt to build modern Japan on Japanese cultural, social
and political foundations was a failure. It created strains and tensions
that brought about the suicidal flight from self-control and sanity of
the next generation, that of the ’twenties and ’thirties. When the
collapse into defeat and humiliation came, it was not the Western
forms and tools that disappeared. Instead any attempt to preserve a
non-Western substance was given up. Today’s Japan stands or falls
with the success of root-and-branch Westernisation.

The next attempt to build a viable society on non-Western founda-
tions was made in China—the oldest, the proudest and the most
adaptable civilisation. In Japan the attempt was essentially mechan-
istic—to join together elements of East and West. Dr. Sun Yat-sen
tried to distil out of China’s own tradition guiding principles for her
self-renewal as a modern society. The revolutionary impact of his
teaching, its ability to loosen the bonds of the old régime and to
inspire young people with a passionate desire for something new, can
hardly be over-estimated. Nor should the achievement of ‘Young
China’ between 1912 and 1950 be under-estimated.

Still, the attempt to build on the indigenous foundations failed.
What would have happened to Dr. Sun Yat-sen’s China had there
been no Japanese invasion, can of course never be proved. Butby 1930
basic weakness had already appeared, and the rot had set in. It was by
then clear that Sun Yat-sen’s attempt could not revive the old, rural
China, around which his whole doctrine had been built, ‘The Chinese
Communists repudiated this old, rural China with its traditional
values and beliefs. They demanded instead that peasant China be
made over in a new, Western though Communist image. And with
this they denounced also any attempt to preserve China’s own tradi-
tions or to build on them. Mao Tse Tung may himself write Chinese
poetry in classic ideograms; but his régime has begun to introduce a
Latin alphabet which, in the future, is to be taught exclusively, and
which aims at making the classic writings a dead language accessible
only to scholars.

The most significant failure is probably that of the third and last
attempt: Gandhi’s attempt in India. Unlike the Japanese and unlike
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Sun Yat-sen, Gandhi was not content with merging East and West.
He aimed at building on the foundations of the spirit a better, purer,
stronger society that could be model and inspiration to East and West
alike.

Here clearly was the greatest vision, the deepest understanding.
Here also was a very great man, a saint and a shrewd political leader.
His impact on the people of India was probably greater than that of
any other man since the Prince Buddha 2,500 years ago. Not only the
educated but the masses, in the hopeless isolation of their sun-baked
mud hovels, caught the vision and were moved by it. Even untouch-
ability and landlordism, which neither force nor reason had ever been
able to weaken, showed signs of melting under his moral fervour.

British rule crumpled before Gandhi. Independent India is, above
all, his achievement. Every Indian leader today claims to be his dis-
ciple—and most actually are. Even the Indian Communists pay lip-
service to his greatness. Yet, only ten years after his death, there is
little left of his social, political or economic gospel. India today sees
her salvation in rapid industrialisation, in steel mills, fertiliser plants,
power damsand truck transportation—rather than in the self-denying,
austere anti-industrialism of Gandhi’s spinning wheel. A completely
Western army, rather than non-violent resistance, is her mainstay in
international affairs. The present Indian government though com-
posed of Gandhi’s closest associates, seems singularly unimpressed by
the power of non-violent resistance such as threw the British into com-
plete confusion. There have been many more ‘incidents’, in which
police and army were ordered to fire on demonstrators, in the first ten
years of Indian independence than in the last ten years of British rule.
The present Indian government has given in only to violent rioting,
not once—as the British so often did—to moral force. And instead
of Gandhi’s spiritual foundation, the present rulers base their ideas of
society, economy and government on purely Western and purely
secular ideas, such as, in Nehru’s case, on English Fabian Socialism
of 1919 vintage. The only exception are the orthodox Hindu sectarians
—but their ideal is to purge India of all innovations whether Gandhian
or Western.

I'am convinced of Gandhi’s lasting impact—unless, indeed inde-
pendent India collapses into anarchy, civil war, totalitarianism or new
conquest by foreign invader. But it is most unlikely that there will
be an attempt to realise Gandhi’s society which was to be ‘modern’—
more truly a fulfilment of the basic values of the West than any
Western country has ever been, yet which, was to rest on the
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non-Western foundations of India’s own spiritual heritage. That
attempt—despite its nobility and popular appeal—has failed.

Returning to Kipling and his generation, we can say that they were
indeed right: their West and zheir East would indeed never meet. The
West—and this Kipling saw more clearly than any Westerner of his
time—is incompatible with the foundations and traditions of the
East.

Where Kipling’s generation erred was in their belief that the East
had such power, such deep, rock-bottom strength that it would resist
the corroding acid of Western ideas, Western institutions, Western
technology and Western goods. To the best of the West’s representa-
tives in the non-Western world this was precisely its attraction. The
great ‘colonials’—Gordon in China, Curzon in India, Lyautey in
Morocco, Lugard in Nigeria, Lawrence in Arabia, Kipling himself—
were all at odds with their own West, were strangers, rebels or mis-
fits at home. They romanticised the East, they saw it as their mission
to build it up and protect it against the West—Curzon’s fantastic
attempt to re-create the India of the Mogul Empire in the ‘Great
Durbar’ of 1906 was perhaps the most spectacular example, but by
no means an isolated one. This explains their incredible blindness to
see, let alone to understand, the impact and importance of the
Western-trained, Westernised lawyer, teacher, journalist or politician.
To the very end the Western colonial administrators persisted in the
delusion that these people were ‘scum’, that they had no influence at
all on the ‘masses’, were indeed actually repudiated by them.

In a most perceptive book written by a former ‘colonial’ about
European rule in the East—Philip Woodruff’s The Men Who Ruled
India—this is still a recurrent theme. Yet the book was written in
1953, six years after the ‘Westernised trouble-makers’ had forced the
last Union Jack in India to be struck. A similar delusion underlies
French policy in North Africa. It even determines much of Ameri-
can policy in the Arab world and explains our worst mistakes there.

The heritage and values of non-Western society will not be lost for
ever. Such deep traditions of old and advanced cultures cannot re-
main for ever powerless, inert, and ineffectual. But they will become a
living force only if the non-Western countries have succeeded in build-
ing viable soc.ieties on Western foundations: values and institutions,
education, economics and technology, slogans and means of mass
communication and mass organisation. This is the lesson the non-
Western countries themselves have learned—from Nehru in India and
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Mao in China to Nasser and Bourguiba in the Arab countries and to
Dr. Nkrumah in Ghana.

These men do not agree among themselves on values and institu-
tions. They mean quite different things when they say ‘free govern-
ment’. But their differences are those of Westerners, the differences
between the free West and the totalitarians; they all believe in the
strong, central, professional government of the modern West. They
do not agree on the principles of economic organisation; but they all
accept industrialisation and organised large-scale enterprise, economic
welfare and advancement as major goals of human society. They may
not believe in ‘freedom of speech’ or ‘freedom of thought’; but they
all accept and exploit the printing press and the mass media of com-
munication and propaganda. And they all accept—indeed they all
worship—education in the Western sense and its product, the pro-
fessional lawyer, doctor, scientist, bureaucrat or technologist.

Can the West and the New East Meet?

This is a highly unfashionable question to ask today. Anyone who
raises it is certain to be called a ‘reactionary’ at Oxford and at Har-
vard, in New Delhi or Tunis—let alone in Moscow where it is con-
sidered unthinkable to ask.

But, unfashionable as it may be, it is a very real question. The
Western institutions are not mechanical formulae. They are the fruit
of long, painful development. They are not interchangeable machine
parts that will fit any standard model, but living tissue in an organic
body of values and experience, emotions and history, martyrs and
precepts.

The Speaker of Parliament, in some newly organised government
of a newly independent country on the West Coast of Africa, sports
the wig and the mace of the Speaker at Westminster. He follows the
procedures of the ‘Mother of Parliaments’ with pomp, punctilio and
relish. The spiritual ancestry of the Right Honourable Gentleman
who sits in the Speaker’s Chair in Nigeria or in Ghana includes all
the political thinkers, statesmen, and parliamentarians of the English
tradition, back to the barons at Runnymede. It extends beyond them
into the dim antiquity of Greece and Rome.

Yet his father after the flesh was a tribal chieftain or a witch doctor,
and his own roots are in a tribal society living in the Bfonze Age. He
may repudiate his physical father. But he cannot repudiate the society
whence he came. This tribal Bronze Age society is his constituency.
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He can only be effective if he can convey to it what he stands for, if
he can move it to follow where he leads.

Perhaps even more important is the fact that in the entire country,
with all the elaborate system of parliament, responsible ministers, law
courts, civil servants and so forth, there may be only three hundred
people with enough education and enough knowledge of the
traditions of the West to understand what all these institutions are
about, let alone how to run them. What will happen when these
men are gone? Will they be able to bring up successors fast enough?
Will there be enough time for these transplanted institutions to take
root, and enough loving care and understanding to make them grow
and prosper? How will they be integrated with a tribal community—
can they be integrated at all? Will these Western institutions become
means to unify the new nation? Or will they aggravate traditional
hostilities and cleavages? Will they, in other words, become mere
slogans to justify tyranny and terror, bloodshed and civil war, ex-
ploitation and paralysis, cruelty and lawlessness?

These questions must be asked not only of Tunisia or of Ghana,
but also of India—and even more so of China. The number of
people in India with knowledge and understanding of Western values
and institutions, and with real personal commitment to them may
not be so much larger, proportionately, than it is in West Africa.
There is the same doubt that Communism can remain viable in a non-
Western country like China, after the passing of the first Western-
trained generation; but for us in the Free World, this is cold comfort.

The speed and ease with which Western technology—industrial
and military—is spreading throughout the non-Western world only
adds to the seriousness of the situation. Technology is not a dis-
embodied abstraction, or a mere tool; it grows out of cultural and
historical traditions and demands cultural and social foundations.
Because of this, it cannot simply be imposed on any existing culture.
Any culture that does not conform to the exacting demands of tech-
nology—whether African tribe, Indian caste, or Chinese family—will
be ruthlessly destroyed. But can technology, however productive of a
higher standard of living or of a higher standard of warfare and
dying, produce a culture and a community ?

Technology in the West grew out of our own cultural foundations.
The roots of the great technological changes of the last two hundred
years go back all the way to the great technological surge of the
Middle Ages (the great cathedrals too were ‘an industrial revolution’)
and even further back to the Rule of St. Benedict. We have had a
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long time to get used to this ‘new growth’, so that we could develop
‘antibodies’. In the non-Western world, however, modern tech-
nology is a ‘foreign body’. Its growth is explosive and much too fast
to make possible the development of really effective antibodies.

This may make easier the adaptation of the non-Western world to
Western political and social institutions by destroying those political
and social traditions that stand in their way. It may force more
thorough commitment to the basic values that underlie these institu-
tions. But it may also uproot and weaken these non-Western countries
before they can grow into cohesive societies.

In the disappearance of the East and in its Westernisation the great
themes of the post-modern world all come together.

Education is the cause of Westernisation; but the educated society
is also the great need of the new world, the shortage of educated people
isits great lack, and the development of an effective model of general
education its great hope.

The vision of economic development is the driving force behind
Westernisation. The force that, in twenty years, made trucks rather
than the backs of coolies up-to-date transportation in Bangkok also
changes expectations, beliefs and ways of life unchanged since time
immemorial. At the same time the new danger of inter-racial and
international class war resulting from the failure of economic develop-
ment is the great threat both to the old West and the new Westernising
countries.

These countries have no choice but to imitate the political institu-
tions of modern government; they have to become nation-states. They
can only survive if their political institutions become effective. Yet
these institutions are just as inadequate there for the tasks of inter-
national affairs as they are in the West, and just as endangered there
by the cancerous growth of military technology and the resulting
militarisation of society.

Above all, these countries need the new, post-modern, post-
Cartesian world-view. This alone can enable them to integrate the
best of their own non-Western tradition with the beliefs, the institu-
tions, the knowledge, the tools, of the West. And no living civilisation
can clothe itself entirely in somebody else’s cast-off garments.

The emergence of a common, basically Western world-civilisation
is the greatest of our new frontiers—the greatest change and the
greatest opportunity. But in whose image will it be cast?
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CHAPTER NINE

The Work to Be Done

PorrcrEsandactionsin today’s world are already measured against
the demands of the new frontiers; they are effective only as they
answer to the new reality.

Yet our policies and actions are still largely moulded by the reality
of yesteryear, still aim at solving yesterday’s problems, still assume
yesterday’s world. If we tackle the new at all, we tend to treat it as a
temporary emergency that will go away again, or as a deviation from
a norm that ought to be restored. We tackle the new tasks as disturb-
ances and problems rather than as opportunities.

This, at bottom, is the crisis of the Free World—a crisis of vision
and understanding, of leadership and realism. We are in mortal
danger not because we are weak, but because we misdirect our
strength to fight over yesterday’s battles and to repeat yesterday’s
slogans.

A symptom of our delusion is the belief that there would be no
problems if only there were no Soviet Russia, and that there are na
tasks other than the defeat of Communism.

Soviet Russia is a formidable enemy bent on world conquest. It is
an absolute necessity for the Free World to maintain its unity and
military strength against the ever-present threat of Russian attack.
Kind words and good intentions can never be substitutes for power
and preparedness in dealing with an avowed world-conqueror.

Communism is evil. Its driving forces are the deadly sins of envy
and hatred. Its aim is the subjection of all goals and all values to
power; its essence is bestiality—the denial that man is anything but
animal, the denial of all ethics, of human worth, or human responsi-
bility.

But the great problems that face the world today are aggravated
rather than caused by Soviet Russia or by international Communism.
If both were tb disappear overnight, the tasks would remain the same.
The race for weapons of total annihilation, for instance, is not just
the result of the conflict and tension between Russia and the West.
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On the contrary, the conflict is largely the result of the unmanageable
explosion of military technology and of the resultant collapse of the
international system based on nation-state and obsolescent modern
government. If military technology had not got out of hand, Russia,
especially a Communist Russia, would still present a danger, and
would still pose problems of defence in Europe and Asia alike. But
the problems could be managed by conventional means of diplomacy
and strategy.

To underrate the strength and achievements of an enemy is always
folly. Yet everything is true that has been said and written about the
internal stresses and weaknesses of Communism. Every glimpse we
get into the Communist world behind its fagade of propaganda shows
sickness of the soul and torture of the body. Every opportunity given
to the subjects of a Communist régime to register their real feelings
has revealed hatred and despair. History knows no parallel to
Hungary where an entire nation attempted to flee its homeland rather
than stay under its own Communist government. Poland and East
Germany show the same profound repudiation as do the thousands of
refugees—most of them pro-Communist only a few short years ago—
who manage to escape into Hong Kong.

We know that Communism’s greatest achievement tends to under-
mine the régime rather than strengthen it. It is to her educational
revolution that Russia owes her strength today. Yet whenever the
iron hand of police terror relaxes for a moment in any Communist
country, the educated rebel. The students, the writers, the scientists—
the very group whom Communism cossets and on whom it showers
privileges—led the Hungarian, the Polish, the East German risings.
The students, the writers, the scientists, rose up in criticism when
Communist China in 1956 relaxed, for a few weeks, the iron controls
on thought and speech. The Communist rulers were right when they
charged the educated with the high treason of repudiating Com-
munism altogether. But this only means that Communism cannot
allow the educated to use their education; it can only tolerate tech-
nicians. It finds itself, to use Marxist jargon, in a ‘basic contradiction’:
it needs the educated man, yet cannot tolerate him. It needs the new
organisation of men of skill and knowledge, yet cannot permit re-
sponsible judgment, let alone use organisation to promote human
freedom.

It suffers from a similar contradiction in respect' to economic
development. A Communist government can survive only if ir
oppresses the farmer and suppresses rural society. Yet it thereby
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undermines the agricultural foundation for economic development—
and also freezes rural population at so high and yet unproductive a
level as to endanger ultimately industrial growth.

The great opportunity of Communism is, of course, the emergent
nationalism of the formerly colonial people. Yet Communism cannot
allow independence. It can tolerate only vassals and satellites.

Above all, it is the prisoner of its own rigidly mechanistic orthodoxy
which must be proclaimed infallible. In the physical and natural
sciences sheer necessity has forced the Communists to tolerate such
‘heresies’ as quantum theory, nuclear physics and antibiotics—though
even they were accepted only after considerable struggle. But can
even necessity make the Communists accept similar heresies in social
and political affairs: the new organisation, for instance? Innova-
tion with its risks and uncertainties and its need for decentralised,
local, competitive planning? Or political and social pluralism?

The weakness of Communism, its internal contradictions incapable
of resolution, its failure to build a society, are all shown up by one
single fact: there has been no flight to the ‘Communist paradise’. The
Free World has no ‘people’s police’ to prevent its citizens from cross-
ing the border into the Communist world. But at every border point
the flow of human misery runs in one direction only.

And yet not only does disenchantment with Communism come too
late, but the very failure of Communism constitutes its present
danger. For Communism is the exploitation of failure at the new
tasks. Itis the opiate of the defeated and the drug of the irresponsible.

Communism cannot accomplish the new tasks. But it can, for a
time at least, suppress the problems, deny their existence, forbid their
discussion. It cannot tolerate educated men, but it can breed tech-
nicians. It cannot create a society; but it can organise power. It
cannot build an international order; but it can exploit disorder, and
make ‘crisis’ permanent. It cannot furnish the resources needed for
economic development. But it can channel despair and frustration
into international and inter-racial class war.

We do not have to fear the strength of Communism but our own
weakness. It cannot triumph; but we may fail.

The Free World must remain strong enough and united enough to
resist the threat of Communist military aggression. But to contain
Russia and t0 fight Communism, though necessary, cannot be our
only policy. It cannot even be our principal policy. The policy of the
Free World must centre in the challenges of the new frontiers. It must
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aim at the demands of the new reality. It must be a constructive
policy, out to build, to do and to lead. If we succeed in building the
new—the educated society; the world economy of dynamic develop-
ment; the new political concepts and institutions needed in this
pluralist age, internationally, nationally and locally; and civilisations
that can take the place of the ‘East’ that has vanished—we will have
won. Otherwise, no matter how strong we are militarily, and how
united in detesting the Communist evil, we may lose.

To these new tasks we need therefore to direct our vision and to
bend our efforts. To these new tasks, we have to give priority in our
policies.

There is no doubt that we have the resources, human and material.
We have the capacity to face reality and not to be blinded by dogma
of our own making; the capacity to accept experimentation, diversity,
dissent, the capacity to admit that we do not know all the answers and
that we make mistakes; above all the power to encourage independ-
ence of thought and action in individuals as well as in government
and societies.

Nor have we been wholly unsuccessful. It is no mean feat that there
is a Free World today. Few people would have thought it possible,
twenty years ago, when World War II started. Our policies have not
been wrong. On the whole the Free World has been courageous, re-
sponsible and united. But our policies have been incomplete. We
have been too concerned with defence to give leadership, too busy
with propping up to start building.

There is a striking parallel to this in the history of the American
Civil War. The war was decided in and by the West. The emergence
of the new West gave decisive strength to the anti-slavery forces. It
was the new Western railroads that gave to the Union overwhelming
strategic and economic superiority. It was the victories in the West
and South-west that split and paralysed the Confederacy and deprived
it of its economic basis. Lincoln, himself a Westerner, knew all this—
and so did his generals. But the Union never acted on its knowledge,
never exploited its Western strength, never followed up its Western
victories. Prisoners of the memory of Washington’s strategy in the
Revolution and completely defensive in their thinking, the Union
generals threw all their force into the Virginian Peninsula. The
Peninsula is actually so narrow that the Union’s superjority in man-
power became a handicap rather than an asset. No decisive victory
could be won there; it was Sherman’s march through Georgia, from
the West to the Atlantic, that decisively destroyed the Confederacy’s
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ability to fight; and, given adequate manpower, that might have
been done two years earlier. Yet again and again the generals took
away manpower and supplies from the West where the victory could
have been won, to bolster Peninsular defences, The Union paid a
terrible price for not using its strength and knowledge and for not
exploiting the Western victories. The war was prolonged for years;
and it ended in the unconscionable blood-baths through which Grant
finally gained the Peninsula.

Military defence against Communist aggression is the ‘Peninsula’
of the great world conflict of today. We have to be stron g enough to
hold the defence; but victory cannot be won on this front—not even,
any longer, by massacre and blood-bath. And it is much too narrow a
front for us to deploy and use our resources and our strength. Today’s
‘West’, where alone the decisive victory can be won, are the new
frontiers with their new tasks.

The new tasks require much more than political decisions and
actions. Governments, throughout the Free World, can—and should
—make the development of the educated society a priority of national
and international policy. But governments cannot create the new
educational policies and methods needed. These must come from
philosophers and teachers. And they require active concern with
education on the part of citizens.

Governments similarly can only do a part of the economic develop-
ment job (though an important part). Private business and private
investment have a big part to play. The building of an industrial
society in freedom that can serve as a model and inspiration is a task
for every responsible manager and for every responsible trade union
leader. And the development of a discipline and ethics of managing
that can be learned, can be taught and can inspire, is a responsibility
only individuals can discharge.

Similarly we need, above all, new thinking on the concepts and in-
stitutions of political integration. And it is people who, as politicians,
teachers, artists, writers, judges or priests, will create, or fail to create,
the civilisation of the Westernising East.

But the leadership must, of necessity, be political.

We must accept the tasks of the new frontiers. We must be com-
mitted to them—in our words and in our actions.

We must’ give priority to the new tasks—subject only to the
maintenance of free institutions and civil liberties and to the need for
adequate defence.
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This is a most difficult requirement. It means overcoming the
issues of the dead past, forgetting the slogans of yesterday and sacri-
ficing nineteenth-century promises which though empty today are still
the cherished heirlooms of politics everywhere. It will be the most
difficult perhaps for the Left in the Free World. Though nothing
could be deader than the illusions of the European Social Democrat
or the American Progressive; nothing engenders more comforting
self-righteousness or a warmer glow of woolly-headed good feeling.
But an equal growing-up to reality is needed on the part of the tradi-
tional Right; it too is enmeshed in emotional immaturity.

The difficulties are by no means confined to the political area.
Educators everywhere have to give up cherished notions; that higher
education must be confined to a small élite is still, for instance, an
article of faith for many. Business men and economists still tend to
cling to pre-industrial economies, still believe that encouragement of
economic development in the under-developed countries is (or should
be) charitable give-away or political bribe rather than hard-headed
investment in our own economic growth and future. Labour leaders
still believe that to produce less is the quickest way to get more, and
soon. The problem is not selfishness but failure to realise where self-
interest has come to lie. It is not evil designs but well-meaning
mediocrity. Itisnotignorance but failure to act on our knowledge.

Here leadership is needed the most, and here leadership is likely to
be most effective. It can appeal to the desire to build. It can give again
vision and focus. It can crystallise knowledge into action, and good
intentions into dedication.

Finally, we have to look upon the new tasks as opportunities rather
than see in them problems, have to see them as chances of success
rather than as risks and threats. Frontiers always are full of danger,
unknown lurking terror and menace. But they are always also full
of promise and opportunity. The new frontiers of today’s world are
no exception. While difficult they are largely the result of the success
of the West—perhaps of too much success too fast. Failure to settle
the frontiers will endanger all the values of the West, if not its sur-
vival. But the frontiers also offer the opportunity to build something
new, durable and productive on the foundations of our beliefs, our
values, our knowledge and our strength. There is a lot of hard work
to be done—and fast; but it is work not of wrecking or even of defend-
ing but affirming, making, building and leading.
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CHAPTER TEN

The Human Situation Today

S o far we have talked of the universes around man: the universe of
perception and ideas, and the universe of political order and social
institutions. But man to himself is a universe. Where does man fit
into this post-modern world? ’

The universe of man has changed too—perhaps even more than the
world around him. Two essential and unique attributes of man—
knowledge and power—have changed their very meaning. As a re-
sult the meaning of man is changing. And yet—as in our philo-
sophical systems and our social and political institutions—our ideas,
our methods, our preoccupations, our rhetoric, are still those of an
earlier age which is fast becoming obsolete. In respect to the human
situation we are also on a voyage of transition, we are still trying to
steer by the old landmarks, even though we already sail new, un-
charted seas.

Twentieth-century man has achieved the knowledge to destroy him-
self both physically and morally. This new absolute has added a new
dimension to human existence.

There is no danger that man will ever run out of ignorance—on the
contrary, the more we know the more we realise how little we know—
in all areas of knowledge, in all sciences and all arts. Yet the know-
ledge we have acquired is absolute knowledge giving absolute power.
There may well be even more ‘absolute’ weapons of destruction than
those we already possess. But there is no going beyond total, final
extinction; and that we can already inflict on ourselves.

Man has always been an expert at mass slaughter. But even at their
worst, his orgies of destruction were never ‘total’, there were survivors
who could start afresh. Even the worst slaughter was always quite
localised. Now we can, in a few seconds of mania, make the whole
earth unlivable for all of us.

By giving us this knowledge science has broken through to the very
core of human existence. If we are to survive, we must learn to live
with a new demon in ourselves, must master a new, absolute power in
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our hands, must face up to the constant threat of self-annihilation
through knowledge.

At the same time we are acquiring what is perhaps even more
potent—and certainly even less controlled—knowledge: the know-
ledge to destroy man psychologically and morally by destroying his
personality.

It is common belief today that the sciences that deal with man’s be-
haviour, such as psychology, have lamentably failed to keep pace with
the advancement of the physical sciences. This, alas, is delusion. We
have not, it is true, acquired the knowledge to make man better. We
have not learned very much, if anything, to enable man to control
himself. But we have learned how to make man worse. We have
acquired knowledge how to control others—how to enslave them,
destroy them, dehumanise them. And we are fast approaching the
point where this too will become absolute knowledge capable of the
total destruction of man as a moral being, as a responsible will, as a
person. We all but know enough today to turn man into a biological
machine run by the manipulation of fears and emotions, a being with-
out beliefs, without values, without principles, without compassion,
without pride, without humanity altogether. Through systematic
terror, through indoctrination, lies, and thought control, through
systematic manipulation of stimulus, reward, and punishment, we
can today break man and convert him into brute animal.

A behavioural science that does not aim at making man capable of
self-control betrays man. A behavioural science that does not affirm
man as a rational and spiritual being betrays science. Such a science
produces destructive results that can only be abused and have no
legitimate use. But that does not affect the potency of the results.

Totalitarianism is the final result of science without morality. It is
the systematic dehumanisation of man, and the scientific exploitation
of his animal nature. It is no less ‘scientific’ for being wicked and for
being a travesty of all the hopes and beliefs of the scientists. It sys-
tematises old experience, as does any science; draws therefrom general
theories of human nature; and then tests these theories in the large-
scale experiments of concentration camps and terror, ‘brain-washing’
indoctrination and thought control. Nor does the inherent instability
of all tyranny invalidate the power of the pernicious knowledge on
which totalitarianism bases itself. The knowledge is the danger, and

1 On this see the discussion between two eminent American psycho-
logists, C. R. Rodgers and B. F. Skinner, in Science, Vol. 124, page 1057,
1st December, 1956, which should cure any reader of the comfortable
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the knowledge remains available. Here too is a new absolute. Here
too science has broken through to the very core of human existence.
Here too we possess, however limited our knowledge, enough power
for total self-destruction.

The knowledge to destroy man’s personality may have even greater
impact on the human situation than the knowledge to destroy the
physical life of the species. That he must die, man has always known;
every one of his major religions predicts the eventual extinction of the
species. But man, wherever and whenever he started to reflect, has
always asserted that to be a man is something different from being
mere animal, that to live like a man is more than to survive physically.
On this assertion he has built his religions, his cultures, his’civilisa-
tions, his arts, his sciences, and his governments—everything of this
world that is not buried with the individual animal remains. It is this
assertion that the totalitarian denies. He maintains instead that man
is a domestic animal—remarkably clever, to be sure, but also remark-
ably docile. And he possesses enough knowledge of human nature to
degrade man in the image of a domestic animal.

For two thousand years the Christian has taken, on faith and revela-
tion, the end of the world and the Antichrist. Now the apocalyptic
visions have become experience. We can see the Antichrist who turns
all man’s fairest promises onto his perdition and all his hopes onto
his enslavement. And who among us today has not had the shock of
knowing, if only in a nightmare, the moment of fiery cloud and
deadly rain, the irreversible moment when a power-drunk dictator, a
trigger-happy colonel, or a simple misreading of a ‘blip’ on a radar
screen will make us destroy ourselves?

The Control of Power

We will not survive unless we learn to control these two new powers
that knowledge has unleashed. Obviously we cannot survive our own
physical destruction. It should be as obvious that we will not survive
if we cravenly surrender our manhood and accept moral destruction
to escape physical destruction; we will at best prolong physical survival
by a very short time.

delusion that this is not ‘science’ and that only evil but not ‘decent people
like ourselv®s’ will ever use it to enslave, manipulate and dehumanise.
Skinner, undoubtedly well-meaning, proposes to manipuilate people to be
‘adjusted’ and ‘happy’; but this is just as much destruction of man for
being well-meant. '
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We cannot suppress the new knowledge. We possess it. Indeed
every country today must try to advance it further, however much it
fears or detests it.

Suppression of knowledge and of the search for it has always been
the first reaction to ‘dangerous’ discovery. It has never worked. But
this time it cannot even be tried. The Russians had to give up the
ban on the ‘heresies’ of modern phy51cs the day they heard that the
atom had been split. McCarthyism in America represented largely
the traditional reaction against the threat of new, dangerous know-
ledge. But though the guilt feelings and self-doubts of the scientists
greatly added to the effectiveness of McCarthy’s campaign of black-
mail, it was stopped, almost at the outset, by those unlikely champions
of intellectual and scientific freedom, the professional soldiers. Know-
ledge has become power essential to military survival, and freedom of
scientific search the foundation of national defence.

We cannot even, as has so often been attempted in the past, try to
restrict the knowledge to a small group of the initiate, a priestly caste
of the ‘twice-born’, purified in the magic rites of Marxist dialectics,
psychoanalysis, or security clearance. On the contrary, we need more
and more people in possession of this knowledge, more and more
people of the highest education, more and more people capable of
designing and building the means both of total physical and of total
moral destruction.

We have to accept the fact of the new knowledge; and we have to
master it.

The starting point must be political. The new knowledge endows
government with power that surely goes far beyond anything for
which, in the words of the Declaration of Independence, ‘Govern-
ments are instituted among Men’. By no stretch of imagination can it
be considered a legitimate power of government to be able to destroy
the human race. By no stretch of imagination can it be accepted a
legitimate purpose of government to dehumanise man. Yet today all
governments have acquired these powers.

The first step towards survival is therefore to make government
legitimate again by attempting to deprive it of these powers, that is
by international conviction that either power is an intolerable abuse
of power itself, and by international action to ban such powers.

This obviously, will be easier in respect to the power of physical
destruction than in respect to the power of moral degradatlon and
destruction of personality. The first is directed clearly at the alien—
though its exercise today is likely to destroy alike foreign enemy,
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neutral and one’s own citizens. The second one, however, aims at a
government’s own citizens; to ban it is therefore clearly ‘interference
with a sovereign state’. Moreover, however difficult it may be to
supervise atomic armaments at a distance, it is virtually impossible to
supervise from afar the destructive forces that play on men’s minds.
Yet one is as anti-human as the other, one is as much a threat to the
survival of man as the other. The attempt must therefore be made to
forbid both to government. If this is incompatible with ‘sovereignty’
—and it is—then ‘sovereignty’ has become incompatible with human
survival and must be limited.

This control and limitation of power cannot be achieved by uni-
lateral disarmament. It cannot be achieved by the hegemony of this
or that super-power; the last fifteen years should have taught all of us,
including the Russians, that to aim at hegemony or even at preponder-
ance of terror is a delusion.

But a world government cannot do the job either; it would only
give us King Stork instead of King Log. It is impermissible and
illegitimate for any government to possess these powers of destruction;
they would be just as illegitimate if the government were global rather
than national.

We need law to deny all government the use of the new powers.
Such law must be based on the commitment of large and strong
political bodies which, in turn, requires a multiplicity of large nations,
each strong enough to have a policy, each united enough to be free at
home, each big enough to count. But the task also requires true inter-
national institutions embodying the common belief that no govern-
ment can be allowed to exercise the powers of physical and moral
destruction of man. These bodies must be able to inspect and to seek
out the facts. But they must also have the truly super-riational power
to hear appeals from the citizen against his government, or from
government against government, and to give effective legal relief
against governments transgressing the new limitations on their power.

T have noillusion that this will be easy. At the earliest it will become
remotely possible only if and when the Free World has tackled the
tasks of the ‘new frontiers’. But it should even now be a goal and a
commitment of the peoples and the governments of the Free World.
We may survive, like the heroine of a radio serial, hopping from crisis
to crisis. But each crisis will be worse than the last unless we have a
goal. And the goal today can only be to deny to government effec-
tively and without exception the powers of physical and moral destruc-
tion which are incompatible with any legitimate purpose.
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Political action, however, is only delaying action. Where moral
values and mental integrity are involved it may not even succeed in
holding the tide, although the attempt must still be made. The prob-
lem created by the break-through of scientific knowledge to the core
of human existence, is not political. It is spiritual and metaphysical.
It poses the question: what is the meaning of knowledge and power?
Knowledge and power being specifically human among the attributes
of the creature, the question really is: what is the meaning of human
existence and of human spirit? These questions are as old as man. But
absolute knowledge adds to them new urgency and new depth.

They are metaphysical questions. ‘What we need’, the answer will
therefore come back, ‘is a return to spiritual values, a return to
religion.’

There is a revival of religion in the Western world today. It did not
wait for totalitarian tyranny and the atom bomb but began at least a
generation earlier—perhaps even with Charles Péguy at the turn of
the century in France. I suspect that counting the number of church-
goers to measure the seriousness and intensity of the religious revival
bears little relationship to the book-keeping of the Recording Angel.
But the trend away from, and against, religion that so deeply charac-
terised the three hundred years of the modern age has certainly been
reversed, at least for the time being. The historian a century hence—
should there be one to record our survival—may well judge the return
to religion to have been the most significant event of our century and
the turning point in the crisis of the transition from the modern
age.

Society needs a return to spiritual values—not to offset the material
but to make it fully productive. However remote its realisation for the
great mass of mankind, there is today the promise of material abun-
dance or at least of material sufficiency. There is the vision of eco-
nomic development by means of which man can break the fetters of
want that have always made Mammon the master rather than the
servant of man. To what ends then should we use the material? In
view of the grinding poverty in which the mass of mankind still lives,
it is premature to talk, as some economists do, of the economics of
abundance. The economist is concerned with reality; and abundance
is still far from being reality. Butitis not premature to think seriously
about the philosophy and metaphysics of abundance; for philosophy
and metaphysics deal with the vision of what can and should be.

Mankind too needs the return to spiritual values. For it needs com-
passion. It needs the deep experience that the Thou and the I are one,
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which all higher religions share. In an age of terror, of persecution,
of mass murder, such as ours, the hard shell of moral callousness may
be necessary to survival. Without it we might yield to paralysing
despair. But moral numbness is also a terrible disease of mind and
soul, and a terrible danger. It abets, even if it does not condone,
cruelty and persecution. We have learned that the ethical humani-
tarianism of the nineteenth century cannot prevent man from becom-
ing beast. Only compassion can save the wordless knowledge of my
own responsibility for whatever is being done to the least of God’s
children. This is knowledge of the spirit.

The individual also needs spiritual values. He can survive in the
present human situation only by re-affirming that man is riot just
biological and psychological being but also spiritual being, that is
creature, and existing for the purposes of his Creator and subject to
Him. Only thus can the individual know that the threat of instant
physical annihilation of the species does not invalidate his own exist-
ence, its meaning and its responsibility. Only thus, above all, can he
survive as a person under totalitarianism. Man, if he owns a spiritual
nature in addition to his physical, psychological, and social being, can
never be entirely controlled by the ‘knowledge’ of totalitarianism. The
mere existence of spiritual man, proves the knowledge of the totali-
tarians to be false and vain.

Knowledge and Human Existence

Yet things are not as simple as the battle cry ‘return to religion’
might seem to imply. The crisis in which we live is not just one of
the individual conscience. It is also one of metaphysical convictions.
To be able to die as a man today it is still enough, as it has been before,
to know and believe that ‘Blessed are those which die in the Lord
henceforth’. But spiritual experience, however profound, does not by
itself give the answer to the new questions of absolute knowledge and
absolute power.

The Western world owes its emergence to the acceptance of know-
ledge. Right knowledge, the Greeks taught, will lead to right action.
The two implications in this assertion—that man is capable of know-
ing, and that knowledge is not vain but effective—are the specific
Western metaphysics. A millennium and a half later, one of t?lc
greatest men of the Western tradition, St. Bona:vcntu'ra}, samt,.mystm,
philosopher, and administrator, re-affirmed this position. Hx.s asser-
tion that all knowledge comes from the Creator and speaks His truth
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and reality became the charter of modern science. The modern
scientist would say that knowledge is a value in itself and therefore
‘neutral’ in respect to other values. But this is only a different termin-
ology; he is still saying what St. Bonaventura said some seven hun-
dred years ago.

This however is inadequate today. St. Bonaventura—and all
philosophers of knowledge and science since—were concerned with
the threat 2o knowledge. This is not our problem today; we know we
cannot solve the problem of knowledge by suppressing it. We are
concerned with the threat of knowledge. Only two or three genera-
tions ago knowledge was essentially a private affair. Science was the
pursuit of knowledge for the sake of knowledge. Today science,
whether we like it or not, is increasingly the pursuit of knowledge for
the sake of power. No concept of knowledge we possess faces up to
this new reality of human existence.

There is even less in our tradition to cope with the new reality of
power made absolute through absolute knowledge.

Altogether power, of all basic human realities, has been the least
studied and is the least known. The student of politics has always
taken it for granted. The philosopher and the artist, by and large,
have dismissed it. The theologian and the moralist have suspected it.
The politician has been concerned with organisation of power rather
than with its essence. Others have been concerned only with keep-
ing it out where it does not belong. But what is it? And where does
it belong? Power is a part of human life and a necessity of human
existence. The traditional approach, purely negatively, attempted to
keep power out of the really important concerns of man. But even if
power were o more than brute force, a purely negative approach
barely suffices. And power has always been much more than force
alone.

Today the foundation of power is knowledge, and the essence of
power is its potential of being absolute and total. Today we clearly
need a metaphysics of power that is positive in its approach, that
accepts power as a fact and a necessity, and thinks through its proper
function and right purpose. If we do not know what power is for, we
cannot say what its limits are. If we do not specify its proper use we
will not be able to stop its abuse. Precisely because absolute power is
so clearly beyond the limits, is so clearly intolerable abuse, we need
to know the rightful sphere and proper use of power.

Power is no longer exterior to human existence and social purpose;
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it has become central to both. If we do not succeed in making it serve
the ends of man and society it will destroy both.

Both knowledge and power, traditionally ends in themselves, must
now become means to a higher end of man. Both knowledge and
power must be grounded in purpose—a purpose beyond the truth of
knowledge and the glory of power. We must demand that both
control themselves, direct themselves, limit themselves in and through
the purpose for which they accept responsibility. Nowhere will the
break be greater between the new world and yesterday’s modern age.
It is here that we are likely to shift the most towards purpose as the
ground of actions and events. It is in respect to knowledge and-power
that we will move the furthest from modern man’s assertion of rights
to a new acceptance of responsibility as the principle of freedom.

We cannot say any longer: ‘knowledge is truth’, or ‘all power
corrupts’. We must accept new propositions: knowledge is power,
and power is responsibility.

Knowledge and power have been problems of man since the Garden
of Eden. Now they are in the centre of his existence. The solution to
them which the new age finds will, in the last analysis, determine
its character and its meaning. If it fails to solve them, it will not only
be a dark age without stars even to light up the night; it may well
be the last age of man—and conquest of space will not alter this. If
however the new age succeeds in solving these problems, it should
become one of the greatest eras of man.

Living in an Age of Overlap

The report on the post-modern world is now concluded. It has
alternated between moods of optimism, if not enthusiasm, and moods
of gloom, if not despondency. For the post-modern world is an age
of transition, an age of overlap, full of exciting challenges and oppor-
tunities, full also of terrible and terrifying dangers, an age which
inseparably joins together the enchantment and the terror of the un-
known, the challenge of new deeds to be accomplished and the
penalties for old misdeeds come to judgment.

If T have stressed problems, questions, tasks, rather than solutions,
answers and achievements, that too reflects accurately, I believe, a
period of tralisition and overlap. What unifies an age, what gives it
character, courage, and confidence, are rarely answers but a common
view of problems and tasks, and the consent that these are indeed
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relevant to the generation. Achievements are for old men to remember
by their firesides. ‘The work to be done, the hurdles to be taken, are the
important challenges for a young age as they are for a young man.
We are in midstream today. Most of us still take the old world for
granted. But if one thing is certain: the past is going fast. If there is
one thing we can predict, it is change. The coming years will be years
of rapid ¢hange in our vision, the direction of our efforts, the tasks we
tackle and their priorities, and the yardsticks by which we measure
success or failure. It has been the thesis of this book that the new can
already be discerned, the purpose of this book to draw its lineaments.

A time like this is not comfortable, secure, lazy. It is a time when
tides of history over which he has no control sweep over the individual.
It is a time of agony, of peril, of suffering—an ugly, hateful, cruel,
brutish time atbest. Itisa time of war, of mass slaughter, of depravity,
of mockery of all laws of God or man. It is a time in which no one
can take for granted the world he lives in, the things he treasures, or
the values and principles that seem to him so obvious. Those of us
who have been spared the horrors in which our age specialises, who
have never suffered total war, slave-labour camp, or police terror, not
only owe thanks; we owe charity and compassion.

But ours is also a time of new vision and greatness, of opportunity
and challenge, to everyone in his daily life, as a citizen and as an
individual. It is a time in which everyone is an understudy to the
leading role in the drama of human destiny. Everyone must be ready
to take over alone and without notice, and show himself saint or hero,
villain or coward. On this stage the great roles are not written in the
iambic pentameter or the Alexandrine of the heroic theatre. They
are prosaic—played out in one’s daily life, in one’s work, in one’s
citizenship, in one’s compassion or lack of it, in one’s courage to stick
to an unpopular principle, and in one’s refusal to sanction man’s
inhumanity to man in an age of cruelty and moral numbness.

In a time of change and challenge, new vision and new danger, new
frontiers and permanent crisis, suffering and achievement, in a time
of overlap such as ours, the individual is both all-powerless and all-
powerful. He is powerless, however exalted his station, if he believes
that he can impose his will, that he can command the tides of history.
He is all-powerful, no matter how lowly, if he knows himself to be
responsible. '
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