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Prologue:

Of Politics and History

To THE EUROPEAN AND NORTH AMERICAN in the summer of 1913 all the
ages of man seemed to have reached a pinnacle of security, prosperity and
peace. Ahead stretched indefinite progress. Behind lay unarguable success.
The year was the hundredth anniversary of the downfall of Napoleon at
the battle of Leipzig. As the centuries run, it had been the age of the great
peace, the greatest within the historical experience of Western men.

Not only did peace brood over this world, but the political forms of its
states seemed cast in a permanent and hopeful mold. In every Western state
the political parties of liberalism were either in power or year by year
becoming more powerful. The Liberal Asquith was Prime Minister of Great
Britain. Woodrow Wilson had emerged victorious from the three-cornered
election of 1912 dedicated to a course of social reform which he called
the New Freedom. The vast and alien dominions of the Russian czar were
ruled by a creaking, inefiicient but Europeanized bureaucracy, and to the
other powers Russia was one of themselves, peculiar perhaps, but part of
Europe. And even in Russia, the parties demanding democratic reforms
seemed to be growing constantly stronger. The melange of languages and
what were called, and are still called, nations stretching from Bohemia
to the Balkans were united in a non-national state where a pleasant way
of life was almost the end and purpose of state policy. To be sure, liberal
political theory objected to this state, more perhaps than it did to the
slowly disintegrating monarchy of the Russian czars. Its mere existence
hindered the national hopes of spokesmen for linguistic groups within and
without its borders. The objection was not that Austria was tyrannical or
oppressive, but that it existed. Russian despotism could be modified towards

1



2 THE MIGHT OF THE WEST

democracy, but Austria’s existence was a denial of what theory taught on
the nature of nations in the modern world. But in Germany and Italy, the
theory of liberal nationalism had already been triumphantly actualized.
Italy had never before existed, so its creation around the liberal, anti-clerical
House of Savoy was unarguable evidence that the declared intentions of
democratic politics and romantic nationalism were indeed the motive power
of history. Germany, unified after centuries of division, was so far in the
vanguard of progress and liberalism that it enjoyed a Socialist Party of im-
mense power and a set of institutions of public welfare that would be
modern even today. For France, the Low Countries, Scandinavia and
England there were in those years neither doubts nor worries. The empires
of England, France and Holland stood firm and peaceful. All these states
were both old in existence and modern in their way of life. All enjoyed
democratic institutions of government and were as extensively industrialized
as their situations warranted.

In the Far East the beneficent march of democracy and liberalism had
not yet accomplished as much as in Europe and North America. Japan
had jumped, it seemed, in one generation from feudalism to a surprisingly
good copy of a Western state—yet was still far from democratic. In China,
it was felt, progress was at last about to begin because China had just been
made a republic, and the young men who seemed to be in control could
use Western democratic slogans as well as anyone in the world. They were
able, one or another of them, to make more satisfactory adjustments to the
desires of both the missionaries and the Western commercial interests than
the reactionary old Empress Tsu Hsi, who had at last been gathered to her
ancestors after having so long slowed the progressive efforts of both the men
of God and the men of money.

From the point of view of an American, whether he was a liberal or
inclined to favor the trusts, the society of Europe and North America was
in all important things both satisfactory and enduring. Everyone had minor
objections against one or another aspect of this interrelated civilization,
but its essential structure was what all approved of and believed in; it was
the acme of the long progress of mankind down the ages and the stepping
stone to even greater progress.

It was indeed a remarkable society. Its technology, the heir of centuries
of theoretical and practical work, was so far above the technology of any
other group of men that comparisons cannot even be made. Based on that
technology, it had spread its dominion over all the seacoasts of the world
and over vast inland areas. With this political power available to force
importation of cheap raw materials, with the application of its technology
in manufacturing and public health at home, it increased its population in
a century at a rate never before attained or imagined by any other society.
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In western Europe, it was a process of transforming an ancient peasant
countryside with an ancient balance of food supply, birth and mortality.
In America, it was a process of easy conquest from savages and the clear-
ing, settling and building of empty country. When the two processes were
finished, the results were strikingly the same.

Forty years afterwards in the wreckage of the Western world, it was hard
to find anything that remained of that safe and secure society. The lands
of the Hapsburg Empire, after a fitful existence as national theory-states,
had succumbed first to the German and then to the Russian conquerors.
The only parts of Germany not blown up by British and American air raids
had likewise fallen to the Russians. Russia itself had changed hands inter-
nally. Instead of the Europeanized bureaucracy, the rulers of Russia made
no secret of their intention to destroy the West. The Dutch and French
Empires had collapsed and most of the British. France itself was barely
a power at all, a nation restored by alien arms and kept alive by alien
assistance. In the Western world only the United States appeared as a
stronger power than in 1913, but in relation to the menaces that threatened
us, even we were immensely weaker. Who would have taken the prospect
of a life or death war as a serious matter in 1913°?

The point about this profound decay in the strength and welfare of
Western society is not so much that it occurred, nor even that it occurred
so rapidly, but that no one wanted it, no one planned it and no one even
expected it. Even the Marxists of 1913 only chattered revolutionary slogans
and dreamed of an immense international bureaucracy of men like them-
selves to replace “capitalist imperialism.” They never expected to see their
slogans in the export literature of a Russian Empire more powerful, more
ambitious and far more ruthless than that of the Romanoff czars. It is hard
for Western men of our times, who believe so completely and so passion-
ately in the will, to face this grim contradiction between fact and human
intention and realize what it may mean, not alone in light upon the past
but in expectation of the future.

To us modern men of the West, steeped, even when we deny it, in the
philosophy of scientific materialism, it is an article of both political and
deep personal faith that our lives are governed by will and conscious inten-
tion. We, as individuals and through our machinery of government, we, as
a people, plan what is to be done and take steps to see that it is done. All
about us we see tangible proofs—so we feel sure—of this process. Over
these same years of imperial decay we have seen the development of the
modern automobile and road system, of widespread electric power, of air-
craft, of nuclear physics, even of the first pioneering exploration of space.
We have seen legislation profoundly altering our social structure, the
graduated income tax, the rise of powerful mass unions, federal bank con-
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trol, agricultural subsidies. All these we see as willed activity, intended,
planned and excuted by men conscious of what they were doing and of
what they intended to accomplish, and this is as willingly admitted by the
opponents of such developments as by their adherents. Yet in the field of
world politics, no such pattern can be found. No one intended the world
developments of the past generation, not even the lords of the Russian
Empire who alone have benefited from them. At most, the Soviet Govern-
ment hoped for some disaster to the West and assisted toward such dis-
aster where it could. But even the Soviet Government prior to about 1944
never seriously supposed that the day would come when it held such a pre-
ponderance of military power that to conquer and annihilate the West would
become a program within the compass of real politics.

If we had been twice defeated in two great wars, we would have the
enemy as a convenient explanation of our disasters. But we have been
twice overwhelmingly victorious. Our intentions were supreme in a world
at our mercy, yet nothing—not one significant thing—has occurred in
accord with these intentions. Words and programs have triumphed, but facts
have escaped us.

True, the day-to-day publicity amid which we unavoidably live does not
constantly remind us of our lost political security. No powerful political
force of our time is served by any public knowledge of this aspect of our
immediate past. Security, therefore, is not pictured to us as something lost
but as something to be gained in the future, for this, we are told, is the
ceaseless objective of all our politics. But each of us knows better, pro-
vided we need not say so publicly, knows that we once did have it even
though the authorities of our public life never tell us how it was lost.

This is the central problem to which this book is addressed.

The illusion of a fixed present permits our minds to make a comforting
separation of the future and the past. It permits us the illusion that they
cover human activities of a different sort. The past is fixed and done
for, but the future is malleable, a free field for our will. This is emotion
not logic, because all the past was once a future, and all the future will
become a past. In fact, there is no difference or boundary between them,
and the structure and nature of one are the structure and nature of the
other. In the modern fashion, however, this fact is uncomfortable. If the
future is free to be molded to our wishes, so too the past must once have
been free. Who then willed that it should have become what it did become?
The other horn is no more comfortable. If the past was not free, if the
events that did occur were somehow determined despite the will of the
participants, what freedom can there be in the future? But here we refuse to
be logical. We are sure that the events of the past could not have been free;
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they must have been determined even if by some mechanism we do not
understand. Our belief in causality is too profound for us to feel otherwise.
Everything that has happened must have a cause, and everything that has
a cause could have happened in no other way than it did. Yet we cannot
apply the same rule to the future. Our belief in the will is at least as strong
as our belief in causality, and a causally determined future would make
nonsense of the conception of the will. In truth, the past enshrouds too
many miseries and disappointments, and the future veils too many dear
hopes and expectations for us to see that they are one and the same, dis-
tinguished only by the momentary position from which we observe them.
But to anyone who can bring himself to admit the identity of past and
future, the two mesh together in one unbroken series of interlocked lives
of living beings. The division between the past and future is an ephemeral
personal experience different to each man. The smooth, unbroken flow of
the past was so broken into past and future for the men who lived in that
past, though to us no chink or crack appears in the endless flow of events.

The two cardinal errors of history and politics are to picture the past
as timelessly rigid and the future as indefinitely plastic, to feel that because
nothing has yet happened, anything can happen, and because things did
happen, they must have happened. To realize that these are errors is a
difiicult intellectual process for a modern man. Our fundamental intel-
lectual premise of the coexistence of both will and causality here brings
face to face the concealed and inherent contradiction. It is more comfort-
ing to keep past and future far apart; to assert a separation between them
that permits the assignment of causality as the governing power of history,
and intention as the master of politics.

The recognition that past and future do not exist as separate entities and
only appear so to an observer, and appear differently to each observer at
each instant of observation, carries with it the recognition that history and
politics are equally identical. This is simply another way of saying that poli-
tics is the practice of the art of prophecy and that history is the record of
prophecies fulfilled or confounded. The problem with which we are then
concerned is the same whether it is cast forward over the future or back over
the past. All that needs to be changed is the tense: “How did it come about
that certain prophecies were fulfilled and certain others confounded?”
becomes “How will it come about that certain prophecies will be fulfilled
and certain others will be confounded?”

It is the thesis of this book that from an understanding of history there
flows an understanding of the future. Such understanding cannot confer
foreknowledge of what events will certainly happen, but it can confer
insight into the probability and improbability of many things dreaded or
hoped for. It can go further. It can foresee great alternatives that face a



6 THE MIGHT OF THE WEST

society and though it cannot reveal which alternative may eventuate, it can
foresee many of the consequences that will follow from the choice of one
rather than of the other .

But an understanding of history, a sense of the living flow of our society
and of other societies, living and dead, which have flourished in the course
of five thousand years, is a far different thing from a knowledge, however
immense, of a maze of unrelated historical events. Unfortunately it is the
latter, in organization if not in volume of material, that our liberal educa-
tion and our popular reading implant among literate Americans, indeed
among almost all literate Westerners. It is not usually the historical facts
thus taught and accepted that are wrong. It is the connection between the
facts, the asserted causal linkages which in the minds of many have come to
replace the facts themselves as the frame of historical reality. The problem
with which this book is concerned is therefore far less the accepted facts of
history than the accepted philosophy of history. It is from the fallacious
interpretation of the facts that have flowed those images of the contem-
porary world, political and economic alike, that have justified at every step
forty years of uninterrupted disaster. The units of political reality, the
character and ambition of states and civilizations, the value of arms and
international compacts, these are not things whose inner nature is disclosed
by their contemporary action. All operate on a time scale so long that even
the personal experience of a lifetime cannot give a man a valid understand-
ing of their possibilities and their perils. It is from the past, from our image
of history, that we derive those convictions about the nature of political
societies to which, for good or ill, for life or death, we commit the destiny
of our nation and of the civilization which in a thousand years has made us
the sort of men we are.

The nature of this civilization itself is a puzzle to us. We know that some-
thing to which we give the name “The West” exists. We even talk about
Western civilization. But what this West is we pass over as a matter of no
importance. Is it a group of human beings or a set of ethical principals?
Is it a geographical or a historical entity? Has it a personality as a nation
has or is it a loose coalition of the moment designed for practical advan-
tage? Is it something which we join by choice like a philosophical associa-
tion or into which we are born like a family? Has it a past or is it a
contemporary accident? Is it a race? Is it a political alliance? Is it in some
way involved with Christianity or democracy or machine technology? Are
the Jews part of the West? The Moslems of North Africa? The Russians?
To none of these questions does the liberal philosophy of our day seek an
answer or ponder whether the correct answers have any bearing upon the
survival of our country and the endurance of the millennial society of which
it is the last self-standing state.
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Around us we cannot help but see this great, endangered civilization
which we have come to call the West. But what is it? Who composes it?
What are its boundaries in space and in time? How can we set about pre-
serving something whose essential nature we have never thought it im-
portant to comprehend?

To review the life of the West as a self-contained existence is not history
as that subject is commonly thought of among us, because it requires iden-
tifying and tracing the life of a cultural unit whose existence as a historical
entity is usually denied. Furthermore, the intellectual fashion of our times
is so strongly liberal that it is of necessity antihistorical. A living past to
which we are organically connected is perhaps the greatest of all fetters
of which liberalism wishes to be rid. To see the West as a relatively closed
group of people century after century sharing a common civilization, and
to a large extent a common fate, contravenes liberal theories of the nature
of men and of mankind. In fact, modern liberalism not only dislikes the
past but seeks to get along with no real knowledge of it. A few anecdotes,
a semi-biographical treatment of certain favorite moments of the past, the
times of Jefferson, Jackson, and Lincoln, the French Revolution, these
serve liberalism with all the data it needs for its antihistorical philosophy of
history. For the rest, the basic theory of Marxist history, almost voided of
historical fact, does duty as the frame of interpretation, officially of the past,
but actually only of the present. As a result, there is really no liberal inter-
pretation of history, and accordingly the notion that serious history can
contribute to political understanding and action seems almost an odd idea
today. Nevertheless its very oddity may not be without some interest.

Conventional school history, with the purpose of showing the progress
of mankind, teaches some selected facts arranged in a cause-and-effect rela-
tionship. This can scarcely be called an interpretation of history because
much, perhaps most, of the history of men has to be left out or the scheme
would be wrecked. Between a century and half a century ago, while the
Marxists still thought it desirable to have a complete world philosophy to
offer, there was current a Marxist interpretation of history in terms of eco-
nomic determinism, historical materialism and the theory of the class
struggle. It too, however, was more frame than fact. Intellectual conviction
being a slow road to power, and the matter not being very convincing even
to the minds emotionally drawn to Marxism for other reasons, the whole
field has today been abandoned, and we are spared a current Marxist
history. All that remains of it is a practice of biographical diatribe to praise
or vilify this or that historical personage depending on what is deemed good
politics at the moment. That a particular and very special history receives
considerable attention in Russia and in the Soviet dominions is without
bearing here. In Russia, it is Russian history of a sort, solely for Russians,
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and it is promulgated by men who are leftists only beyond the picket lines
of the Soviet armies and are the lords temporal and spiritual within them.

We Americans are antihistorical for another reason besides the current
fashion of liberalism. The insistence on having a specifically American
history requires of itself a perversion of Western history and gives to an
intelligent mind in childhood a life-long distaste for what appears to be
such a senseless, even idiotic, discipline as history. Ripped from its place
as part of the history of the West and established as though it were the
record of a self-contained entity, American history presents a caricature of
what happened to the Europeans who crossed the seas. Further it denies,
always by inference and sometimes explicitly, the unity of civilization be-
tween these Europeans and those who stayed in Europe. In many textbooks
of American history there is little to indicate that had the New World been
settled by Orthodox Slavs and Moslems, it might have developed otherwise
than it did. All the great influences that are pictured as having made us
what we are—the frontier, the natural town-meeting democracy of a land
without nobility or men of great wealth, the vast untapped resources—all
these should have operated as fully on others as they did on our ancestors.
The fact is that during most of the four centuries in which Europeans have
lived in the Americas almost everything of importance that happened to
Americans happened to them not as residents of the Americas but as people
of European stock, happened as the reflection in the Americas of the cul-
tural and political life of Europe. Deeper than this, the whole West, for all
its immense historical work, tends to an antihistorical bias, limited but
important, in one vital field of history. It is required out of veneration for
Western Christendom to assert that Western Christianity is the same as
that of Jesus. This passionate belief, so certain that no one ever thought it
required any evidence, has not only bedeviled Western politics for centuries
but in the field of pure historical thought has made it impossible for most
historians to make the necessary classifications of their subject matter; in
cruder words, to know what they were talking about.

The problem in gaining a sense of history is, therefore, in reality three-
fold: the facts of history; the connections, if any, between these facts; and
the units of historical action. On the first, there can be almost no quarrel
with contemporary historical scholarship. The facts of more than five mil-
lennia have been gathered and sifted with a zeal and skill that has made
this field of endeavor one of the great monuments of Western scholarship.
No other society ever attempted such a task or ever thought it worth the
effort. The difficulty enters in the philosophical calculations concerning
what the facts show.

The history of the world as it is taught in general American education,
and as it is presupposed in such current literature as touches upon history
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at all, is the picture of history that most people hold. This, not the esoteric
history of the specialist, is the image of the past of our life that affects
political action. It is a picture of progress, moral and mechanical. It shows
man as a species appearing from the other animals by evolution. It shows
him advancing through knowledge of tools and husbandry across prehistoric
times. It shows him, still mankind, advancing through the ancient societies
of Egypt and Babylonia to attain the foundation of real progress in art and
philosophy with the Greeks, in law and politics with the Romans, in religion
with the Hebrews. Then after an unfortunate setback mankind emerges into
true progress again with Western society—or more usually—specifically in
the rise of the modern Western states and churches in the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries.

This is the skeletal frame of history to which each attaches whatever
detail of knowledge he desires. The past of non-Western peoples like the
Moors and Byzantines, whose contacts were close with the West during the
past of the West, are treated as branches off the main stem of progress. The
past of peoples whose contacts with the West are almost entirely modern,
like the Chinese and the Hindus, simply is not considered high history at
all. Theirs is the history of annals and, in reality, not a part of history but
a division of comparative sociology or anthropology.

The difficulty that forces this exclusion of all peoples who have not
involved themselves in our past, and the later affairs of peoples with whom
we were once intimate, is that if these peoples be included in history the
line of progress picture falls apart, and the record of mankind appears as
only a jumble of ups and downs, crimes and victories going nowhere. We
have so construed and arranged our own story of human societies that we
have created a plot for it, but if we include these aberrant societies, the
plot is destroyed, and the book becomes a meaningless jumble of uncon-
nected yarns. Liberalism asserts the equality and unity of all men, but it
refuses to consider seriously the history of many men because their histories
do not lead to the modern West. Thucydides asserts in the opening of his
history of the Peloponnesian War that before his time nothing of importance
had happened in the world. We are free from this conviction of the Classical
world that there is no real past, but like Thucydides we exclude whatever
has no meaning to us, and that part of the past that does not appear to lead
to us, that is, all history that falls outside the Egypt-Greece-Rome-West
scheme, has no meaning as history. The great novelist who contrived the
story of mankind has here, we feel, indulged his taste for the bizarre in long
and perhaps interesting descriptive passages, or even in subplots involving
his minor characters. But all of these passages could be cut out with no
harm to the real story—perhaps even with considerable improvement in
the coherence of the tale and the tightness and march of the plot.
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Of those who do not see the image of history as this line-of-progress,
almost all see history simply as bunk, a body of information difficult to
acquire and useless to know. These will concede, if pressed, that the pres-
ent has been unfortunately molded by the past, but they refuse to see the
future as simply the present of some other day equally, in its turn, molded
by its past. To them the molding process of the past, which they reluctantly
admit, is a confusion of luck and misfortune without sense or pattern.

The line-of-progress scheme, while it is a caricature of the history of
mankind, is something more than an arbitrary rigging of fact to produce
the plot for our own story. There is a reality to the scheme, though not
the one assigned to it, and there is good reason why it should have so long
remained the accepted image of history in Western society. Historical, in
contrast to causal, consideration of this scheme reveals what it in fact is.
It is simply the history of the lands of the Roman Empire up to what we
call the fall of Rome and thereafter the history of Western society itself.
Even though we think of ourselves as Christians, this has never altered
our attachment to the scheme. Our consideration of the history of Chris-
tianity is confined also to the Roman lands. The great spread of early
Christianity east of the Roman frontier is left to a handful of historical
scholars, not considered part of world history. These Christians had split
from Orthodoxy before the schism between the Latin and Greek churches
and so were not in the line of descent to us. Similarly after the develop-
ment of the Latin church in the West, the further history of Orthodoxy
becomes of no importance to us.

It is rather amusing that this scheme which defines the structure of the
world for both the progress-materialism of the nineteenth century and
the economic determinism of the twentieth is a product of medieval
astrology. In a popular twelfth century poem explaining how all things are
foretold in the stars, Bernard Silvester tells us:?

Astra notat Persis, Aegyptus parturit artes,
Graecia docta legit, praelia Roma gerit.
Exemplar specimenque Dei virguncula Christum
Parturit, et verum saecula numen habent.

The Babylonians learned astronomy. The Egyptians
began the mechanical arts.

Greece discovered learning, Rome waged wars.

A virgin bore Christ, the example and type of God,

And the world received its true Lord.

The earliest historians of the West, likewise men of the twelfth century,
necessarily found bulking immense across their past the name of the Roman

1 Quoted by Lynn Thorndike, History of Magic and Experimental Science, New
York. 1947. Vol H, p. 105.
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Empire, so that the history of Rome became the essential first back step
into history. In its turn, the history of Rome raised to importance the
preceding history of the lands over which the Roman Empire eventually
spread. But these earlier historians were not attempting to write a history
of mankind. They sought only a history of their own people, a people
whose learned language was Latin and whose religion was Christian, so
that the exclusion from their scheme of all history that did not lead to
them seemed entirely reasonable. It was an early groping attempt to deal
with the perplexing mystery of the growth and change of human societies
and would probably long since have been abandoned except for the venera-
tion in which Westerners still hold Rome and Christianity, a veneration
that places the past of the Mediterranean lands in a special position above
all others, a veneration that requires us to seek our own cultural origin
in those lands.

One other aspect of human society gives great difficulty to historical
analysis. Although societies differ radically among themselves, both his-
torically and geographically, yet individual men seem much alike. Hunger,
love, fear of death operate almost identically on all men, civilized or savage.
The fife of individual men in all the great societies is molded by a group
of institutions and customs which touch the individual in much the same
way: religion, state, wealth and poverty, rank and subordination. It has
been and can truthfully be argued that the lives of individual men, particu-
larly men living in any one of the great societies, have far more in com-
mon than they have points of difference. From this fact a passionate
sentimentality has gone on to conclude that since men resemble each
other, so societies ought to resemble each other, and for a society to differ,
particularly to differ from the historical mean as drastically as ours does,
is unnatural and indeed wicked. If society were nothing but the arithmetical
aggregate of the individuals composing it, this point of view would be
sound. There would be no reason why all men could not and perhaps
should not lead almost identical lives in a nearly identical environment.
Such is, in fact, the official Marxist doctrine and very nearly the approved
position of modern liberalism.

Historically, it is not the intimate resemblance of men but the subtle
distinctions among them that are important. Men resemble each other as
animals. They differ from each other as the creatures and creators of
civilizations. For what distinguishes men in societies from the imaginary
man-as-man, which means man-as-animal, is that all men of historical
actuality are also molded by some culture. And what distinguishes men
of the great historical societies from neolithic men or from the savage
peoples of later times is that the men of the great societies are not alone
possessed of the static and technical cultures that characterize the simpler
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societies but are molded by the cultures of growth, decay and intellectual-
ization which are the unique attributes of all the great societies.

Societies are more than the simple aggregate of the individuals or nations
composing them. They are historical creations in which the acts of the
dead have more power than the intentions of the living. Every society is a
tissue out of the past, a web of laws, customs, boundaries, word meanings,
property and institutions of all sorts which make of every man within that
society something more than merely a man. He is also a creature molded
by all these things. There is no natural man. There are only men of certain
tribes or certain civilized societies, and we deduce the image of man-as-
such from the points of resemblance among the real men who live or have
lived as members of the various societies of men. Whether such a creature
could exist we do not know. We do know that from paleolithic times to
our own day he never has.

Even the conscious intention to change a society, which is so accepted
a feature of our own time, is not an assertion of the power of man-as-such
against the fetters of historical society. Even the partisans of change are
men of a society, either of that which they seek to change or of another.
Their conscious goal does not remove from their whole being the centuries
of the society to which they belong. They remain like other men loaded
with the ideas, prejudices, unconscious ways of understanding, unconscious
meaning of words, unconscious pictures of right and wrong, that they
derive from the society of their origin. The influence of environment has
been a favorite theme of modern sociology, but the greatest environment
of all is the historical society to which a man belongs. More than slum or
suburb it molds him, but since it molds his observer, too, there is no rela-
tive sign of the influence.

The philosophical justification for contempt of history flows from the
liberal thought of the eighteenth century. The antihistorical bias of
eighteenth century liberalism took the form of denying all logic to history,
in asserting that history was not justified by “reason” and seeing it as a
mass of meaningless anarchic events, most of which never should have
occurred and few of which would have occurred if “reason,” that is if
the liberals themselves, had been guiding events. From this point of view
all the historical institutions of their time, dynasty, nobility, church and
province, became “unreasonable,” and society was intellectually disinte-
grated into disparate beings struggling in a web of economic interests and
irrational, inherited tyrannies. The higher unity, and the only higher unity,
to which a man could belong was, therefore, “mankind.” All other unities,
state, church, even race, were historical creations and therefore unreason-
able and unworthy of being maintained. If the tangible, operating and
powerful realities of everyday fife, the state and the church, could hardly
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withstand intellectual distintegration under this acid, how much less such
an obscure concept as that of civilization which has no tangible body
corporate in the forefront of events but must be discovered as a concept
from the slow unrolling of long history?

As a living fact, the church and state survived eighteenth century liberal-
ism, but they were thereafter intellectually justified, as they still are, on
rational, not historical grounds. They “do good,” or should, and moreover
they do good for their current tenants. They are instruments of present
advantage not of historical necessity.

So, too, everything that is felt to have come into being over the past
but to lack rational justification, that is, to fail to promote egafitarianism,
is regarded as something contrary to “liberty,” or as we would say today
contrary to “democracy.” Hence such things should be consciously re-
moved from society. From this point of view, the least rationally justified
concept, which is therefore the prime enemy of world egafitarianism, is the
concept of Western civilization as a historic entity. The fact that the states
of western Europe and the states of European foundation beyond the seas
differed both in their history and in their contemporary way of life from
all other societies could not be denied. What could be denied, however,
was that this fact represented anything more than the coincidence of
natural circumstances. From this denial it could be asserted that there
was nothing specifically personal about Western civilization, nothing
biologically or historically unique, and that its “social progress” and
mechanical benefits could and should be equally available to all the world.

The difficulty of grasping and defining the concept of Western civiliza-
tion long preceded the eighteenth century liberals, but in the earlier times
it was not philosophically so important to deny it or explain it away. In
the early ages this identity of the Western peoples was comprehended under
the inapplicable name of Christendom, and the fact that these communities
were Christian was felt to be both the fact and the cause of the difference.
Later with the use of the word “Europe” and the growing intellectual
importance of the problem, other factors than Christianity were added,
again both to identify and explain the difference. These have come well
down into our own day and are all causal. Their number is fairly impres-
sive: the Classical literary and artistic inheritance, the innate genius of the
Germanic barbarians, the peculiar stimulus of the climate of western
Europe, the peculiar soil of western Europe, the extensive coast line and
necessity for use of the sea, the innate democracy of Christianity (or of
the Germanic tribes) flowering in democratic institutions, the great in-
tellectual borrowings from the Jews and Saracens, the genius of individual
kings, the genius of individual rebels. All these have been offered, some
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constitute a whole library of argumentation, to explain the stubborn and,
to the idealist, distasteful fact, that Western society differs drastically from
all others both contemporary and extinct.

To a great extent throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
these explanations more and more tended to obscure the fact that Western
civilization existed at all. The explanations came to obscure the thing
explained, a natural but erroneous application of the methods then current
in the mechanical sciences—a matter discussed in some detail in Chapter
1. Studying thus the postulated mechanics of society, it came to be
supposed, as if the data were those of the sciences, that the same mechanics
could in theory be applied to different sorts of men; and if that were done,
these men would become essentially the same as the Westerners. This
belief still endures, though now it is rarely set out in detail, and is the
intellectual foundation—the moral foundation is another matter—of mod-
ern liberal internationalism. Naturally in this process the existence of the
West as a historical personality was lost sight of. By the outbreak of the
Second World War probably the bulk of the educated opinion throughout
all the Western states would have denied the historical reality of Western
civilization and have accepted as an accurate analysis of the world the
system of classes, ideals and economic interests that had been alleged as
the motive power of history. An embarrassed reservation on the supposed
unimportance of races might have been admitted privately, but in all other
factors the liberal opinion was unchallenged.

But more than a philosophical objection to history as the grim reminder
of the fallibility of human intention and human reason lies in our modern
rejection of historical knowledge as a thing of value in the politics of the
world. We do not understand the mechanics of history. What has made
things happen? What are the causes of history? We assert, of course, that
history is a chain of cause and effect; but though we may believe this as
an ideal, its practice on the events of history produces no useful body of
knowledge. Unlike the mechanical sciences, history yields no guide to the
possibilities of the future when analyzed by cause and effect. We deny this
in principle, but we accept it as an unfortunate fact.

It is this that makes history so unwelcome. Rigged for us as though it
were a causal science, it proves a useless tool in practice. If causality could
interpret the past, it could foresee the future. But the accepted history of
our day does not really interpret the past. Once the illusion of causal
explanation vanishes under detailed scrutiny, all that is left is an inexplic-
able jumble of meaningless events, which even in the wisdom of hindsight
seem completely unpredictable. We can, therefore, scarcely be surprised
to find a half century of liberal and democratic prophecies based on such
profound misunderstanding, decade by decade flatly contradicted by events.
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With the life of more than five thousand years of human society behind us,
is there thus no wisdom that can be gathered from that long record?

Among the few books dealing with the philosophy of history that attained
any general circulation in the last thirty years only three have attempted to
deal with world history from a strictly historical approach: Wells’ Outline
of History, Spengler’s Decline of the West and Toynbee’s A Study of
History. Such a choice will probably shock a professional historian, but the
selection is based on the objective of the author and the reasonably wide
audience each obtained—not on the basis of the scholarly excellence of
the work. Each of these writers sought to give a purely historical picture
of the history of all men—to treat of world history as history—not as
random examples of comparative anthropology, jurisprudence or sociology.
In three quite different ways each realized that what was essential to the
understanding of the lives of men was shown not by the contemporary
frame of space but by the eternal arrow of time.

Wells, who was, of course, an earnest liberal, was the earliest and the
least successful of these popularizers of world history. Few liberals have
attempted as he did to ponder history seriously. They prefer to use it as a
convenient grab bag for the extraction of tendencious anecdotes, and
rarely notice the contradiction of having to show the progress of mankind
by successively disregarding the fate of each particular group of men in
order to take up the tale of progress, for awhile, with another. But Wells
was one of these few, and he was struck by the essentially illiberal character
of the line-of-progress scheme. He struggled emotionally against it but
never built any alternate pattern. He was fascinated by the concept of
progress and sought to find it anywhere he could, hoping somehow to tie
all the separate progresses that he believed he found into one final unity.
In the end, the only unity lay in the future, in a renewed vitality for a
League of Nations. In essence, the book was dull. History is a drama and
so it must have a plot. But the plot of Egypt-Greece-Rome offended Wells’
liberal principles so he threw it out. But then he could find no other.

Spengler, in contrast, is all plot. Guizot’s 2 concept that there existed

2 The sense of the identity of Western civilization had existed since Carolingian
times, but its intellectual expression in later centuries seemed in contradiction
to both Christian tradition and the progress theories of the Enlightenment. There
was a further difficulty with the word “European.” Geographically it is arbitrarily
applied to certain lands which have no particular geographic identity, no com-
mon history, and have never been the seat of a common culture. Culturally,
however, it means, when it means anything at all in this sense, simply Western
civilization, even though that civilization never covered all Europe—Russia and
the Balkans have never been culturally “European,”—and that civilization now
occupies parts of the world far removed from Europe. Of course, all Europeans—
in the cultural sense of the word—in the back of their minds have always known
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a European civilization, essentially self-contained, and despite its na-
tional forms, essentially identical throughout Western Europe, provided
Spengler with his key historical unit. States and peoples belonged
to a higher organization which Spengler called a culture in its early
phases and a civilization in its later. All the great societies of the earth,
past and present, belonged to one of these cultures which successively
have flowered and withered. But—and here was the catch to the popular
acceptance of Spengler’s scheme—these cultures had an organic quality
about them. They had youth, maturity and senility, and the possibilities
open to a mature or senile society were quite different from those open
to that same society in its youth. Even this might not be too hard to
accept—we would not consider it reasonable to expect a revival of the
ages of Gothic faith and cathedral building or a new Crusade—but Spengler
included in his aging process philosophy, politics and the arts and was
not averse to expressing a low opinion of contemporary art and thought.
Since artists and intellectuals are so largely the promoters of current fashion
in opinion, the opinion regarding Spengler has been shaded accordingly.
Besides he was anti-leftist, a German, and, despite his sharp criticism
of the blood-and-thunder romanticism of Nietzsche, not beyond using a
good deal of it himself. In the end, perhaps, his popular standing as a
man of intellectual importance disappeared when his views were confused
with Nazi actions and Nazi effusions of the Rosenberg type. Actually
this confusion was an injustice to Spengler, both as a man and a historian,
but was quite natural. Even today the epithet of “fascist” is thrown at
everyone who does not parrot leftist cliches about the nature or future
of democratic politics, and Spengler was a strong German nationalist not
overly tender with the professional optimism of democratic liberalism.
Considered, however, from the view of scholarly history, Spengler has
been the most important historian of modern times. Since the publication
of The Decline of the West, all historical writing has been forced to take
account of Spengler’s presentation of the history of men as the history of
great societies, each having an inward cohesion and personality of its own.
Even those who bitterly oppose Spengler’s political objectives have more
and more come to accept this much of his interpretation of history. Among
serious objections to Spengler’s theory of history—his leanings towards
Nietzsche are irrelevant to that point—perhaps the only vital one is his

that they differed sharply from other men. Even Gibbon in his chapter on the
barbarians (Chapter 37 II of the Decline) could write: “The perpetual corre-
spondence of the Latin clergy, the frequent pilgrimages to Rome and Jerusalem,
and the growing authority of the popes, cemented the union of the Christian
republic, and gradually produced the similar manners and common jurisprudence,
which have distinguished from the rest of mankind the independent, and even
hostile, nations of modern Europe.”
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inattention to the relations among the different historical societies. This
has been a relation which itself has undergone change with the passage of
time—in other words a historical fact outside the self-contained life of
the individual societies—an item, perhaps the one real item since neolithic
times, in which “mankind” has been the historical unit. The ancient so-
cieties, arising in the midst of history-less, neolithic man, necessarily differed
from the later societies arising on an earth already covered with the monu-
ments, memories and political remains of the earlier. It has not destroyed
the inner cohesion of the life of the later societies, but it has made them
immensely different from the earlier. It is the difference, in a Spengler-
like analogy, between the virgin forests which long ago arose out of the
post-glacial prairies of the north, and the tangled second growth forests
of today.

Toynbee is a mechanized, liberal Spengler. He believes not only that
causality rules human events, but that these events can be explained and
proved causally. He is even willing to give examples that, he asserts, con-
situte such proofs. But he accepts the concept of a culture embracing the
various nations within it, and he admits some sort of time pattern within
those cultures. It would not be correct to call this time pattern growth
and decay—though for long stretches they seem such in Toynbee’s pages—
because Toynbee denies with anger anything approaching an organic
structure in his cultures. Age is an organic necessity in an organism. Even
though we cannot explain the process causally, we know that it must occur
and can predict a good deal about its effects. But Toynbee will have none
of this. He admits the decay of many cultures but insists that this decay
flows from causal and mechanistic reasons, usually of a moral kind, the
“creative minority” becoming the “dominant minority.” These are phrases
more useful for conveying moral opprobrium than precise facts and so
Toynbee doubtless intended them.

His classification of cultures follows in many important respects that
of Spengler. Both see society developing into a “time of troubles” and a
universal empire, but Toynbee denies the rigorous life span of a culture
that Spengler asserts. Hence what Spengler calls the fellahin societies—
the long drawn out and often rigid societies of aged cultures, late Egypt,
Assyria and Byzantium, modern China, India and the Arab world—
frequently are represented by Toynbee as new, successor cultures. A
comparison of their respective classification of civilizations, the table on
page 18, shows this difference sharply for the ancient civilizations.

It is apparent at once from this table that Toynbee merely divides
Spengler’s main classifications into subcivilizations which even in his
own account are essentially similar. He does not shatter Spengler’s under-
lying structure and in only one case would most historians cavil at grouping
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Civilization Origin End
Egyptiac 4000 1660 }
Minoan 3000 1400
Sumeric 3500 1900
Hittite 1400 ?
Babylonic 1500 550
Sinic 1500 175 A.D.
Far Eastern l
(Main Body) 500 AD. extant
Japanese offshoot extant J
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Hindu 800 A.D. extant
Syriac 1100 1000 A.D.
Islamic
(derived from Syriac) 1300 A.D. extant
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Orthodox Christian
(Russian offshoot) 950 A.D. extant
Hellenic 1100 400 A.D.
Western 700 A.D. extant
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Toynbee’s division into the major societies as set out by Spengler. That
case would be what Spengler called the Magian, or at times the Arabic
civilization, which in this book is called the Levantine civilization. To
modern Westerners steeped in a Christian tradition, it is initially difficult
to recognize as a single civilization nations professing what seem to us
such disparate religions as Mazdaism, Judaism, Orthodox Christianity
and Mohammedanism. Nevertheless, there are sound historical reasons for
doing so though at this point it is only possible to refer to the discussion
of this question in chapters III and IV.

Both historians likewise tabulate the ancient civilizations of the Americas.
These are not considered in this work primarily because its focus of interest

3 This schedule of Toynbee’s civilizations is based on the list in A Study of History,
vol. I, p. 131-3 and upon Table V of his abridgement of volumes I-VI (1947).
In volume VII (1954) Toynbee added two new civilizations to his list, the
Shang—preceding the Sinic, and the Indus—preceding the Indic. In volume XII
(Reconsiderations, 1961) he further revised his classification to remove from the
list of independent civilizations the Babyionic, the Far Eastern (Main Body),
and the Hindu, attaching these eras to their geographic predecessors; thus con-
forming, in regard to these, to Spengler’s grouping. Toynbee further reorganized
the whole original list of civilizations by dividing it into “Full Blown Civiliza-
tions” and “Satellite Civilizations.” The first group (again eliminating ancient
America) is divided as follows: (definitions within square brackets are Toynbee’s

own)
Unaffiliated to Others
Sumero-Akkadian (corresponds to the Sumeric and Babyionic
of the original list)
Egyptiac |
Aegean } (largely the Minoan of the original list)
Indus |
Sinic (includes not only the Sinic and the Far

Eastern (Main Body) of the original list but
also the Shang civilization of volume VII)
Affiliated to Others [First Batch]
Syriac [to Sumero-Akkadian, Egyptiac, Aegean and Hittite]
Helenic [to Aegean]
Indic [to Indus] (combines the Indic and Hindu of the origi-
nal list)
Affiliated to Others [Second Batch]
Orthodox Christian
Western } [to both Syriac and Helenic]
Islamic |
Finally Toynbee defines a new class of civilizations, Satellite civilizations, in
which he places the Hittite—satellite of the Sumero-Akkadean, Japanese—satel-
lite of the Sinic, and Russian—originally a satellite of the Orthodox Christian
but now a satellite of the Western. He repeats (p. 470) his inclusion of the Jews
as members of the Syriac civilization, in fact, as its only living members.
The list of Spengler’s civilizations is based upon Tables I, II and III in vol. I
of the English translation of The Decline of the West. New York. Knopf, 1926.
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is the life of the West with which the American civilizations had almost
nothing to do, and secondarily because the preliminary work of assembling
the factual basis for a study of these civilizations—if there were actually
more than one—has not yet been done and, indeed, in the poverty of
records may never be done.

The essential difference between Toynbee and Spengler lies in Spengler’s
theory of the organic nature of a culture and Toynbee’s emphatic rejection
of all considerations but those of mechanistic causality. The issue requires
some analysis and a clearer notion of the idea of organic behavior than
we today commonly entertain. The word “organic” as applied to history
has been used largely by German writers and has earned a good deal of
warranted contempt as a fuzzy product of German pedantic romanticism.
Nevertheless, it is not the word but what is sought to be described by
the word that is important.

The word “organic” appears at first thought to have a precise meaning.
Clearly, all the higher plants and animals are organisms and all the
unicellular forms of life equally clearly are not.4 Here the word has an
unambiguous meaning: a functionally interdependent group of living cells.
But in areas of life more complex than unicellular creatures, and less so
than true organism, the problem becomes much more difficult. In general
we mean by an organism a group of living cells differentially specialized
so that some cells perform one special function—digestion, nerve trans-
mission, reproduction—and the organism as a whole is enabled to live
by the interdependent functioning of the various specialized cells. The
word “organism,” therefore, is not strictly speaking the name of a thing,
but the description of a process, of the manner of interdependent behavior
of living cells, a behavior that we find characteristic of all the higher plants
and animals. In fact, that is what we mean by “higher” in this case, “par-
taking of an organic structure.” In popular, unthought image there then
follows an assumed connection between life and the organism that lives.
There is felt to be some “thing” in a man which is alive, that is, as it
were, the seat of death when he dies. An organism is felt to have a life
of its own distinct from the life of the cells that compose it. Biology and
medicine, on the other hand, encounter no such phenomenon. All the
life that can be found in a man is in the individual living cells that com-
pose him. When he dies, the complex functioning of the cells ceases
though the individual cells are still alive. Inevitably, of course, with the
breakdown of the interdependent functioning, the individual cells them-
selves begin to die for lack of oxygen and food and from the poisoning of

4 From a chemical point of view, to be sure, a single cell is a complex of
enormous specialization of its different molecular components, in that sense
an organism itself, but no self-sustaining living components seem to lie below it.
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the now irremovable end-products of their own and their neighbors’
metabolism.

Among the higher animals, the life span of no individual differs much
from the average of his species and extremes of longevity are unknown.
Among the plants, however, the cellular relationships are less dangerously
specialized and the life span of many trees and hardy perennials seems
capable of immense extension in a favorable, and therefore usually arti-
ficial, environment. Between the unicellular creatures and the obvious
organisms lies a borderland of creatures, such as the corals, that are known
as colonies because while there is sufficient interdependence among the
cells to require them to five together for their general welfare, they are not
organically specialized and each could, under favorable circumstances,
live by itself. So, of course, can the tissue of the true organism if some-
body will feed and air it artificially.

The next difficulty in grasping the essential nature of an organism is
the supposition that in order to be an organism, a creature must be phys-
ically attached together in one obvious, visible piece. This is a natural
illusion from the fact that what we usually call organisms are always so
assembled. But this fact is irrelevant. The word “organism” is the descrip-
tion of a type of cell behavior and any group of cells that behave like
an organism must be considered to be one. The myriad living cells of our
own blood, sperm and saliva are not physically connected with their
fellows but are not for that reason excluded from the organism of which
they are a part. In some of the sponges and hydroids, for instance, appear
creatures with all the attributes of an organism, specialization of separate
cells for digestion and reproduction. Yet if these creatures are ground up,
the separate cells will reassemble themselves again as an organism. Our
own practice of surgical tissue grafting is a similar phenomenon and
shows again that the question of physical assemblage of the cells is a
matter, in these cases, of cell nourishment and is irrelevant to the question
of specialization of function which alone defines what we mean by an
organism.

In the insect world, we find the other extreme. Individual ants and bees
are normally classified as individual organisms in their own right. In
addition, however, these creatures belong to a more complex institution,
the hill or hive, which has all the attributes of organic behavior and might
from some points of view be considered as the prime unit organism of
these creatures. Although there is no doubt that the ant in relation to its
own cells is a true organism, yet in relation to the hill it has the aspect
of an individual cell. Like cells the individual ants are biologically spe-
cialized to their tasks. Similarly the queens and drones are the sole re-
productive “cells” and the life of the individuals composing the hill comes
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to an end shortly after the death of the hill which can be brought about
by the destruction of its queen.

The development of all the forms of life, animal and plant, shows a
constant tendency toward aggregation of individual living cells into func-
tionally dependent units. Whether the cells are physically attached to
each other is immaterial. The point is whether the cells function as a
unit or as an aggregate of individuals. With a tendency so universal as
this among living creatures, it should not be surprising to find behavior
tending in the same direction by the higher forms where the unit is no
longer the individual cell, but an individual organism itself assuming
toward the higher and more complex function, part of the role that its own
cells assume toward it. Interestingly, although we do not normally discern
the presence of an organic structure in any of the natural associations
of individual organisms, what corresponds to the intermediate step between
the unicellular creature and the true organism, the colony, is taken for
granted. It is found very widely among the higher animals, for example,
in the inevitable herd of the ungulates and in the flocks of many of the
wild birds. Perhaps the beavers, and certainly the social insects, go further
and show an unmistakable tendency to create the speciafization of an
organism out of their joint life.

The point is not whether the great societies of men are organisms.
Let us be done with it and say that they are or are not as anyone pleases,
but the point is whether it should be surprising to find in these societies
behavior that partakes of a tendency so widespread among all living things.
Youth, age and specialization of function are all essential elements of
organic life. Unicellular creatures lack all three. All three are strikingly
present in all the great societies of men.

They have a crude, passionate beginning, a full powerful maturity,
and a rigid senility where growth or even change is no longer possible,
and like ancient trees they exist until some outside force destroys them.
Colonies, on the other hand, do not have youth and age, and specializa-
tion is very slight among these creatures. The same situation exists in
the primitive societies of men, the Eskimos, Bushmen, etc., whose in-
dividuals live and die as do the corals, but whose society is changeless
for millennia. And precisely as we do not know the cause of youth and
age in an animal organism—we only know that it occurs and must occur
in every member of a species in accordance with the life pattern of that
species—so we do not know the causes of youth and age in human
societies. But there is no question of our ability to see the fact.

Homeric Greece in contrast to Augustan Rome, the age of the pyramids
and the age of Rameses, the Gothic cathedrals and modern architecture,
the passion of the Apostles and the wrangles of the church councils of the
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Isaurian Emperors, all show a contrast with which we are familiar. From
all our personal experience with living things, we become accustomed
to this contrast of the young and the old: the hopeful, the unsure, the
energetic against the doubtful, the long-practiced and the weary.

These great societies have another attribute that we associate with a
higher organism: personality. Inevitably, the strict personality of the West
is not so immediately evident to us because we live within it and see
rather the multiple minor differences among the various Western nations
than the overlying similarity. So, too, members of a family think they
all look different, even when strangers can scarcely tell them apart. But
the personalities of other societies are instantly apparent and in no aspect
of their lives is this personality so clearly displayed as in their arts. The
artistic boundaries between the different nations of the same society are
vague and often entirely arbitrary, but the artistic boundaries between
different civilizations are so real and vivid that no aesthetic text book is
required to argue their existence. They instantly strike the eye and ear of
every observer. The rankest amateur can tell an Egyptian work of art
and never confuse it with the art of any other culture, whether it was
produced in 3000 B.C. or in the reign of Alexander. Everything produced
in China for three thousand years, pictures, bronzes, buildings, is un-
mistakably Chinese to our eyes and the derivative origin of the cultures
of Japan and Korea is equally apparent. No one ever confuses a Classical
building, Greek or Roman, with any other even though we have made a
few partial copies ourselves and are said to have copied this architecture
since the Renaissance and been powerfully influenced by it before that.
We talk of “Oriental” art, but no one confuses Hindu work with Chinese
or confuses either with Byzantine or Arabic. Byzantine churches, which, of
course, also exist in Italy, can never be mistaken for Western churches,
though they can be mistaken for mosques and synagogues and the Mazdaist
fire temples of Persia.

So striking is the artistic integrity of each society that had Western
historical writing originated in an “esthetic rather than a political and
religious focus, the structure of history as the history of separate civiliza-
tions would long since have been accepted as an obvious fact of human life.
But the history of the arts was undertaken long after the progress frame
of political history and had become rigid convention so that instead of being
the history of great self-contained aesthetic enterprises, it is a patchwork
of asserted “influence,” all, of course, progressively leading to each au-
thor’s favored manifestation in the artistic life of the West. Quite naturally
in such a process the marginal areas, both in time and space, between dif-
ferent civilizations, since they and they alone show conscious “borrowing”
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of alien aesthetic factors, receive an attention out of all proportion to their
importance. Thus the inadequate crudities of Carolingian art are mulled
over in an earnest endeavor to find in this confusion of Byzantine motifs,
Classical structural members and unrealized, unconscious Western ambi-
tions some causal explanation of the immense and sudden artistic develop-
ment that appeared nearly two centuries later in Western Romanesque.
With the same objective what is called “Early Christian” art in the Roman
Empire is dissected in the hope of establishing it as a bridge of influence
from Classical art to the far later Western, though it is embarrassingly
evident on the most superficial examination of this art that if it is a bridge
from the Classical world, it is a bridge to Byzantium and the Moslems, not
to the West.

It is unfortunate that the historians of art have allowed themselves so
generally to fall into the trap of the line-of-progress political historians.
Had they not done so they would have seen and been able to show that
the arts have been so powerful an expression of human life that they
could stamp the style of a society on all its members and sweep along hostile
and indifferent nations in one great, unorganized but living enterprise.

All the arts of each of the great societies show this power of a historical
personality, not only in how each art was handled but in the types of crea-
tive effort that grew to the stature of great arts in each society. The
Classical world which is declared in all the textbooks to have been the
mother of our arts—in fact to have had arts identical with ours—had an
entirely different catalogue of arts and those that superficially agree with
our classification were used quite differently. The great arts of the Classical
society were architecture, sculpture, vase painting, poetic literature (which
seems to have been clearly related to oratory, i.e. for recitation not reading)
and the dance. Music and painting were minor, comparable, perhaps, to
what pottery (i.e., the equivalent of vase painting) is to us. But even
where the arts appear to coincide, the differences are enormous. Classical
architecture, with a profound knowledge of the mathematics involved and
by brilliant design, removed from every building the possibility of seeing
it with any perspective. Every rank of columns is broken against the hori-
zon, every architrave bowed, every column set slightly out of line and out
of plumb and built with an entasis that prevents vertical perspective be-
tween them. It used to be a silly notion in some textbooks that the Clas-
sical men did not understand perspective. They understood it completely
and devised skillful technical means to prevent it showing.

Somewhat the same confusion exists about the asserted lack of per-
spective in Egyptian reliefs. In these, distance is indicated by reducing
the size of a distant figure and raising it above the figures that, in our
terms, are in the foreground. This is, of course, perspective of a sort, but
it seems to us highly artificial and even childish and is made somewhat con-
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fusing because the Egyptians also used difference in size to show difference
in dramatic importance of their figures. But their perspective as such was
not childish. We get this illusion from supposing that our own perspective
is “natural,” a true image of the way things really look. What we do not
realize is that our perspective is exactly as artificial as the Egyptian’s or
Greek’s, and is designed, as was theirs, to show things, not as they look,
but as we desire to see them.

Our perspective is said to be the projection according to the rule of
the inverse square of the distance, but it is not strictly so. What it actually
is, is the integration of an infinite series of such projections. It is this
complicated act of integration that converts horizontals into straight con-
verging lines instead of having them appear as converging shallow arcs
as they actually appear to our eye. Here, if anywhere, is an interesting
example of the power of a culture. Our idea of perspective is so powerful
that it is capable of altering our own impressions from our own senses
and not one person in a million is aware that he does not see horizontals
as he thinks he sees them, as all the pictures he sees show them. Elaborate
mathematics is not necessary to demonstrate this. Consider the projection
of a brick wall with the mortar joints showing conspicuously. To an ob-
server facing the wall, the courses to the right slant away downward toward
the earth, the vertical joints all standing upright and making increasingly
acute angles with the courses as the distance increases. To the left the same
phenomenon is repeated only now the angles are reversed. What the ob-
server really sees in the horizontal courses is a series of converging arcs,
tangent to the plane of the horizon directly in front of him where they are
farthest apart and falling away downward on both sides. What perspective
must picture, however, is not these converging arcs but converging straight
lines and this is done by integrating all images formed as the eye sweeps
right or left. But it is impossible to integrate both sweeps in the same
picture since the right and left horizontals would then meet at an angle
in front of the observer. For this reason no background of long horizontals
extending on both sides of a perpendicular from the observer is possible
in Western art.

A similar situation exists in the handling of vertical parallels, as the
sides of a straight tower or two tall chimneys. These should converge as
they rise above the line of sight to the plane of the horizon, as they do to
the eye and to a photograph, but in integrating the separate pictures of the
sweep all verticals are at all times at right angles to the horizon so in
Western prespective they do not converge.

Now Egyptian perspective is equally false but different. Where our
perspective holds the eye in a fixed spot and sweeps the field of view with
a vector, Egyptian perspective holds the eye at a fixed height above the
ground, with a fixed line of sight perpendicular to the plane of view, and
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moves the eye parallel to that plane. In perfect keeping with these different
mathematical conventions of perspective is the different treatment of the
eye in the portraiture of the two civilizations. In Western portraiture, the
eye is never fixed on the observer because that is not the way we see.
The image from a fixed point of projection is not our view of the world.
For us to see, the eye must sweep through a vector. In Egyptian portraiture
the eye is always fixed on the observer even when it requires an anatomical
monstrosity as in profiles.

Consider literature. Classical literature does not have the novel. Its
tragedy is confined to myths and only in its late comedies does it even pre-
tend to deal with people, and then predominantly standard literary types.
History as we understand it is lacking; current events, the actual lived
experience of the author-politician, exists instead. Biography is rare and
late, autobiography unknown. The Classical dancer, motion being confined
largely to the arms and torso, would probably appear to us as some sort
of refined contortionist.

Most striking of all the arts in revealing the difference of personality
in these two societies is sculpture, all the more because we never cease
praising the beauty of Classical sculpture and suppose that we have
continued this art. This is a case of simple dishonesty on the part of
several generations of art critics and teachers which historians should
long since have exposed and ended. When the aesthetic cult of Classical
art was just beginning in the West, say from Petrarch to da Vinci,
Classical art was known only by worn and broken fragments, the marbles
shattered and their pigments long washed away, the bronzes covered
with the patina of a thousand years. These early humanists can be for-
given for not realizing how this sculpture looked to the men who made
it. But we today have no such excuse. We know that every Classical
marble was painted, flesh color for the body, purple for the eyes, the
lips reddened, the hair gilded. We know that the bronzes were kept
brilliantly shined. So when we praise Classical sculpture, it is not the
ancient fragments in our museums that we should be praising—that is
not Classical sculpture and bears no resemblance to it. If we were honest
and wished to praise Classical art, we should praise it as Classical man
made it and loved it, polychromed and gilded, though to us it would
be more nearly a waxwork horror.

Of the great Classical art of vase painting, all we can do is keep it
piously in our museums, carefully inking out what we consider its obsceni-
ties.

Of Classical music, we know very little for there was never much to
know, except that it was a matter of simple monophonic melodies and,
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to our ears, intolerably sing-song. Apparently it was never more than
accompaniment to words.

The arts of the Byzantine-Arab society, what is here called the Levan-
tine society, were again different. Their architecture bore no resemblance
either to ours or the Classical. The basic artistic element of their build-
ings was the inside, the outside being merely structural walls to create
an inside, a fact that makes exterior pictures of this architecture both
so unattractive and meaningless. They had no sculpture whatever. There
was some use of painting and an immense use of mosaic, pictorial but
rigidly conventionalized among the Byzantines, largely geometrical among
the Mohammendans, Mazdaists and Jews. Literature of all kinds except
the drama, music, but again monophonic music quite unlike ours, and
the dance complete the list.

The classification of our own great arts differs radically from that of
both the Classical and the Levantine societies. Architecture, of course, we
have, but except for the vain effort of Michelangelo we have no real
sculpture save as an architectural component of Gothic. People other
than Michelangelo have created works of sculpture, but they have never
created a great art comparable with our literature, music and painting.
And significantly, the two latter, far and away two of our greatest arts
in the West, were almost lacking, and were certainly lacking as great
arts, in the Classical society.

We have another great though esoteric art in the West that has escaped
classification as such because we feel we must copy Classical models
and to the Classical—and apparently to all the other societies—such a
medium was impossible for artistic expression: naval architecture. Other
societies have built ships for practical purposes, as we use porcelain
without making a great art of it, but only to the West did shipbuilding
approach—even though it never reached—the status of architecture. Un-
fortunately, since this art, like acting and the dance, deals with a perish-
able medium, knowledge of it outside of its own time can be derived
only from records, never from the actual creation itself.

The art of naval architecture necessarily dealt with the mechanics of
buoyancy and sailing, as the art of architecture dealt with the mechanics
of load and stress. Art entered in the means of solution. The problems
of the ship were solved by making her lines and riggings more powerful
and graceful, her motions in the sea more sure and delicate. And the
ship, the mistress of the endless oceans, became a true artistic symbol
to all the maritime people of the West—and most of them are maritime
—a symbol of all that is far and lonely.

Other men have mastered the rivers and the inland seas, have skirted



28 THE MIGHT OF THE WEST

the sheltered coasts of some of the continent, have even made landfall
across some of the great gulfs like the Bay of Bengal. Other men in
wonderfully contrived canoes, reading the azimuth of the sun from notches
on coconut shells, have hedgehopped the islands of the Pacific, but we
Westerners alone of all men ever created an instrument that mastered
the oceans.

We know very little about the early ships or their builders as we know
little about the early architects of the West, but by 1400, the funda-
mental form of the ocean-going ship had been designed and that form
remained the type of the ship for as long as the art lasted, that is, until
it became purely practical engineering in the days of iron and steam.
This type was the three-masted, square-rigged ship, still showing the marks
of the galley and the Mediterranean in her latteen-rigged mizzen and the
ancient Roman rostrum, the galley’s beak, at her bows. From then on
aesthetic refinements took place, many with only incidental practical
significance. There was a maze of inter-related problems in proportion:
the spacing and rake of the masts, the proportion of the lower masts
to the beam and length of the vessel, the proportion of the upper masts
to the lower, the proportion of the three masts, one to another, the angle
and length of the bowsprit, the length and vertical spacing of the spars.
In these problems, within wide ranges, aesthetic not practical considera-
tions determined the final design as Sir Henry Manwayring pointed out
in 1644. “There is no absolute proportion in these, and the like things,
for if a man will have his mast short, he may the bolder make his top-
mast long.” The ultimate proportions arrived at were those that created
a moving object of great beauty and symbolic content. Viewed abstractly
a ship is simply a building designed to move over the water rather than
to stand firm on the land. To a society that feels at home on the sea, it is
as natural a means of artistic expression as land buildings have always
been to all societies.

The art reached its final development in the first half of the nineteenth
century and was one of the few arts flowering late enough in Western
life to include Americans among its great practitioners. The two greatest
of the American naval architects were Joshua Humphrys of Philadelphia
who designed John Adam’s frigates and Donald McKay of Boston who
established the type of the American clipper. Then the art died, as archi-
tecture as a great creative art had died a generation before. The two
techniques are today almost completely parallel: deliberate archaism as in
sailing yachts and ecclesiastical and academic buildings, eclecticism or
modernism spread thin over minimum mechanical workability as in pas-
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senger vessels, power yachts, hotels and domestic construction, and
unadulterated, undisguised engineering in war ships and freighters, bridges,
highways and industrial plants.

Aesthetic textbooks do not condescend to classify naval architecture
as an art—probably their authors never thought of the existence of the
technique—but that need disturb nobody. These works are universally
written under the spell of progress history which has no room for such
a striking distinction in historical personality as a difference in basic great
arts among the several societies. The “art” of the aesthete like the “man-
kind” of the political historian must be a universal.

The arts are a wonderful and unconscious expression of the style and
personality of a people, but the expression of these historical personalities
does not stop there. All Classical politics was city-state politics. There
were no dynasties except as myths. There were no territorial states. Each
city was a state and hence there was no capital city, the name of the
city was the name of the state and later of the empire. Every Western
state is a territorial state. Not one is known by the name of its capital
city. Each has had a long dynastic history, that of the United States going
back, as our law shows, to our English origin. Chinese and Egyptian
politics were likewise dynastic, even maintaining the dynastic form
through the “Contending States” and the Hyksos Kings, the eras of
their periods of democracy and revolution. This we ourselves have not
wholly done, though the British and several other dynasties still stand
in legal form if not in actual state power. Islamic, Jewish and Byzantine
politics were wholly religious, dynastic but with a profoundly different
type of dynasty from that of the West and not essentially territorial.
Each new sect became at once a nation. Regardless of whether it ruled
any territory, it exercised legal jurisdiction over the internal relation of
its own numbers. It employed its own script regardless of the language
used—as the Orthodox Jews to this day use the Hebrew script.

The identity of other societies is obvious to us. The self-contained
life of our own society is more difficult to grasp. Whether we picture
an alien civilization erroneously as merely a preliminary stage in the
progress of mankind, as we picture Egypt and the Classical world; or
whether we contemptuously dismiss it as a branch off the main stem
of progress, as we dismiss Byzantium and Islam; or whether, with
some embarrassment, we merely footnote it as a completely detached and
almost aberrant phenomenon like China and India, in all these cases
we recognize an integrated though alien personality, a personality that
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always has a beginning and sometimes an end. But in regard to ourselves
we are troubled by an apparently irresolvable difference between a con-
temporary and a historical definition of Western society.

Viewing our society as it is currently extended in space, defining it
as it exists today in terms of the states and peoples comprising it, is simple.
We readily see it as the states of western Europe and the states of Euro-
pean settlement overseas. These states taken collectively are the political
organization of Western society and the civilization of that society is the
civilization of Western men. Just as there are Chinese and Hindus, just
as there were Classical men, so there are Western men, individuals born
or molded to the society of which they are a part.

But when the question of identifying the West shifts from what it is
today to what it was in the past, serious emotional difficulties arise. We
are fairly comfortable in defining who among living men are Westerners.
But among these modern Westerners there are peoples with widely
divergent pasts. The United States alone contains men of utterly distinct,
even hostile cultural ancestry: not only descendants of Pre-Reformation
Catholics, but also Jews, Orthodox Slavs, Negroes, men of Chinese
and Japanese origin, and even that supposedly most American of all
Americans, the Indian. Are all these, then, Westerners? If they are,
we must either deny that our society has had a historical existence or
else admit that some Americans are Westerners by long ancestry while
others are such by recent adoption. On the other hand, if we assert that
not all contemporary Americans are members of Western society, we
are driven to classify our fellow citizens as those who are members of
the civilization of which their country is a part, and those who, despite
their legal citizenship, belong to some alien society. Either alternative
is impossible in liberal philosophy or in democratic publicity. Thus arises
part of the passionate necessity to picture the history of Western society
not as the history of particular men but as the history of ideas, ideals
and disembodied political institutions.

But instead of attempting to define Western society in terms of those
who today participate in its civilization, the definition can as well be
sought at some point in the recent past. In that case the problem is no
longer complicated, as in the definition of the modern West, by the
divergent cultural ancestry of the Westerners of that time. Set thus in a
historical focus, to the question, “What was Western society and who
were the Westerners in 1500?” the answer is quite simple. At that time,
Western society was composed of the Catholic Christians of western
Europe. The Reformation had not yet split the Westerners into Protestants
and Roman Catholics and the breach with the Orthodox church was
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already centuries old. These men were a homogeneous cultural group.
All of them were Westerners and they constituted all the Westerners
there then were.°

Western civilization as it stands today in every field of thought, law,
and action is the unbroken, lineal continuum of the civilization of these
Catholics of 1500. The overwhelming bulk of modern Western men
are their descendants. Western civilization is not in any respect the con-
tinuum of the civilizations as they stood in 1500 of the Orthodox or east-
ern schismatic Christians, of the Moslems or of the Jews. The history of
Western society is, therefore, the history of these Catholics. Western
civilization as a political entity is composed of the states of their descend-
ants in Europe and beyond the seas. We admit that there are Western
states and Western institutions. There is also a Western people. It is not
that Western society began in 1500 nor that other men from other civiliza-
tions and indeed from savage tribes have not by choice or force thrown
in their lot with this society and become ineradicably part of it. The
essential point is that Western civilization like every other has been the
creation of a particular group of men. The creators of Western civiliza-
tion were the ancestors and the descendants of the Catholics of 1500. It
is they who have been and still are the core of Western society.

Now there is one troublesome fact in this definition of the West. By
pointing up what is historically evident, that our civilization like others
has been the creation of a human strain, the troublesome spectre of
“race” is introduced into a political problem. Do the peoples who have
constituted Western society also constitute a race? And what, under
this definition of the West, is the position of two great groups living
within the West and participating in its civilization but by no stretch
of the imagination descended from the Catholics of 1500; the Western
Jews and the Negroes of the Americas?

The word “race” has become the prisoner of scientific ethnology to
such an extent that it has been left almost no meaning applicable to hu-
man beings. If applied to other animals, it would mean only spaniels
as a race among dogs, angus as a race among cattle. No such strains
exist, or for millennia have existed, among civilized men.

The ethnologist in seeking to apply the word “race” to any group of
men insists on confining it to a group of men of unmixed ancestry. Un-
told millennia of wars and human wanderings, of the changeless destiny

6 To avoid ambiguity of nomenclature, the word “Catholic” throughout this

book will be applied only to the Latin Church between the Reformation and

the semi-official but real break with the Greek church in the eighth century.

The church in obedience to Rome after the Reformation will be called the
Roman Catholic Church.
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of women to accept the seed of the conqueror, forbid there being such
groups. The ethnologist, therefore, postulates such groups as once having
existed and in studying the origin of actual groups of men seeks to find
dominant traces of one postulated stock in one area and less of it in some
other. Thus in Europe the physical types of Brittany and western Ireland
can be shown to be distinct from those of Tuscany or Bavaria, and this
fact is considered a racial distinction. Perhaps so but it is not the his-
torically important point. What is of historical importance is that for more
than a thousand years the European Catholics from any area were willing,
and to some extent did, marry with people from any other. Almost every
descendant of the Catholics of 1500 is more closely related by blood
to all other such descendants than he is to any Greek, Turk or Russian.

The Romans, who lacked our squeamishness about human propagation,
dealt with this fact of human society even in their law. Roman citizenship
and connubium, the right of legal intermarriage, were identical. In the
early days, this was limited to corresponding social classes. But after
social distinctions disappeared, a Roman could marry only another
Roman. No Western state has ever adopted this as a principle of law
and citizenship, but Western society as a whole has generally acted on it.
Western Europeans, when they did not marry fellow nationals, have
generally married other western Europeans and their descendants have
carried on the same custom both in Europe and beyond the seas. The
connubium of the West is never stated as a principle but widely practiced
as a fact and nowhere more obviously than in this transplantation of
western Europe which is the present day United States. The descendants
of the Catholics of 1500 are all more closely related to each other than
they are to anyone else and apparently prefer one another’s society, at
least for marriage, and so tend to continue and increase that relationship.

A connection between biology and civilization is distinctly unpalatable
today. Nevertheless, it is an obvious historic fact. Each of the great civiliza-
tions of the world has been conducted by groups of people whose marriage
borders were roughly the borders of their civilizations. None of those about
which we know enough to say was a race in the ethnologist’s sense, but each
was the society of a definite group of people and their descendants.

The truth of the matter is that in his wrath at the layman’s use of the
word “race,” the ethnologist has so defined it that it has no real meaning.
No human strain of any consequence in the world has an unmixed ancestry
and the popular meaning of the word “race” never required such an origin.
But the ethnologist has not disproved the layman’s notions of race. He has
instead given the word a different meaning from the layman’s and then
discovered that nothing corresponding to his meaning exists. But what
corresponds to the layman’s meaning of race does indeed exist. It is a crea-
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tion not of nature, which is perhaps why the scientific ethnologist cannot
see it, but of history. It is not the product of a strain, like cattle, but of a
connubium that out of various strains breeds a historical stock which so
long as its society exists breeds true to itself. In this sense, the Jews are
a race as are the Westerners and the Chinese, bodies of people formed by
centuries of marriages within a relatively closed group.

An understanding of the reality of race is complicated by an inexplicable
fact of human life, the different, massive geographical distribution of certain
obvious physical characteristics which are hereditary and confuse the evi-
dence of connubium. All men originally found south of the Sahara were
black, though not all were related to one another. All the inhabitants of the
eastern end of Eurasia are yellow, though again many are not related to
others. The Americas were inhabited by red men, ranging from pygmies
to the giants of Patagonia, but all red. The distribution of what we call
white men, which is a far vaster body than Westerners, is similar. What
accounts for these facts we do not know, but these groupings are not races
in either the historical or ethnological sense. Races in the ethnologist’s
sense do not exist. Races in the historical sense are the creations of historical
connubia.

Western society as early as 1000 was in the ethnologist’s sense a racial
hodgepodge and since that time it has incorporated into its civilization
and its connubium the western Slavs, the Byzantines of southern Italy and
Sicily and the converted Moors and Jews of Spain. Nevertheless it is a
race. Today that civilization legally includes the Western Jews and the
American Negroes, but to include these groups within its connubium is
more than present day Western society is willing to concede or, for their
part, the Jews wholly to accept. We then have two great groups which have
become part of Western society by adoption, but for two quite different
reasons have not yet been fused into its race.

The Western Jews and the American Negroes have, of course, nothing
in common except their incomplete status as members of Western society.
The barrier between modern Jews and other Westerners is not that they
come from different stocks of men but that they come from two distinct civi-
lizations. The Jews are a nation, but a nation of the Levantine society where
nations are groups like the Jews, not the combination of a land and its
inhabitants like France or Ireland that Westerners think of as nations.
But there is no biological bar. Let a Jew give up his nationality, and he
disappears without mark into the society of the West. Time and again this
happened when Jews were converted to Christianity. This practice went on
well into the seventeenth century and it ceased as an effective means of
absorption not because individual Jews ceased to be willing to be converted
but because the power of Christian faith weakened among the Christians.
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Since their own faith had come to have a weaker hold on them, they could
scarcely believe in its power to transform a Jew. For the first time there
began suspicion on the part of Christians about the sincerity of a conver-
sion, and doubt that it was powerful enough to transform a convert and his
children into Westerners. With the eighteenth century conversion became
barren of any but social significance, pointedly evident in the fact that no
one has the remotest notion of the Jewish ancestry of converts prior to the
eighteenth century and almost a meticulous record of families of later con-
version like those of Disraeli, Marx and Mendelssohn. Today a man is held
to be a Jew whether he attends shul or not or even whether he attends the
Episcopal Church. These things are no longer held to be the outward and
visible symbol of an inward and spiritual change. And unhappily, there is
no substitute. There is no symbol, and this is a profound tragedy for the
individual Western Jew who, with all justified pride in the greatness of his
own past, nonetheless has come to feel himself as a Western man and
desires to throw in his lot and that of his descendants with the people
of the West. Western society receives him with words and even with laws,
but cannot make him feel at home.

No definition of Western civilization as a process in history can avoid
pointing up a difference between Jews and non-Jews. If we make the
assumption that the Western Jews are today as integrally a part of Western
civilization as the descendants of the Catholics of 1500, then it becomes
necessary to postulate a conversion of some kind by these Jews, for present
day Western society is not by even the most fanciful distortion the lineal
descendant of the society of the Jews of 1500. Equally it creates a division
in Jewry which can be substantiated by evidence, but is denied by theory,
namely between the Russian-Galician Jews and those of western Europe.
The division between the Sephardic and Ashkenazim Jews is recognized
as a fact by the Jews themselves though not always for its significance,
namely the one-time division of the Jewish nation between those who lived
intimately with the high civilization of the Arabic society of the eighth
to the fourteenth centuries (the Sephardim} and those who lived among
the less civilized Westerners and the barbarians of Russia and lacked the
skill and polish of the great world, (the Ashkenazim}. A similar division
could perhaps wisely be applied today between those Jews whose families
have lived long among the Westerners and become Westernized and those
who have not. The distinction might be of dubious acceptance among the
Jews, but it would at least keep nomenclature better in line with historical
fact.

The history of the Jews is something about which the Jews themselves
know almost as little as the goyim. The general picture of Jewish history
as Western Jews see it jumps from the largely mythical Diaspora of the
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sixth century B.C. to the nineteenth century A.D. when the West became
more hberal and permitted the Jews to enter intimately into Western life.
This picture is drastically simplified, but it is the outline of the views most
Jews, who are not specifically historical scholars, hold of their own history
and their historical relations with Western society. It is a version of Jewish
history that is further distorted by the supposition, accepted by Jew and
non-Jew alike, that the situation of the Jews as a group within Western
society has been a phenomenon unique in human history. It has not. It was
the exact situation of the Jews themselves and of the eastern Christians
under the Sassanids and later under the Mohammedan territorial sovereigns,
of the Parsees among the Hindus, of the Nestorians in medieval China.
It was, from the Jewish side, the normal situation in every Levantine nation
living under a territorial sovereign of different nationality. The distinction
between secular and spiritual matters which is so sharp in the West is
unknown and impossible in the Levant. In that society not only are church
and state one, but so are priest and judge, prophet and army commander,
citizen and true believer. The boundaries of a Levantine nation and a
Levantine faith are identical.

It was impossible for the Mohammedan conquerors of Syria and Meso-
potamia to govern the Jews and eastern Christians who had fallen within
the dominions of the caliph. For the conqueror no less than for the subject,
those who were not within the fold of Islam had to govern their own
internal affairs, five in quarters by themselves and enforce their own law
on their own members. The presence of an enclave, or more accurately a
dispersion, of an alien nation governing its own internal affairs was unavoid-
able in the politics of the Levant. In that society it was the natural political
relationship and from the point of view of the Jews it was still natural when
the territorial sovereign was no longer another Levantine nation, but a
Western state.

In the early years of the West this cultural and legal extraterritorial
status of the Jews was accepted without too much difficulty by both sides.
But as Western society grew in power and self-confidence, it became in-
creasingly a source of grave friction. To the Western Jews, the centuries
wore on without the least change in their political image of themselves or
of the society about them. But to the Westerners this alien group, neither
part of Holy Church nor in essential matters under the sovereignty of the
king, came to seem more and more unnatural and, therefore, hostile and
dangerous. The growing Western idea of nationality, of a man’s “country,”
differed more and more deeply from the Levantine. Territorial sovereignty
to the Jews had no bearing whatever on nationality. A man’s faith, not the
place of his birth, determined his country. But place of birth came to have
an increasing importance for the Westerners until today it is almost the
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only basis of Western nationality. It was this irreconcilable difference in
political concepts, a difference stemming from the different civilizations
of the two groups, that lay unspoken beneath so much Jewish-Christian
friction from the late eleventh century until the French Revolution, and
survives to this day in backward corners of anti-Semitism and in the ex-
tremes of Zionism alike. But for a while the Jewish enclaves, what was in
effect the Jewish right of extraterritorial status within the West, continued
undisturbed.

Two main waves of immigration brought Jews into central and western
Europe. The first, and the earlier, came from the western Islamic lands by
Jews who had moved along with the Mohammedan conquests.® These were
the Jews who appeared very early in France and England and by 9oo
had considerable settlements in the Rhineland. Here they gradually aban-
doned Arabic as their common speech and acquired the contemporary
Middle High German of the Imperial Court, the ancestor of modern
Yiddish. The other, and much later movement, came from the Jews living
north of the Black Sea. This group stemmed from the wreckage of the
Kingdom of the Khazars, a brief barbarian dominion—the Khazars were
akin to the Turks of the Asiastic steppes—that held a flickering sway in
the triangle between the Caucasus, the Volga and the Don from the third
to the tenth centuries A.D. Commanding, as it did, the important Black
Sea and Caspian trade it had extensive commercial, cultural and political
contacts with the entire Levant, Orthodox Christian, Mazdaist, Jewish
and, eventually, Moslem, alike. Originally a pagan people, it was vigorously
proselytized by the three surviving Levantine faiths and though all three
made many converts, the ruling dynasty and probably the greater part of
the population embraced Judaism during the eighth century. It was one
of the very few Jewish territorial states that history records. It suffered

6 This is certainly the general view of most historians of the Jews, but there are
certain considerations that suggest another origin. Chief among the latter is the
fact that there were Latin-speaking Jewish communities in Spain at the time of the
Arabic conquest, whose descendants, in all probability, were the Castilian-speak-
ing Jews forcibly converted or expelled in the 15th and 16th centuries. There
could easily have been similar groups in Italy, Gaul and even in Romanized
Germany. As a simple historical fact, prior to the 6th century, wherever in the
Roman Empire there were Greek- or Latin-speaking Christian communities there
is no a priori reason why there could not have been Greek- or Latin-speaking
Jewish communities. The myth of the Palestinian origin of all Jews here con-
fuses even serious historians. The Greek version of the Christian Old Testament
was made for the Jewish communities within the Roman Empire two hundred
years before Jesus was born. It does not seem ever to have been examined
whether the Old Latin text of the Old Testament, superceded in the Vulgate by
Jerome’s 5th century translation, may not equally have been a Jewish transla-
tion, made for Latin-using synogogues of Africa, Spain and Gaul. These matters
are considered in Chapter 3.
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severely under Hunnish and Tartar invasion and was eventually over-
thrown by the Russians of Kiev late in the tenth century.

For some centuries the Jews within the West, like the Jews among the
Moslems, governed their own internal affairs for themselves and their
primary relations, both cultural and mercantile, were not with the less
civilized Christians around them, but with the Jewish and Arabic com-
munities to the south and east. Their relations with the Christian authori-
ties were stiff, but they were not treated with systematic cruelty. They
were the occasional victims of personal crime—as who is not—but the
pogrom was a later and a more eastern, indeed almost a Russian, develop-
ment. The ghetto was the Jews’ own choice just as few Americans in an
Asiatic city would willingly live anywhere but in the European quarters.
They were constantly pressed for money, of course, as is everyone who
has any and lacks the political power to prevent it being taxed away.
But they were free to come or go as they pleased or could afford and
the whole world of Islam from Cordova to further India was open to
them and many traveled widely. Intermarriage with the Christians was
out of the question on either side, but the close resemblance of physical
type of present day Western Jews to the physical type of the area where
their forefathers lived suggest that while personal relations with the Chris-
tians were never official, they may well at times have been intimate.

We are told that they were persecuted. Legally they were restricted.
In time many of them were expelled from most of the Western states.
Sporadically, they were victims of mass outrages particularly during the
religious fervor of the Crusades when their supposed guilt in the cruci-
fixion of Jesus made them a natural target and their obvious cultural
kinship to the Saracens identified them with the hated enemy. They were
again the victims of the mass hysteria accompanying the Black Death.
But though they occasionally suffered from personal and even community
violence, they were under the generally effective protection of royal and
ecclesiastical power. They were free to leave and yet until they were
expelled they chose to stay. The whole civilized world of the Dar al Islam
was open to them yet they preferred the West. The type of persecution
under which they suffered needs more careful examination.

Seen under the public morals and public sentimentality of a liberal
and democratic age, the relations of Jew and Catholic in these now
distant centuries of the youth of our society appear to us as highly ob-
jectionable. Probably most modern Westerners, whether of Jewish or
Catholic ancestry, would agree that the Jews of medieval Europe were a
persecuted minority. Actually they were not and the reason we so gen-
erally suppose that they were is an example of what was said earlier about
the difference between historical facts and the relations among those facts.
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The Jews of medieval Europe were not treated as the Catholics were
treated, that is a correct fact. But this did not make them a persecuted
minority because they were not a minority of any Western state, either
in their own view or in that of the Catholics around them. They were
alien sojourners who had no part and wanted no part in the political or
cultural life of the Western nations in which they chanced to reside. They
were not excluded. You cannot exclude men from something they have
no desire to enter.

In order to appraise this situation with historical realism, we cannot,
as we usually do, evaluate the status of medieval Jews as though it were
such a status occupied by a so-called minority group in a modern state.
Instead we have to compare it with the status of legal aliens in our
modern states. These, as we know, are forbidden to take part in domestic
politics. Frequently the type of work they may accept or the type of
property they may own is restricted. They must always carry papers and
can always be expelled, often for actions which would not be a crime
for a citizen. Sometimes it is legally possible for them to become citizens.
Sometimes it is not. But always their entire status, their entry, their resi-
dence, their admission to citizenship, are privileges granted or withheld,
not rights to which they are entitled. Even those privileges established
by statute are still privileges enjoyed not as a permanent right but at the
pleasure of the citizens. Of course, they are not outlaws. They are entitled
to protection, which they do not always receive, in all things that they
may legally do or own. So too were the medieval Jews.

Because the Jews today are not legal aliens in any Western country
in which they are born, we forget that in the past nationality was not
established as it so largely is today by place of birth. In medieval Europe,
sovereignty was a matter of feudal allegiance for Catholics no less than
for Jews. What was, therefore, determinant of nationality in those cen-
turies was not where a woman bore a child but to whom she bore it. Both
are important facts in the question and our own exclusive interest with
the one does not invalidate the reasonableness of our predecessors in
considering the importance of the other.

In medieval Europe, Jews, wherever they were born, were thus as
definitely legal aliens as men born beyond a nation’s borders are aliens
today. And just as modern aliens can become naturalized, so could medie-
val Jews. What then corresponded to our naturalization was conversion.
Today we believe that matters of conscience are of no political relevance
and can see no proper way in which conversion could be an act of naturali-
zation. Indeed we hold this view so strongly that we feel entitled to apply
moral censure to our medieval ancestors for believing the exact opposite,
even though both Jew and Catholic shared in this error. Basically, what
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we fail to grasp is the change that the centuries have worked in our defini-
tion of nationality. The essential difference between our own attitude
toward aliens and that of our medieval forefathers lies only in the different
elements used in defining nationality. Our definition is almost entirely
territorial. Theirs was partly territorial, partly feudal, and—to this extent
like that of the Jews themselves—partly confessional.

The situation was thus not one of a persecuted minority on the one
hand and a group of tyrannical bigots on the other. The Jews were not a
minority within any nation of the West. They were legal and cultural aliens
granted leave to reside as a juridical unit within the West, a permission of
high value and one given to no other foreign nationality—ever.

In the early thirteenth century, England, and in the early fourteenth,
France, both expelled the Jews. France did not then exercise effective
rule over Languedoc, but with the establishment of French sovereignty,
expulsion of the Jews followed in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. As
Christian power moved south against the Moors in Spain, the choice of
conversion or expulsion was offered both conquered Moslems and the
Jews, long resident among them. As a result, by 1550 the only considerable
colonies of Jews in Western society were within the territories of the Em-
pire, which by then was a name, not a government, and of Poland which
was an anarchy calling itself an elective kingdom. In later times Jews from
these areas returned to England and France but never in massive settle-
ments. A trickle of Jews expelled from Spain settled in the Netherlands
and England. A few came to the American colonies. Such was the physical
distribution of the Jews among the Western nations at the moment when
their age-long status as legal aliens came to an end.

With the seventeenth century and above all with the eighteenth, the
whole position of Western Jewry changed. At first the ghetto was turned
by law into a Jewish prison and then legally abolished. Conversion became
politically meaningless at the same time that legal citizenship began to be
opened to the Jews. The now mature civilization of the West established
its own merchantile and financial arrangements and the Jew instead of being
useful—even though alien—became a competitor. Finally, with the French
Revolution all legal distinction between Jew and non-Jew was wiped out
and Jews were classed de jure as citizens or subjects of the place of their
birth. At the same time the Jews gave up the remnants of their unofficial
but real extraterritorial status—observe the recommendation, extraordinary
to us today, of the Jewish conference called by Napoleon at Paris in
1807 that the Jews forego their own marriage and divorce laws which
they had immemorially followed in their own communities and submit
themselves in these matters to the civil laws of the Western countries in
which they resided. In essence these changes were the legal and social
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assertion of the theory that the Jews were not a nation but only a group
of people who practiced Judaism as a religion. It was a natural theory in
an unhistorical age which could not possibly have distinguished the Levan-
tine nationality of the Jews. It was also the practical recognition of the
fact that the Jews, too, had changed in the course of centuries of life
within the West and had come in part to think of themselves less as
Jewish nationals of Western residence than as Western nationals of Jewish
faith. Yet the change was not complete, and even in our day, the rem-
nants of more than a thousand years of different cultural histories still
vex the inner harmony of the modern West.

The final transformation of the Jewish nation is apparent in our own
day in the shift in the consciousness of the Jews themselves of the whole
basis of Jewish nationality: the rise of Zionism. Throughout the Middle
Ages, Zion to the Jews was not a tangible, earthly hope, but a mystical
symbol of the divine deliverance of the Jewish nation. To these Jews, Zion
was a heavenly city, but, unlike the Western Christian notion of the
Heavenly Kingdom, it did not yet exist; it was to be planted on earth by
the Messiah on the Day of Judgment when historical time was to come to
an end. In modern times, this notion has been transformed into a wholly
irreligious picture of a terrestrial state of the Jews as an actual historical
institution in the practical world. Not only does political Zionism thus
replace the ancient Jewish image of themselves as a Levantine nation, a
community of the faithful, but it also tends to replace the newer image of
Judaism as a religion practiced by certain nationals of the Western states.
In brief, it reasserts the nationhood of the Jews, but it sees this nation
no longer as a Levantine consensus but as a Western territorial sovereign.

It is interesting to observe that this transformation has gone much
further among the Russian and Polish Jews than among their Western
coreligionists. Not only was Zionism developed as a program of political
action by eastern Jews, but control of the present state of Israel is very
largely held by Jews least influenced by the West and least absorbed into
its civilization. The occurrence is one repeated often in recent centuries
among non-Western societies exposed to the power, intellectual and politi-
cal, of the West. It is identical with the establishment of Western con-
stitutional forms in India and Pakistan, with Sun Yat-sen’s ideas in the
overthrow of the Manchu dynasty and the establishment of the same West-
ern trappings in China. There is an obvious element of the tendency in
Meiji’s vast changes in Japan and even, in quite different circumstances,
in Russia from Peter the Great onwards. In the case of the Jews, this desire
to transform themselves from a nation existing as the community of the
faithful into a modern territorial state found a perfect Jewish formula
in secularizing the ancient religious idea of Zion.
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The case of the Amercan Negro is quite different and historically much
less complex. Here is a group whose ancestors had never been members
of one of the civilized societies. Their basic culture differed little from
that of neolithic men and even this was shattered by transportation and
slavery. Although probably the majority of the Negroes brought to the
Americas came from a restricted group of similar tribes stretching some
hundreds of miles inland along the Guinea coast, it was not as tribes nor
as parts of tribes but as individuals that they had to live in the New World.
Time itself worked against any serious survival of their tribal cultures in
the New World. In the two centuries of the intense slave trade, the major
source of slaves shifted steadily east and south along the African coast,
beginning in Senegal and Sierra Leone in the seventeenth century, travers-
ing the lower valleys of the Niger and Congo and ending in Angola and
even around the cape in Mozambique and Madagascar in the nineteenth.
Thus decade by decade the Negroes put ashore in the Americas were
thrown into a slave population of earlier and different provenance, itself
without any tribal coherence and already forced to use the speech of their
several white masters. For awhile a few of the African languages lasted,
but since increasingly these became languages unknown to the new arrivals,
these too died and the only tongues common to the Negroes themselves
were those of the whites.

Modern anthropology, which more often deals with “the Negro” than
with real Negroes, observes a group of dark pigmented individuals reaching
from North America through the West Indies, along the coast of South
America, and into Brazil. This group now has little in common except
the continental African origin of the majority of its ancestors. It is thus
of little significance that in Surinam and in the hills of Haiti are Negroes
whose life shows distinct traces of African tribal customs. For the bulk
of the Negroes of the Western world, Africa is almost as remote in culture
as are the steppes of Asia for men descended from the white barbarians
of Roman times. A few traces of African religious practices probably
worked their way under Christian disguise into the slaves’ new religion.
Perhaps a few traits of the African family, that most persistent of all hu-
man institutions, survived the promiscuity and animal-like breeding widely
encouraged and even enforced by the whites. The break with an African
past was even more thorough with the Negroes brought to what is today
the United States. In addition to all the other factors separating the slaves
from their ancient tribal background was the fact that many of the early
slaves of North America were not brought directly from Africa but were
Negroes born, sometimes for several generations, in the West Indies. The
“salt water” Negro, the man directly from Africa, was often the object of
amused disdain to the other slaves.
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Thus what was put ashore in the Americas was something unique in hu-
man history, for the history of men when it has not been the history of the
great societies, has been the history of tribes, of groups of men organized
under some cultural pattern. But the American Negroes were ripped al-
most completely from their culture pattern and thrown ashore as millions
of separate individuals, as a black breeding stock almost as though they
had been animals. Since then these individuals have been remolded into a
special “racial” group whose cultural pattern is that of the West and a con-
siderable amount of white blood has been added. Yet what would other-
wise have been a normal, unnoticed physical absorption of this stock into
the body of the population has been prevented by the simple fact that
Negroes and most peoples with appreciable Negro blood are dark-skinned.
This prevents intermarriage, which would otherwise proceed rapidly be-
tween poor Negroes and poor whites and well-to-do Negroes and not quite
so well-to-do whites. As a result two official “ethnic” groups are frozen and
physical mixture proceeds almost entirely in one direction, the addition
of white blood to the Negro group through Negro women. With this, of
course, comes a bitter and natural rancor. The problem can be dressed
up for polite democratic consumption as one of civil rights, or employ-
ment opportunities, education or any other superficial aspect that anyone
chooses, but the problem is completely simple though not, therefore,
soluble. It is, at heart, a problem of sex: the Negro’s women are good
enough for the white man, but the white man’s women are too good for
the Negro.

With this brief consideration of the status of the two great Western
groups that are not wholly integrated into Western society nor freely in-
cluded within its connubium, the definition of Western society either in
historical or contemporary focus becomes much less troublesome. As this
society stands today, it is in historical lineage the society of the descendants
of the Catholics of 1500. In contemporary fact it is no longer exclusively
theirs. Other men have joined it bringing into the community of the West
biological fines from alien civilizations. But these alien civilizations them-
selves have not been fused with that of the West. The newcomers in ac-
cepting Western civilization have either abandoned their own or kept only
remnants of it in their personal lives. The civilization of the West has re-
mained the civilization of the Catholics of 1500. These are the peoples
whose ancestors and descendants developed the intellectual and political
forms of this society and made it almost the master society of the earth. It
has been a society capable of incorporating other human stocks into its
biological stream and, when it rose to be a mighty group of imperial
powers, of becoming the model whose political forms and intellectual
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disciplines were copied by all the peoples of the globe. But its own history
remains something of a mystery even to its own peoples, primarily because
of the historical entity involved. The society itself has no outward, simple
political form that is capable of popular expression and easy understand-
ing. It is not a question of what learned historians think or write but of
what passes current among the people as their image of their own past.
In this living history—this view of the past that influences the politics of the
present—the concept of Western society is most lacking. Even the existence
of the West as an entity in face of the rest of the world is only dimly seen,
grudgingly admitted and felt rather as an unfortunate and temporary evil
than as a historical necessity and source of immense pride.

True, the history of the West from the sixteenth century to the outbreak
of the first World War is a familiar matter to most modern men. But this
is pictured as the history of separate nations with little thought of their
common origin and common civilization. To Americans even this history
is perhaps less clear than it is to other Westerners because we over-empha-
size colonial events and colonial conditions. Thus the long contest between
the European states for world power, the successive rise of the empires of
Portugal, Spain, Holland, France and England is thought of almost as
though it had been primarily a struggle for the Americas. The great purpose
of that struggle—to become the dominating power among the Western
states—is insufficiently noticed. Certainly the consequences of the outcome
in North America, that it was British rather than Dutch, French or Spanish,
proved in the end to be of greater influence in Western life than the conse-
quences of the struggle in any other colonial area or even than many of the
decisions in Europe itself. But the modern United States was not in the
mind of any of the participants of the wars of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. Transoceanic power was sought primarily for its value in Europe.

A minor consequence of a specifically American view of this period is a
misunderstanding of Western technology and an over-valuation of the role
of America in this field. There is an unconscious tendency to picture the
technology of the West in the seventeenth century as identical with the
contemporary technology of the American settlements. From this erroneous
base the technological changes of the past three hundred years seem much
more accelerated than they were, and much more the result of specific
American enterprise. But the American settlements were unavoidably
backward technologically. A pioneer settlement could not possibly be other-
wise. Scores of handicrafts had to be substituted for the already industrial-
ized production of Europe. Homespun had almost disappeared in Europe
when it was about all there was to wear in British and French America.
Coal mining was an old shoe in Wales and Flanders by 1400. It was in-
dustrial pioneering in Pennsylvania in 1800. By about 1700, the machine
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shops of England and France were making steam engines—primarily for
mine pumps—when the village blacksmith was the highest level of metal-
working in North America.

With the social changes of these centuries we are almost too familiar.
Barring the error of supposing that the aristocratic society of the sixteenth
century was like the feudal society of the twelfth, our general picture is
tolerably correct: the new monied men, almost successively merchant, in-
dustrialist, banker, were pressing democratic forms on the dynastic states
until by the nineteenth century these oligarchies were the governing power
in all the great states of the West. Even the subsequent replacement of
these oligarchies of money by the oligarchies of mass organization which
now rule in the West is familiar to us though we use other names for the
process. But this knowledge, pulled from its setting in the millennial history
of a continuing, unbroken society, is dangerously inadequate. It is not in
these recent four hundred years but in the earlier formative centuries that
there lies concealed the key to understanding the historical personality
of the West, the type of thought that has governed its intellectual life, the
moral perplexities that have so long confused its politics, the fact, even,
that it exists as a society. Ours is the society of the Catholics of 1500
But who were they?

It was not always a matter of political importance whether the Western
peoples were aware that they constituted above and beyond their individual
states a great historical society of their own. The rough and ever-ready
hostility of all the European states toward the Mohammedan powers was
for centuries quite enough. It was not necessary for the kingdoms of Europe
to remind themselves that no Saracenic state was a member of their group
and that whatever animosities they had toward each other, these were
trifling in comparison with their common hostility toward all the Saracens—
Moor or Turk. It was true then as now that money made its own politics
and the Christian maritime states of the Mediterranean—Venice and Genoa
particularly—found trade in military supplies to the Saracens too profitable
to forego. It is true that in later years the kings of France found it ad-
vantageous to encourage the sultan to annoy the Imperial Government at
Vienna. But until the relief of Vienna and the Battle of Lepanto (1571)
removed forever the threat of Mohammedan conquest, the states of Islam
were not generally invited into the quarrels of Europe. Fortunately, the
bitter division of Europe between Protestantism and Catholicism did not
become a political factor until the Saracens had almost ceased to be a
powerful menace. Europe was still morally united in the days when that
danger existed.

Thereafter, the whole non-Western world sank into such relative weak-
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ness, or lay at such remote distances that the consciousness of the existence
of a world of states that did not belong to Western society disappeared
from the practical consideration of all the Western governments. The world
held alien peoples, some savages, some strangely civilized in their own odd
way, but it held no states that as political entities counted at all in the
politics of the West. The French and the British in their struggle for India
involved themselves in Indian politics and sought to use the native states
against each other. But as the name itself shows, this was a purely local
matter and these states counted for nothing in the politics of the West. And
when Russia first appeared as a power on the eastern borders, it was well
into the late eighteenth century before her power was considered a serious
European political factor and by then she wore the European disguise
fashioned for her by the early Romanoff czars. For even as late as 1700
the Russian frontier ran from Leningrad south by east to Smolensk with
only a slight bulge west of Novgorod to the east shore of Lake Peipus.
From Smolensk, the frontier ran south by west to Kiev, followed the east
bank of the Dnieper to the bend and then straggled away southeastward
into the Caucasus, at no place reaching the Black Sea. And Russia at that
time had never held lands west of that fine. Only the Mongols of the
Golden Horde had ever pushed farther west during the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries.

The nineteenth century exaggerated the illusion of the seventeenth and
eighteenth. Outside the closed ring of the Western states, now half-heartedly
expanded to include the United States as a weak member—the non-Western
world lay in a complete political vacuum. Wars with the non-Western
world were struggles between artillery and spears which is why we West-
erners, but not the rest of the world, remember it as the age of the great
peace. Only late in the century did Japan emerge as a political power and
even then until the Russo-Japanese War no one took her power seriously.

In these centuries of isolation from political realities, centuries of almost
complete monopoly of all political power by the states of the West, it is
not surprising that all concept of the West as a political entity should dis-
appear. The philosophers taught that all men were equal and that we lived
in a world inhabited by “mankind.” For their purposes the practical govern-
ments found sufficient confirmation of this theory in the universal equality
of non-Western “mankind” in possessing neither fleets nor armies. World
politics became Western politics and the only problems of war or policy
developed in struggles with other Western states. Not one or two, but at
least eight or nine generations of political authority—kings, ministers,
presidents, party leaders, reformers, journalists, bishops, agitators—rose,
ruled, worked, wrote and died in this seemingly eternal sunlight of Western
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power. All living memory of an “outside” as a political fact disappeared,
and with the disappearance of that living memory so too there disappeared
any need for understanding the difference between the “inside” and the
“outside,” the “us” and the “others.” And so even the concept almost dis-
appeared.

Suddenly the whole world situation changed. Out of the First World War
the power of the Western world emerged badly shaken. How badly was
not obvious in the flush of victory over Germany. But out of the Second, it
emerged so gravely shattered that we cannot yet tell how much there is left
to rally. And therewith in less than a single lifetime the whole relative
political balance of the earth is changed. In one sudden shift of power
the non-Western world is no longer a mass of natives, colonies, amusing
half-Europeanized kingdoms, backward oriental principalities. All at once
these people are armed, ambitious, hostile—determined to stay armed
and improve their arms. Some are obviously mere tools used by the
Russians. Some seem to hope, or pretend to hope, that they can strike
out on their own. Some aim to eat the heart of the West. Others will be
content for a time to gnaw the finger bones.

And at the same time there emerges within the West itself, intimately
entwined in its economy and politics, a powerful, ambitious, relentless
group who are the avowed enemies of the West and all its ways, the
partisans and hirelings of the Great Khan.

We are not intellectually or morally prepared to deal with all this at
once. With the loss of the unity of Western Christendom, and even the
loss of the Christian faith as the mark of a Western man, this rallying
point that served our ancestors so well is lost to us. We have as yet no
great symbol that we can substitute for it. We do not think of ourselves as
all members of a great and proud society because we do not clearly see
that the world is composed of these great societies and that we are one of
them with definite history, culture, intermarriage and boundaries of our
own .We talk of a “democratic” world or a “free” world; we declare that
we seek “peace” and “collective security” and so do the Russians, and with
equal right, for these are words without intrinsic meaning. They are only
signs of the emotion possessing the speaker. Sunk in the morass of these
almost meaningless words, in this quagmire of liberal cliches that does
duty for political thought, we ignore the endangered life of the West in our
passion for mere slogans. For these words are indeed only slogans. They
correspond to no precise reality either existing or potential. They have in
fact only an ethical content and like ethical adjectives, they are applicable
to anything and everything in accord with the scale of values of the user.
Each sees under them whatever concrete image he desires. Under none
of them lies necessarily the historical reality of the West.
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In this bog of confusion, we have become men without good conscience,
uncertain of right and wrong, uncertain of fact and dream. We are not even
aware any longer who are “we” and who are “they.” We are the man who
has lost his sense of identity and is no longer sure whether his house is his
or another’s, whether even the tongue with which he speaks is his own.

Let us, therefore, see if we can discover our lost identity.



Chapter 1:

The Dignity of Causality

IN EVEN CURSORY INSPECTIONS of the nations that comprise the West,
there is one other thing as strikingly obvious as the medieval Catholic
ancestry of their populations: their participation in the development and
use of the mechanistic sciences. Although our popular history credits the
Greeks with a share in the distant origin of scientific thinking and although
in modern times machines, processes and even scientific education have
been exported to non-Western peoples, nonetheless even the most liberal
history does not deny that the great development of the mechanistic
sciences and of the pure scientific thought underlying them was the work
exclusively of the Western nations. No one, however devoted to the ideal
of the equality of mankind, ascribes the development of these sciences
from 1200 to 1850, the years in which their fundamental hypotheses
were evolved and their fundamental discoveries made, to the Chinese,
Hindus, Arabs, Byzantines, Jews or Russians. The modern liberal feels
that this great body of knowledge should now be considered as belonging
to “mankind,” not because “mankind” developed it, nor because its
postulates and methods of analysis are in harmony with the intellectual
life of non-Western peoples, but because it is useful. It is capable of con-
ferring power and advantage. But from the historical point of view, what
is important is that this body of thought was developed exclusively by
Westerners long before its advantages were fully obvious even in the
West. It was an attribute of our historical personality before it became
the flower of our utilitarian desires.
Mechanistic science is both so powerful and so exclusively Western
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in origin that any consideration of the West, however insistently it seeks to
deal with the world of political reality, cannot entirely exclude this phe-
nomenon if it desires to arrive at any clear conception of the life of the
West. There is a further necessity for considering not so much the sciences
as scientific thought. This body of apparently esoteric doctrine has not only
produced the great machines of modern times, it has profoundly influenced
Western thought. It has thus been a part of political history even though
it has been highly esoteric and most men have been almost unaware that its
philosophy affected their scale of values and influenced their decisions.

The mechanical accomplishments flowing from the sciences have been
the subject of an enormous literature, but discussion of the philosophy of
Western mechanistic science has been much more restricted. This philoso-
phy has been considered from a religious point of view in the fear that its
doctrines combined with the success of its mechanical accomplishments
were undermining belief in religion. From a contrary side there has been
a considerable liberal literature which, while not penetrating very deeply
into the actual nature of scientific thought, still sought to cast an aura of
beneficent scientific determinism about the particular egalitarian theory
being promoted. Marx was the most famous of these but there have been
scores of others equally aware of the value of good publicity who asserted
a relationship between their political schemes and mechanistic science. In
all this, however, there has been almost no popular discussion of what scien-
tific doctrine really is, its essential premises and the type of conclusions
it has proved from these premises. We all know it has been capable of
designing the most incredible array of machines, processes and devices,
but the core of its thought is rarely considered.

Science is the discipline of causality. Everything that can be called
genuinely scientific deals with cause and effect even in those manifestations
of causality that have to be handled by methods of probability. There
are situations—dice or the kinetic laws of gases are simple cases—in
which the immense complexity of the causal factors precludes analysis
of the forces operating on each molecule or on each throw of the dice.
In these cases the resultant statistical probability, which approaches cer-
tainty if there are enough molecules or throws of the dice, is the averaging
of the operation of causal necessity, not a substitute for it.!

Scientific causality always requires a necessity. An effect is a necessary,
unavoidable, predetermined, inescapable result of a cause. This cannot
be too strongly emphasized in regard to scientific causality. If a con-
sequence may or might or could follow a preceding event—if necessity

1 In recent years probability has been introduced into the field of subatomic
physics, but here too the same situation still holds. The probability averages
the unidentified causal necessities. This is discussed further below.
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is absent—then causality is absent or incomplete. Some of the operating
causes may be known but others essential to knowledge of the result must
be unknown since from known causes only known results can follow.
If the results are not fully known in advance, neither are the causes.
Causality thus means to us necessity, and it has meant necessity through-
out Western philosophy and science from the medieval schoolmen to the
modern physicists. It is true that necessity is not something that can be
observed as such. All that can be observed is temporal sequence. If there
are enough identical sequences, the idea of some common origin for all
these identical events occurs to the mind of the observer. He calculates a
cause, a necessity. He does not see or measure that. If there were no idea
of necessity, no observation would ever disclose it. The search has never
been to find causality and prove that such a necessitous relationship existed
among material forces and objects but simply to discover how it worked,
not its existence, but the laws of its operation. And in essence this has been
a belief unique to the West. No other society ever entertained such an idea.
Inevitably no other society ever developed the great sciences of causal
necessity that we have created. They had sciences, but standing on different
concepts of causality they were not the sciences that we know. That men
could conceive, indeed have conceived, of different types of causality may
seem strange to us today. Yet so profound are the inner differences of
human societies that even this has occurred.

Since the only method we have for determining the certain presence of
causal necessity is to find identical conditions followed by identical changes,
what of situations in which identical conditions can never be re-established?
We assume, of course, that these, too, are cause-governed because we
believe all things to be cause-governed, but since we cannot reproduce the
conditions, we cannot establish invariable temporal sequence which alone
constitutes our evidence of necessity’. Although in these things we assume
there is a cause, and often assume what that cause may be, we do not, sci-
entifically at least, know what it is. It is then apparent that there must be at
least two great classes of facts about which we seek knowledge, those facts
in which causal necessity can be evidenced by invariable temporal succes-
sion of identical changes from identical conditions, and those in which
no such thing is possible. It is equally apparent that the type of knowledge
that we can obtain about one of these classes is not quite the same as the
type we can obtain about the other. The first embraces matters of scientific
knowledge and with these we apply causal reasoning and obtain scientific
laws. It is immaterial whether the identical change from identical conditions
is artificially arranged in a laboratory or directly observed in the motion of
the planets. In both cases we become able to discover all the variables that
determine the consequence of any condition. The second class is much more
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difficult. With facts of this sort whenever we try to apply causal reasoning,
we have to guess at the cause or assume it, or even disregard it since it is
impossible to prove what it is. Yet even here we are far from destitute of
information. What we lack is the certain knowledge of the causality in-
volved so that all our predictions about such events must be based on
other types of reasoning. Only in the first class can we use causal reason-
ing. With the second, we must employ analogic.

In causal reasoning, what is sought is knowledge of the mechanism by
which a change takes place. Superficially it seeks to answer the question
“why?” but at bottom it deals only with the “how” of events. Each scientific
law is a satisfactory causal explanation of the phenomena below it but not
of the type of energy of mass whose effects the law describes. The law of
gravity is a causal explanation of the motion of masses acting under attrac-
tion of one another, but it is not a causal explanation of gravity itself.
Layer by layer up into the innermost structure of matter and energy, scien-
tific laws resolve action into a causal explanation of the behavior of another
concept whose behavior is known and measured or partly measured, but
whose nature, that is, whose causal relation, is not yet understood. Scien-
tific causality never answers the question “why?” except by putting in a
more subtle concept for which the question “why?” again cannot be an-
swered.

Our causality, therefore, extends as it were between the two great boun-
daries of knowledge. Along one border begins the area of analogy, the
whole class of phenomena that cannot be repeated or whose variables can-
not be certainly identified. Along the other lies the real frontier of mech-
anistic science, where the phenomena are no longer explained but identified
by concepts that have not yet been decomposed by causal analysis. At these
ultimate reaches of scientific thought we encounter what might wisely be
called grammatical causality, that is, the employment of a name to cover
all the still unanalyzed causal relations that must lie beyond the present state
of knowledge. Grammatical causality is expressed in such words as “grav-
ity,” “energy,” “electron” and so forth. Once “atom” was such a word,
but it has yielded to causal analysis and the border of grammatical causality
has been pushed deeper into the unknown. Between those two boundaries
lies the field of operable causality, the area in which we know enough not
only to make foreseeable results follow from identified causes, but enough
to explain the mechanics of the changes involved. Beyond the border of
grammatical causality we know nothing. Beyond the border of analogy we
know many things, but we do not know them by causal reasoning or scien-
tific proof.

Today the grammatical border of causality is the domain of quantum
mechanics where causality is formally ignored. The underlying, individual
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actions of the ultimate particles of matter and quanta of energy are pictured
as phenomena of probability. Causal necessity is the impression on the
observer of the average behavior of huge numbers of particles and quanta.
Newtonian mechanics, for instance, postulates a necessity for a planet
to be at a certain place at a certain time, a necessity arising from its mass,
prior motion and the masses and motions of surrounding matter in space.
Why mass and motion must produce these invariable consequences is, of
course, inexplicable. So far as Newtonian mechanics is concerned, we have
here crossed the border into grammatical causality. In contrast, quantum
mechanics does not postulate a necessity for an electron to be at a certain
place at a certain time. It calculates the probability of an electron being at
any particular place at a particular time. It finds that there are certain
places, in relation for instance to the nucleus of an atom, in which there is
a very high probability of finding an electron and other places where the
probability becomes almost infinitesimal. The average probabilities of an
immense number of electrons then become the “laws” of chemical change
as they are observed in the reaction of vast numbers of atoms.

This concept that all macroscopic effects are statistical summations of
discrete particle and quantum actions of a quite different sort has been
immensely rewarding in the study of all phenomena where the actual be-
havior of individual particles becomes of consequence. It has supplied an
intelligible theoretical base for the operable causality of chemistry, thermo-
dynamics and radiation. It is said to have destroyed the grammatical caus-
ality of Newtonian mechanics without in any way affecting the latter’s
operable causality. It has not itself, however, supplied a satisfactory gram-
matical causality at its own base and in regard to the problems of pure mass
and motion it has added nothing to our understanding of gravity.

Most of the major quantum physicists of today believe they have gone
much further. They believe they have destroyed causality as a philosophical
principle and substituted statistical probability. But here they have made
the tacit assumption that causality, if it exists, must be a phenomenon of
nature and that their analysis of nature should, therefore, be capable of dis-
covering it. But causality is not a phenomenon of nature. It is a concept of
the human mind, and in the form in which we know it, of the Western mind,
ft is something we read into nature. When the quantum physicists say they
can find only statistical probability not causality in the ultimate reactions
of nature, they mean only that they have not assumed causality. It is true
that electrons do not obey the causal laws of Newtonian mechanics, but this
does not mean that electron behavior cannot be interpreted under causal
laws if one wishes to draw such laws. The phenomenon of statistical prob-
ability can be imagined as merely a descriptive method and the actual
behavior of particles and quanta assumed to be causally determined by
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laws we do not yet understand. Stated another way, the statistical proba-
bilities of electron behavior can be exactly compared to the statistical
probability of the behavior of dice. The latter is not determined by the
probability that is shown by the successive fall of dice but by mechanical
factors, “causes” which for each throw are pure, rigid necessity, but in
throw after throw operate without bias for any one face of a die and so
produce a derived probability curve. Under this interpretation, probability
differs from operable causality only in describing phenomena where the
causal factors are too complex for enumeration—as with dice—or unknown
as with electrons.

No one has ever suggested that the electrons, any more than the dice,
determine their own positions and motions. To conceive of an electron
having choice is as ridiculous as to conceive of a die having it. Whatever
happens to it must happen to it, even though the number of things that
might have happened to it are very large and the probability of any one
of them almost no greater than the probability of the others.

Consider a box with a small hole containing a large number of marbles.
Agitate the box. Now and then one marble will come through the hole. No
calculation, only prolonged observation, will enable the probability of the
number of marbles per hour to be determined for any particular type of
shaking. Pure chance and probability? On the contrary, rigid cause and
effect. The marbles are subjected to no other forces than those known to
the laws of physics. The position and velocity of each marble are rigidly
determined at each instant by the condition of the original assembly and
the forces acting on the whole. Deterministic causality seems to disappear
only because its detailed operation becomes incalculable. Not that it does
not exist but that it cannot be measured. In this case all the laws of motion
governing the behavior of the marbles are known, but their actual behavior
can only be described in the form of statistical probability. In the situation
of which this is a poor simile, the behavior of subatomic particles, the
laws are by no means so surely known, but even if they were, they might
still fall under the same difficulty as the laws of motion governing the mar-
bles. Their interaction may be too complex for anything but statistical
expression. But in neither case does it mean that rigid necessity does not
govern the actual behavior.

Nor does the phenomenon of indeterminacy—Heisenberg’s famous prin-
ple—destroy causality. A certain amount of popularizing mumbo jumbo has
been written about this in an almost leftist vein—that it proves the very
structure of the universe to be so slovenly as to forbid clarity and determina-
tion on our part. Heisenberg’s principle has no such implication. It asserts
that we cannot precisely know both the velocity and the position of an
electron. It does not assert that the phenomena which we embrace under the
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word “electrons” do not have precise velocities and positions at any
moment, but only that we cannot know both with precision. If either is
ascertained with great exactness, the other becomes accordingly vague.
This is not proof of a fuzziness in the structure of the universe but does
involve a profound difficulty and one which has been increasingly trouble-
some to the theoretical foundation of modern physics—and with good
reason. In the ultimate phenomena of nature it is impossible to observe an
experiment without influencing it. The minimum observing instrument is a
photon of light, involving at least Planck’s constant of energy in its contact
with an atom, and when the object of study is the atom itself, the energy
of the photon, which is an appreciable fraction of the total energy, becomes
hopelessly involved with that of the atom. We must always, of course,
observe an actual event, but in macrosopic experiments we can eliminate as
inconsequential or calculable every thing that particularizes the event under
study. We can thus generalize the results and arrive at a Western type
scientific law. In ultimate phenomena this cannot be done. What particu-
larizes the event is too large to ignore, too involved to calculate, and cannot
be removed or the experiment could not be observed. Thus in these
phenomena the only causation we can study is the causation of the actual
event itself which, though we rarely realize it, is something outside the
intellectual limits of Western scientific causality. It is not surprising that
in this, the only scientific situation in which the causation of a particular
event is ever sought in the West, modern quantum mechanics asserts
that it can never be exactly found.

There is a vital distinction between the cause of an actual event and
scientific causality as the Western mechanistic sciences employ that con-
cept. In all practical scientific operations this distinction, whether it is al-
ways consciously understood, is always acted upon. Unfortunately it is
neither understood nor acted upon in studying the problems of politics
and history. In modern popular thought the distinction is not even known
to exist. Since confusion on this matter is the very core of modern mater-
ialism, there is a certain unwillingness to recognize the distinction—and
above all to grasp its importance. Since it is correctly realized that by
pursuing the method of causal analysis the mechanistic sciences have de-
veloped a vast field of knowledge, it is difficult at first to understand that
this type of analysis cannot be applied to discover or explain the cause
of any actual event.

Consider a trifling example, for even the most trivial is adequate to show
the nature of the difficulty. Consider a schoolboy generating hydrogen
with zinc and aqueous hydrochloric acid in a high school chemistry class.
What is the cause of the evolution of hydrogen? Is it the replacement of
the hydrogen by the zinc according to the laws of chemistry, or is it the act
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of the boy in pouring in the acid? Both are the “cause” within the accepted
meanings of that word, but the two meanings belong to different worlds.
In the scientific sense, the cause can be further analyzed back through
molecular and atomic structure and remain scientifically meaningful. But
nowhere in that long and learned chain is there anything that tells us why
the chemical reaction itself was set going, why the boy poured in the acid.
Yet if we seek to pursue the alternative meaning of cause, to inquire
causally into the reason for the boy’s act, we not only gain no answer but
acquire no wisdom on the way. In the human sense no chain but nonsense
can be woven. What was the cause of his conducting the experiment, the
cause of his taking the course, the cause of his going to this school, the
cause of schools having chemistry courses? Pursuit of cause in the world
of hydrogen ions leads to science. Pursuit of cause in the world of the boy
leads in ever widening circles to imbecility.

Reflection reveals that these two almost contradictory approaches can be
made to every terrestrial event whatsoever. In each case, regardless of
how profound our knowledge of the mechanics of nature that are involved,
this knowledge never gives us the slightest information on why the specific
event actually occurred. There is only one apparent inconsistency. Causal
science, astronomy to be specific, is capable of foreseeing the motions
of the planets and in this case the knowledge of the mechanics involved
not only explains how eclipses must occur if they are going to occur, but
foresees the occurrence of each specific eclipse. But here causality deals
with a situation never encountered on the face of the earth, an arrangement
of matter and force where all the variables, all the determining conditions,
are known.

Scientific causality operates within those limits and beyond them the
pursuit of cause is no longer scientific. Every scientific law describes the
certain consequences of known causes, but in order to do so all the causes
must be known. The very method of acquiring scientific knowledge in the
first place permits no other result. A scientific cause can only be determined
by exhaustion of the negative. All conditions must be known, all variables
under control and then by successively altering the variables the cause can
be identified. Manifestly no such method is applicable to actual events
for those can never be repeated. Equally the task of isolating and identify-
ing all the relevant causal conditions of an actual event—the boy with the
acid—is simply beyond the possibility of human accomplishment.

The difficulty in applying in the fields of history and politics what passes
today as scientific thinking, is not that there need be any doubt that the
universe is indeed the vast, interrelated system of cause and effect that
we believe it to be. The difficulty lies solely in the type of problem that is
considered capable of causal solution. Whatever may be popularly believed
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to the contrary, Western scientific causality never deals with why things
actually are as they are or happen as they do. It deals only with the
mechanism of how they must happen if they do happen. But the wonders
of modern science create the general impression that scientific causality
undertakes to explain “reality,” and since nothing is more real than an
actual event, it is an irresistible temptation to believe that this, too, is
within the compass of causality.

Yet the flaw in this popular belief is immediately apparent. If there were
causal explanations of past events—as we so generally believe there are
—it would mean that all the relevant variables determining the conse-
quences of any condition had been identified. If these could be identified
out of our always incomplete knowledge of the past, certainly it would
be simpler to identify them out of our more complete knowledge of the
present. We could then readily calculate precise future events that must
occur. But to this necessary conclusion no one is willing to go. Yet if
actual past events could be explained by scientific causality, then scientific
causality could predict future occurrence. But it does not.

This we realize in regard to specific prevision. Yet we accept what we
are offered as causal predictions of the future provided it is a generalized
future, though any future can be only a tissue of specific events not one of
which, we admit, could be scientifically predicted. Nevertheless we have
whole fields of intellectual study like economics and sociology which call
themselves sciences and assert a claim to scientific prevision. Their prac-
titioners believe that they can use and are using the methods of scientific
causality in their respective fields. But these fields deal with actual events
and their predictions concern what actually will happen, not what will cer-
tainly happen if precise conditions are present.

We have also an immense popular literature setting forth what is said
to be a causal description of the worlds of nature and history. It purports
to give a causal explanation of events, but even a brief examination reveals
that its concern is not with causality but plausibility. It is incapable, of
course, of proving the causes it asserts as operating in political events and
always relies on finding this belief already implanted in the reader. Un-
happily this reliance is usually justified. Thus to people who believe, for
example, that popular injustice is the cause of social revolution, events
of the French Revolution or the Soviet conquest of China can be selected
and arranged in such a way that the reader’s existing conviction leads him
to the conclusion desired by the author. The same events arranged against
a different pattern of belief lead, naturally, to entirely different conclusions.
Even the best of this type of historical analysis shows its real lack of
causal structure as soon as it is applied to the problem of the future. Tm-
mediately, the method employed becomes apparent as a way of accounting
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for events but not of foreseeing them. Yet this very school of scientific
thought, the positivism of J. S. Mill and Comte, which is the philosophical
atmosphere of our times, asserts that the true nature and possibly even
the definition of science is the ability to predict the consequences of known
causes. It should long ago have seemed suspicious that this school of his-
torical and political philosophy has always been willing to assert its sure
knowledge of causes by working backward from effects but has been
consistently unable to calculate forward from such causes and predict ef-
fects that have not yet occurred.

We admit that causal analysis cannot foresee the specific future, but we
still insist that it can explain the past. The process is not logical, but the
motive is sound politically. The illusion of having accounted for the past
by a causal analysis permits the extension of plausibility to a desired
future. While shying away from foresight concerning specific events, pre-
dictions are made in regard to generalities of a democratic and leftist
tone. The reader, who is usually not well versed in scientific philosophy, is
aware that in practical life even the most rigid scientific prevision, as in
engineering, contains some sort of uncertainty. Accordingly he is not too
shocked by the imprecise predictions and is willing to accept them as having
the scientific base asserted by the author. What is lost track of is the aware-
ness that scientific foresight is never vague but only conditioned, while
mechanistic political foresight is never conditioned but always vague. Scien-
tific foresight predicts from definable causes, mass, energy and so forth, ex-
actly what specific events will occur, and when they will occur, so long as
definite conditions—about which it predicts nothing—are maintained.
Mechanistic political foresight postulates no conditions but predicts general
consequences from vague “causes,” democracy, class consciousness and so
forth, which it asserts to be currently operating in society. The one identi-
fies its causes with measurable reality and predicts exactly their result if
they are set operating in a specified circumstance. The other describes as
a cause a word which has no precise meaning and asserts that the indefin-
able maze of fact and opinion represented by this word will bring about a
necessary result—a result which in turn is an indefinable maze—under
every condition that may develop.

Now in regard to the actual event, our language has a group of words
that are indeed distasteful—fate, fortune, destiny, doom—which deal with
the unpredictable, unmanageable web of the unending series of actual
events. They are unscientific words, and we do not like to use them for they
disclose the pit that lies always beneath our feet. Nevertheless, in the very
imprecision of their meaning, in the atmosphere of the hidden and the
dark that clings to them is disclosed how little we really feel ourselves
the masters of the actual. Just as our passion for the concept of security is a
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desperate flight from the image of death, so our passion to assert a causal
explanation of the actual is a flight from the image of fate whose real
meaning to us we disclose in our use of its adjective.

The difficulty seems to be this: we assume that all material things that
happen occur in accordance with a system of cause and effect. Some
schools of thought are inclined to make reservation of the psychological
operations of men, ascribing these to something other than cause and effect.
The more mechanistic schools include these, too, within mechanical
causality, but in any event both schools ascribe all mechanical action, that
is, all physical and chemical events, to a system of strict causality. Experi-
ments are then conducted under controlled conditions and these show
unmistakably that where all conditions are known, the results are invariable
and therefore always predictable. This confirms our belief that all things
are governed by mechanistic causality so that we feel entitled to extend
the certainty we have attained under controlled conditions to the universe
at large where conditions can neither be controlled nor even identi-
fied. Now since we never find any physical or chemical situation in
which the laws of causality do not appear to apply, we are undoubtedly
justified in asserting that such causality governs all events. But in so doing,
we forget the controlled conditions which alone make predictions possible.
We can say, therefore, that we have good evidence for believing all events
to be cause-governed, but we have equally good evidence that without
control of condition, or exact knowledge about them, these events are
completely unpredictable by causal means. The experimental method which
confirms us in our belief that the universe is rigidly cause-governed proves
in the same experiments that the method of causality is incapable of pre-
dicting actual events since the conditions of the latter are an infinity of un-
known and uncontrolled variables.

The hard fact of the matter is that the Western mechanical sciences,
despite the popular and even professional belief to the contrary, are not
concerned with predicting the future and are really incapable of doing so.
Even the apparent predictability of engineering is an illusion. All these
complex machines and processes whose future operations seem to be so
accurately foreseen are not in fact the object of true prevision. No designer
of a dynamo can foresee whether it is going to be destroyed in a fire or
shut down by a strike, or even adequately maintained. All his prevision is
clouded with the eternal “if.” All he can foresee is that if his dynamo is
run correctly it will generate a calculable amount of current at a known
voltage. Whether it ever does so and how long it does so will depend upon
events entirely beyond the scope of technological or scientific calculation.

Scientific prevision is thus negative only. In its estimates of the future,
it can in theory divide the mechanically possible rigidly from the mech-
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anically impossible. But in fact, since its knowledge of nature at any
given moment is never complete, its analysis always containing some de-
gree of error, the exact division between the possible and impossible is
blurred by a class of events where it can only postulate a greater or lesser
degree of mechanical probability. For most purposes, however, its pre-
vision of the mechanically possible and impossible is accurate enough for
almost all practical operations. In this way it is an invaluable tool both in
foreseeing the future and in analyzing the past. It reduces sharply the
range of possible events. But this is immensely short of knowing the cause
of a past event or predicting what events will in fact occur in the future.

All we can say is that everything that happens or ever has happened
must be within a net of mechanistic causation, and must be mechanically
possible, but this net is so infinitely complex that in both practice and
strict theory we know nothing about the causation of events. What we
think of in rough practical thought is not causation at all but only the
mechanism of the immediate action under the conditions present, condi-
tions for which we can never account. This is a distinction that is popularly
overlooked, most grievously by technical men when they are talking be-
yond their field. Since we know the universe is cause-governed, and we
know we can predict results under controlled conditions; it is an irresistible
temptation to forget the limiting conditions and assume the ability to
predict all cause-governed phenomena, which in modern materialism means
everything. And from an assertion of ability to predict follows necessarily
the assertion of ability to control. From this illogical extension flows the
political fetish of modern materialism and the apologia of modem leftism.

Humility in regard to causation is difficult in the modem world, for in
our time the role of natural science tends to be that of religion in the
later Middle Ages. It is believed to have all the answers, not only in its
field, but in practical life. The open, acknowledged fear of death gave
theology its immense political power in the affairs of Medieval Europe.
The secret, unadmitted fear of death, which is the hidden shame of all
modem men, flowers with us in our preoccupation with “security” and to
this the tremendous physical power of the natural sciences makes an un-
arguable appeal. The psychological replacement goes even further and
“science” in our time wears even the image of God and possesses His
attributes. It is, in principle at any rate, believed to be omniscient and in
practice omnipotent. To the heretic and infidel, that is to the society that
will not leam its principles and walk in its ways, it is believed to assure
the hell of war, revolution and death by atomic blast. To the believer, it
promises the paradise of security, ease and equality.

So immense is this fetish of modem science and so twisted and covered
up in our own minds are the terrors for which it offers comfort, that it is
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as difficult for us to be skeptical towards even its unfounded claims as
it was for the intellectually timorous of the Middle Ages to question the
adequacy of the truths of religion. But science, for all the mastery of
mechanics that has grown from it, can no more be applied to the affairs
of politics and history than theology. Like theology, it does not apply to
this world, though the believer in each so believes, but to another, theology
to the kingdom of the dead, science to the kingdom of the pure. The sciences
deal in systems. All their laws and expressions concern systems—imagi-
nary combinations of mass and energy isolated from all else—something
which obviously never occurs and never could occur, something which
even in a laboratory cannot be constructed and must be created by calcu-
lations alone, by making allowances in the data or in the degree of accuracy
desired, for the unavoidable influence in the surroundings. But in the
world of the impure, the world of life and politics, there are no systems
and no ways to create them. Events occur, situations must be anticipated,
decisions made, all without a causal base or the possibility of getting one.
It is here that the fetish of science is politically most dangerous, its deroga-
tion of other methods of knowledge. Under the fetish of science, causality
becomes so important that where it is absent, as in all political questions,
there is a temptation to invent it and thereby ascribe to a guess or a wish
the dangerous certainty of a law, or if this cannot be done, to deny the
possibility of any knowledge whatever about the matter in question. Both
attitudes are almost universal in the political and economic writing of our
time. Both attitudes are the justification of the ruin of our world which
we have fought two great wars to achieve.

The study of history and the forecasting of politics are not, therefore,
subjects that can be intelligently undertaken through the application of
causality, and the more a study of either is dressed in the appearance of
causahty, the more specious it is and the more the intelligence or the honor
of the writer is open to suspicion. The objective of scientific work is not
to establish plausibility but at the best certainty and at the worst probability.
What is made plausible is not thereby made one bit more probable, and
the only purpose of going to great effort to create plausibility is to delude
either the writer himself or the reader.

On the other hand, while causality in life is undiscoverable, events do
have consequences. The whole fabric of our lives, personal and political,
is woven of events and consequences. If we cannot employ the principles
of causality, how can we deal with this obvious fact? We cannot foreclose
to ourselves all knowledge of the flow of events.

Since we cannot analyze the past nor foresee the future by the use of
scientific causality, we must approach the problem frankly by the method
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of analogy. This is not the weak method that the fetish of modern science
might suggest. Actually it is not only the concealed foundation upon which
causal laws are raised, it is also the method by which we habitually gain
almost all the prevision that we have. It is analogic not causal reasoning
which tells us that if we plant a garden in the spring we may have vegetables
in the summer, that when our daughter reaches her early twenties, she is
likely to marry and have children, that since grandfather is now ninety, his
death cannot be far off. The problem in analogic reasoning and prevision
is only the problem of classification. If in the tangle of real events, we can
discover an identity, we can study its ways and learn to predict them. We
do this constantly. We know that one seed, one daughter, one grandfather
is each an altogether different individual from any other seed, daughter or
grandfather. Yet familiarity has taught us that there is a classification of
these things which permits us to predict with greater or less accuracy
the likely and unlikely—even the possible and impossible—events that
can happen to them. Thus we can predict the quite different life expectan-
cies of a pine tree and an oak tree, not by causal analysis of each tree but
by identifying each with the species to which it belongs. Our information
is gained by simple observation of enough trees of each species to ascertain
the life expectancy of each. We have no knowledge whatever of what
causes oaks so vastly to outlive pines. In fact, all our basic knowledge of
living things is gained in this way. Causal science in this field has pro-
foundly improved our knowledge of the mechanics of life but tells us
nothing about its fate. A living thing is not “caused” by the biochemistry
of its metabolism.

To obtain analogic knowledge of individual things is fairly simple.
The individuals constituting the class are obvious. But sometimes the
classification is one of function, not corporate similarity, and in these
cases the similarities that reveal the classification may require intricate
search. Such unavoidably are the classifications with which history must
deal. Even in the mechanical sciences the problem of identification of
the units of action is perhaps the most difficult single problem involved
even in these intricate fields. Molecules, atoms, electrons, etc., are not
ascertained to exist by being discovered. The possibility of such entities
was first conceived in the mind and then nature searched to see whether
its behavior was better explained if something somewhat corresponding
to these concepts was assumed to exist. Similarly, in the biological
sciences we have to ascertain the units that compose living things, the
cells, the organs, the species, the genera, the phyla, none of which is a
net fact in itself. Each is an intellectual unit, a concept, abstracted by
the mind from the data and placed by analogy, not by exploration of
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its cause, in its proper relation with the others. Even what appears to
be so obvious an external reality as an individual animal is not truly a
net fact. It, too, is at bottom a concept, for we recognize the existence
of the same individual from birth to death, though the continuity is one
neither of form nor matter nor of any tangible thing but of the abstrac-
tion, “function,” alone. So, too, by the same mechanism of observation
and thought we must perceive the living units of history.

Fortunately, historical research in the past century and a half has
assembled the data in which the real similarities are evident once the
mind admits that there is no possibility of finding any scientifically valid
causality to explain these events. We can see with distinctness today
that the history of men has been a history of great self-contained so-
cieties or civilizations, some of which have affected others as two trees
growing close together affect one another without either thereby becom-
ing anything but a self-contained tree. What has not been studied in too
great detail is the consequence of this on the life of the West. The line-
of-progress history which seeks to find causal explanation of these
developments in Western life that it chooses to call progress can turn
out little but propaganda or nonsense. The scholars who have tried to
re-establish world history as the history of these great societies have had
necessarily far wider interests than the West itself. The task, therefore,
of trying to set forth essential aspects of the life of the West as a self-
contained society, yet nevertheless a society in physical contact with
living alien societies and in cultural contact with others long before
extinct, has yet to be done. Such part of this task as is germane to the
political problems of the modern West seems therefore an essential re-
quirement of this study. The very identification of the West requires it.

Before entering upon this task, however, there is still a scientific prob-
lem that obstructs an understanding of history. Not only has the misused
causality of Western science confused historical analysis; mechanistic
philosophy has denied the existence of motive in the world. At best, we
are allowed to attribute motives of a narrow, personal sort to an individual
man, even these, however, conditioned by his food, friends and infancy.
The great flow of events is felt to respond to no purpose but those of
an occasional wicked conqueror, himself perhaps a causal victim of
underprivilege. That anything remotely resembling purpose operates
throughout history as a whole is dismissed as mystical rubbish. The line-
of-progress philosophy is one of motiveless causation—we were mechan-
ically lucky in happening to live on coal and iron mines in a temperate
climate—and now that progress seems to have turned downward into
wars and disasters, we have become mechanically unlucky and perhaps
the Soviet Empire has the luck. A mechanistic philosophy does not ex-
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elude luck. This is only the human name for a favorable turn of mechan-
istic probability.

Mechanistic philosophy flows from this same misreading of the nature
of scientific causality. It is the grandiose expression of the error of sup-
posing that Western science deals with the cause of events. Taken at its
face value, it would require that on some spring morning, say in 20,000
B.c., the state of the men then living and the physical state of the earth
and the solar system necessarily caused all subsequent events. Imagine
even the most skilled group of investigators armed with the most modern
scientific, geographic and geologic information, skilled in the latest tech-
niques of psychoanalysis, attempting to forecast a causal picture from
the men—and there were so very few then—and the world of 20,000
B.c. It is obviously, palpably absurd. These ancient men had no notion
consciously or subconsciously of what their distant descendants were
going to do and no clue in them or in the physical earth around them
could have given a hint to our scientific researchers. These might have
concluded only one thing, that man differed markedly from other animals
and some extraordinary future might fie before him. What it would be,
they could not possibly have discovered.

Despite an apparent resemblance between the problem mentioned
earlier of predicting the choice of the marbles and the problem of an
imaginary research team trying to forecast history from 20,000 B.c.,
the two cases are quite different. To be sure, in both cases the operation
of causal laws are unpredictable by strict causality but in the case of the
marbles these causal laws are known while in the case of the men they
are not. For practical purposes all the laws governing the behavior of
marbles are known. We can study them with any degree of refinement
that we choose and we never find controlled behavior of a marble ever
anything but what the causal laws allow us to predict. We have, there-
fore, a warrant for assuming that the marbles are still entirely governed
by the laws that we know even when we can no longer trace the operation
of these laws. In regard to historical causality, the situation is obviously
different. Instead of dealing with known laws whose operations are too
complex to follow, we have no knowledge of any laws at all. Certainly
we find the mathematical phenomenon of probability in life as we do
with dice and marbles, but in neither case does the probability pattern
tell us anything of the causality presumed to be operating. We cannot
deduce the laws of motion, nor even deduce that such laws exist, from
the probability pattern of dice.

Now it is not at all scientific to assert the existence of a cause whose
operation is incapable of being shown. Since our research team in 20,000
BC. could not have found the necessary data to make a causal fore-
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cast of the future, we have no warrant for the belief that such future was
in fact to be causally determined. To believe so is simply an act of faith
taken against the evidence. The truth of the matter is that we do not
know what makes human history. We know that all events that occur
must occur within the frame of mechanical possibility—they must not
violate the mechanistic laws of nature—but that does not mean the
mechanistic laws of nature are responsible for their occurrence. What
then is the nature of this still mysterious universe of physical reality
which is at once the stuff and the stage of human history?

Nineteenth century materialism, driven to find a causal explanation
of the universe in which it found itself, erected a curiously contradictory
philosophy. Faced with the phenomena of life, the development of species
and the flow of history alike, it designed a mechanistic progress-optimism.
Evolution was interpreted as a purposeless, causal series, but nonetheless
a manifestation of progress culminating in man. History was seen as
equally purposeless and equally progressing to the democratic states of
Western Europe and America. Although the two processes operated on
such vastly different time scales that one could have had no mechanical
connection with the other, yet an emotional fusion was effected to fore-
cast a similarly progressive future. The whole development was entirely
purposeless, but by a happy accident, this resultant of bhnd, mechanistic
causality had produced beneficent progress and would produce still more.

But with the inorganic, which was always pictured as the base out of
which the living had arisen and into which the living must some day return,
utter pessimism replaced mechanical optimism. The physical universe
was seen as a giant clock slowly running down. Its ultimate end was
inescapable: dead matter, its energy forever bound in irrecoverable
form, extended inert in the frozen night of space. This was the deep,
and indeed the great, philosophy of the nineteenth century. The shallow
progress-optimism in affairs of politics and history was a mocking trap.
It was of immediate advantage in liberal politics and it soothed the
outraged emotions of the worldly religiousness of the time, which in slow
retreat from its hopes of Heaven the more insistently demanded befief in
progress upon earth. In reahty it was dishonest and petty, dishonest to
the bleak pessimism of the deep thought of the age and suffocatingly
petty in what it was optimistic about. The utilitarian—and strictly re-
spectable—future it held out as the goal of progress could make no man’s
heart beat the faster.

It was probably the only practical philosophy the age could have tol-
erated. The old belief in the transcendental purpose of life, that history
and nature were only the background for the journey of the soul to God,
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had become more a sacred form of words than a deep conviction. Its
power to give an ethical direction to the actions of a lifetime had largely
disappeared from the upper intellectual and political circles. At the
same time, the worldly ethics of rank and responsibility which had come
down from a long-vanished political nobility were becoming increasingly
ridiculous in a society of egalitarian theory and arriviste millionaires.
The ultimate pessimism of mechanistic science was probably necessary
to remove from the study of phenomena the teleology of a transcendental
purpose once and for all revealed—the curse of the earlier rationalists.
But as a philosophical base for the affairs of a human world, mechanistic
pessimism denied any deep stream of purpose, anything greater than
himself by which a man could be moved, and left life to ethical evalua-
tion by the crass and ephemeral standards of progress-optimism. It is
not surprising that on this philosophy nothing but political ruin was
erected, the ruin that today lies about us.

But upon the deep pessimism of universal death the nineteenth century
completed the great structure of the Western causal sciences—and utterly
destroyed the foundation of its own pessimism. The scientific expression
of this pessimistic cosmology is set forth in the laws of thermodynamics
which assert the principle of the conservation of energy but also require
that this energy must continuously flow toward an ultimate equilibrium
in which available energy no longer exists. Now there is no doubt that
these laws are invariably true of all the phenomena of life or of the
inorganic as we can expect to encounter them on this planet. Modern
nuclear phenomena have required redefinitions of mass and energy but
have not altered the correctness of the laws so far as they apply to the
narrow space and brief time of the earth’s surface. But the nineteenth
century mechanistic philosophers did not stop with the application of
these laws to the earth. They took a practical operating rule of the earth
and extended it as the philosophical principle of all creation. It is this
extension that modern cosmology, itself the development of nineteenth
century mechanistic casuality, finds unwarranted.

Since we do not consider purpose as part of our system of causality,
we never reckon it in natural phenomena and therefore calculate as
though it did not exist. As a result no trace of purpose appears in our
accepted scientific picture of the material universe. Now this may be
because nature is indeed without purpose. It may likewise be that we
find no evidence of purpose because our structure of causality excludes
it from the beginning. We find everywhere evidence of the existence of
the necessity which we always assumed to exist. It is not surprising that
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we find nowhere traces of a purpose whose existence we have refused to
assume. In the biological sciences, a narrow purpose has to be admitted,
the attempt of the organism to stay alive for a time and reproduce itself,
but nature as a whole in modern scientific analysis is postulated to be
purposeless. But purpose does exist, and it exists as part of the natural
order of phenomena covered by the laws of mechanistic causality. For
nineteenth century physics to strip phenomena of any assumed tran-
scendental purpose was essential if those phenomena were to be seen
as they actually occurred, not as some theory concerning God’s purpose
in creation would have required that they occur. But there is an immense
difference between assuming a purpose and discovering the evidence of
a purpose. Modern causal science out of unalloyed atheism—certainly
in its teleology—has reached that point.

Purpose is the carrying out of a pre-existing design. In mechanistic
language, it is the manipulation of mass and energy to bring about a
result in accordance with some pattern that in some fashion is in exist-
ence before the result occurs. When a man undertakes to carry out a
purpose, the design of what he intends to accomplish is in his mind
before he acts. When a seed starts to grow a plant, it is our fashion to
deny purpose to the seed. Our prejudice makes us assume unnecessarily
that purpose must exist as a conscious image in an intellect. What
proceeds without that conscious image we like to call “nature” or “instinct.”
But “instinct” and “nature” in this sense are only meaningless words to
cover a vast and embarrassing ignorance.> Such usage is as unscientific
as the four elements of Aristotle or the term “chemical affinity,” which
was used to describe observed, but inexplicable, chemical phenomena in
the days before our knowledge of subatomic structure brought some
causal order into this field. “Instinct” has no intrinsic meaning, nor does
“nature” when used in this sense. Both describe purposeful behavior of
living things when we are unwilling to admit the existence of purpose.

The alternative to purpose is not cause and effect, as it seems to
some observers. All purpose is also cause and effect. The alternative to
purpose is chance, which, too, is cause and effect. We cannot even know
phenomena, as we see the world, that do not show cause and effect, so
that there is no valid physical distinction between chance and pre-
dictable causality. It does not look so because we consider the laws of
astronomy rigid and the celestial motions wholly predictable while the
motions of dice seem free. But the motions of the dice do not vary in

2 This difficulty is no monopoly of the West. In Levantine thought the divine guid-
ance by which, for instance, Mohammed was able to receive the Koran is described
by the same Arabic word that is used to explain what we call “instinctive” knowl-
edge, as for example, among bees.
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essence from the motions of the planets; it is simply that the motions
of the dice are affected by too many unknown and unascertainable vari-
ables to permit a calculated prediction of the result of a single throw.
In popular usage, to be sure, the word “chance” is confined to such
causal operations as those of dice where the variables effecting the result
are unknown. But this is only the personal view of a limited observer
and does not change the underlying identity between chance and the
predictable. Each is the manifestation of the identical causality that we
see as the operating mechanics of all things that are. The difference
between purpose and chance is, therefore, not the difference between the
unreal and the real. Both are real. The difference is whether the mass-
energy relations are handled within a system or simply operate freely
with the environment.

Technical literature defines a system in the following terms: “a system
is taken to mean that real or ideal space confined by known boundaries
through which pass, in or out, the various forms of energy that are
involved in the process in which the given system is participating. When
any system takes part in any process whatsoever, the amount of energy
resident in the system changes only by the net amount of energy (of
any form) which may be absorbed or given off by the system during
the process.” 3

The prime definition of a system, therefore, requires the establishment
of its boundaries. A gasoline engine as a system can be defined with
boundaries through which the heat of combustion of the fuel passes
inward and the waste heat and mechanical energy pass outward. A
system can be, in fact, any process or combination of processes whatever
for which the mind desires to establish boundaries and is able to count
or estimate the flow of energy inward and outward through those
boundaries. Every living thing, in this sense, can be considered as a
system. There is only this difference: When an engineer establishes the
boundaries of a system that he wishes to study, he places them with a
view to the requirements of his calculations and these boundaries are
boundaries in his mind and have no actual existence. The systems of
science are imaginary. They are isolated by image and calculation from
their surroundings and have no actual existence as either “things” or
functions, though their energy relationships are none the less real. When
the mental concept of the boundary of the system is dropped, the exist-
ence of the system itself ends, and the matter and energy that composed
it become once more part of the vast undifferentiated system that is the
face of the planet in its energy exchanges through space. If, on the other

s Chemical Engineers Handbook, McGraw-Hill, 1941, page 628.
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hand, we wish to consider a living thing as a system, the boundaries of
the system, placed as they are by mental image, nevertheless coincide
with an actual boundary that was there before and will remain when the
image is withdrawn, the actual boundary of the living thing itself.

The difierence between life and non-life is thus neither a matter of
arbitrary distinction nor the result of a mystic feeling. It is a physical
difference in the handling of energy. All forms of living things are at
base organizations of molecules that are capable of absorbing energy
and using it to maintain and increase the mechanism by which they
absorb energy. If we consider each one as a scientific system, they are
engines that can run uphill by means of their ability to absorb energy
from their surroundings. They do not violate the laws of thermodynamics.
They cannot absorb energy from a lower potential and discharge it
against a higher. Like all real engines, they absorb from a higher potential
and discharge to a lower, but they are able to use the difference for the
advancement of their own interests. The energy cycles of all the engines
of art are the same, but they cannot use that energy to maintain or
better themselves.

Now it is because living things can constitute themselves as systems,
can abstract energy from their surroundings and use it to manipulate
the physical realities within and abutting their systems that they are
capable of purpose and are not wholly subject to chance. If they could
not do this, their physical and chemical reactions would proceed in-
distinguishably with those of their environment. They would be neither
systems nor living things.

We mask concrete purposeful activity in animal life under the term
“instinct.” For the more subtle examples of purpose in plants we have
devised no such comfortable word. We can say that an animal knows
what is good and bad for it by “instinct,” but we are forced to say that
an acorn produces an oak by “nature.” Now, if by the word “nature”
we mean mechanical cause-and-effect—which is what we often mean by
nature—the expression is incomplete. Is it cause-and-effect operating on
and within a system, or is it cause-and-effect operating on the unorganized
but assembled molecules of a thing which is not a system? We should
specify that an acorn produces an oak by cause-and-effect by chance or
else by cause-and-effect by purpose, because the word “nature” includes
both notions of cause-and-effect. We are forced to choose one meaning
or the other because all the causal operations that we know are either
those operating in an undifferentiated field—that is, there is no distinction
of function between the object of study and the surroundings, there is
nothing, in effect, but surroundings—or those operating within a system
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and between a system and its surroundings. The first we call chance
and the second we have no choice but to call purpose. In the case of
the acorn, the distinction is simply whether the acorn is dead or living.
In the first case, its structure as a thermodynamic system has been destroyed
and its cause-and-effect relations with its surroundings are those we
call chance. The acorn is now simply one with its surroundings and what
happens to its molecules is entirely the result of the chemical and bio-
logical condition in which it is. On the other hand, if the acorn is alive,
it is a system and while its purposeful operations are conditioned by the
state of its surroundings—it may be eaten by a pig—-these by themselves,
no matter how favorable, cannot make it into an oak.

Even in purely mechanical operations, this distinction holds. An
operating engine operates by cause-and-effect but not by chance. It is a
system and handles its input and outgo of energy in accordance with
purpose, not its own but still purpose, and is built to maintain a rigidly
controlled energy relationship with its surroundings such that while the
total available energy of the system and its surroundings declines, the
available energy of the system alone, or of parts of the system, are for
a time increased. On the other hand, an abandoned engine continues to
operate by cause-and-effect, but it is no longer a system. Its energy
relations with its surroundings are no longer under any kind of control.
It is now thermodynamically indistinguishable from its surroundings,
and its operations are those of cause-and-effect by chance, the rust and
corrosion of undifferentiated surroundings where not only the total energy
must decline, but the energy of every part.

It cannot be helped that the mechanist fashions of two hundred years
are opposed to the concrete expressions of this issue. The issue is never-
theless there not as mystical yearnings but as an inevitable conclusion
from the laws of thermodynamics. Nor can it be helped that there is no
discrete individual whom we can endow with this purpose. Even though
the operation of an acorn in producing an oak can be seen by considera-
tion of its thermodynamic operations to be a matter of purpose, we
still feel that this purpose in no way resides in the acorn. The operations
of the acorn display purpose but only as a thermodynamic system, not
as an individual. Here the acorn only obeys mechanistically the causal
laws of its own structure and chemistry. The purpose, if it can be lodged
anywhere, is the species oak which employs this mechanism to endure
as an endless succession of thermodynamic systems; for each oak tree
in producing acorns in turn only mechanistically follows the same causal
laws of its structure and chemistry as does the acorn in producing an
oak. We have, therefore, a series of purposeful acts for which we can
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find no purposeful agent. But that for the sake of which all this is done
is evidently the species oak tree, and it would appear that we must
assign purpose to the species even though we cannot envisage a purpose-
ful mechanism in something operating through disparate individuals
across time and therefore, according to our way of thinking, only a
concept, not a reality. Perhaps the wisest step would be to revise our
way of thinking about the latter. Species are something more than con-
cepts. We understand them as concepts by abstraction from the many
real and concrete individuals composing them, as indeed we abstract
such concepts as mass and energy from bodies and the changes they
undergo. Species are actual existences but more clearly evident in time
than in space. They do not exist solely in our minds. They also act in
the world by purposefully continuing to exist.

The death of species, which for no good reason we call extinction,
does not seem comparable to the death of conscious organisms. We can-
not imagine any element of choice or rigid necessity in their death. They
seem either to have perished under new adverse interference from the
environment, or their own development, their life in a sense, reduced
their ability to withstand outside pressures they had formerly mastered.
The development of each species shows a youth, maturity and senescence,
that is, a period of rapid organic development in which the basic char-
acter of the species is set, a period of increase in members and geo-
graphical extension and a final period of changeless endurance and often
slow geographical retreat. But their ends seem fortuitous, not organically
determined. Nothing, not even species, lives for ever, but the definite
life spans of individual animals do not exist among species.

It would be simpler to grasp the nature of living unities like species
if we could rid our minds of the illusion that an individual must be some-
thing all of which must be contained within a definite spacial boundary
at some specific moment of time. Although we know that countless cells
of our own bodies are not physically attached to us, and that countless
more constantly die and are replaced by newly-born cells, still we find
it difficult to extend the concept of a soma beyond the boundaries of
some visible skin and the continuity of some observable nervous struc-
ture. But the evidence is against our prejudices in this matter, and it is
better to accept the evidence than stick by the prejudice. Species act like
an individuality of some kind and it is, therefore, better to recognize
them to be what they obviously are than avoid consideration of the evi-
dence in the hope of protecting the prejudice.

But there is evidence of an additional purpose operating among living
things. Just as we mask under the names “instinct” and “nature” the
purposeful behavior of individuals, so we mask the purposeful behavior
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of species under the name “evolution.” The same consideration applies
here. Evolution describes a cause-and-effect process, so we must specify
whether it is cause-and-effect by chance or cause-and-effect by purpose.

The history of the development of species over geologic time is a his-
tory of the increase of specialization and complexity. From early unicel-
lular life and from creatures that are little more than cellular aggregates
there have developed in two unrelated but functionally similar lines the
great groups of the higher vertebrates and the higher arthropoda. It is
perhaps unappealing to our vanity to recognize the higher mammals—
by which we mean primarily ourselves—and the hymenoptera as the
two pinnacles of evolution, but by any objective standards the social
insects are at least as far from primitive life, both in specialization and
in intellectual mastery of environment, as are the social mammals. This
is not always easy for us to realize. The psychic life of mammals and
even of birds is so akin to ours that it is possible to understand the idea
of thought by these creatures. In contrast, the psychic life of insects is
so distant that we cannot conceive of these creatures as capable of
thought. But here again we are forced to cover our essential ignorance
of the mechanics of purposeful activity by use of the word “instinct,”
for insects do pursue purpose and do so with specific reactions to specific
occasions. Since that is part at least of what thinking is, they, therefore,
think even though we do not understand how they do it.

Placed against the scale of time, therefore, it is evident that in living
things there is a purpose to become more specialized and complex, that
is, to become both more conscious of the environment and more surely
the master of it, not in the interest of the individual cell nor of the in-
dividual animal, who remains fated to die, but in the interest of the
species or of those special groups like ant hills and historical societies
that form an organic type of structure—whether we call them organisms
or not is immaterial —within the species.

The same type of problem faces us in the immense aesthetic develop-
ment of design and color in flowers, insects, birds, fish, and even reptiles
and mammals. To what end? To be beautiful? Who cares? For whom to
see and enjoy? The mechanistic nineteenth century and the liberal-leftist
twentieth century assurance that this was all purposeless cause-and-effect
—each individual bird developing the feather pattern of the species in
its own interest or by chance in the interest of the species—is logically
absurd and mathematically impossible. No conceivable statistical odds
could account for a purposeless, by chance, appearance of the same
aesthetic standards of design and color in such disparate forms of life
as flowers, fish, birds, snakes and insects.

There is another and curious fact that is apparent from the evolution
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of living things. Despite the clear evidence of relationship among species
there is no case where we can feel sure that one species is the direct
offspring of another, living or extinct. It is as though our knowledge of
our personal ancestry were confined to uncles and great-aunts with never
a sure knowledge of the direct maternal and paternal line. Whether this
is significant of anything but our ignorance of the mechanics of change
of species, it would be impossible to say. But despite our ignorance
of its significance, it remains a fact of nature.

But though we men stem from the same source, the life of the in-
dividual animal and the human person are separated by a psychic gulf
which no identity of organic mechanism can ever bridge. The psychic
life of man has separated him from his fellow mammals as completely
as the mechanized psychic reaction of the hymenoptera has separated
them from their fellow arthropods and from all vertebrates. The thought
processes of the hymenoptera—we have no notion of the mechanism—
produce specialized individuals designed to take care of the problem
that stimulated the thought. The thought processes of the higher mam-
mals enable each individual to deal intelligently with a series of un-
related specific events. The thought processes of man, which alone we
think we understand, also produce ideas, that is the abstraction of the
similarities found, or at times invented but felt to be found, in disparate
things. Even this, however, is not unique to man for beavers obviously
have ideas of water level when they plan a dam and ants certainly have
the idea of the equivalents of agriculture and animal husbandry. The
primary difference lies in the human ability, indeed the human necessity,
of abstracting such ideas concerning the entire environment. The power
of creating ideas is the property of the human person while in other
creatures it appears, to us at least, to be the property of the species and
limited to those fields of activity in which members of the species have
been engaged for innumerable generations.

For man the ideas become more meaningful than the tangible realities
from which they are abstracted. We act as though that inward picture
were in fact the outer reality. A structure of ideas replaces the mere sum
of tangible sense impressions as the “real” world in which we live. The
nature of these ideas differs between primitive men and men of the historical
societies, and differs among the men of the different societies, but for all
men, external reality is seen in the form of a human abstraction from
the sense impressions, seen as images and ideas. Needless to say, to the
men who hold them these images and ideas appear not as human ab-
stractions but as the external, actual realities themselves. And this is
equally true of such ideas as God or the Kingdom of Heaven and
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gravity, mass or energy. The sense data, the assemblage and interpreta-
tion of which lie beneath the various ideas, differ enormously. Different
men at different times find one image convincing and another absurd,
but all these ideas are identical in being mental images put together
by the human mind from such sense data as the mind is willing to accept
as germane to the image. It is, of course, almost impossible for a man
who is convinced that he holds no ideas, but relies solely on objective
data or true revelation, to understand that the world as he sees it is not
the world that exists but only an image in his own mind, projected like
the images of a magic lantern on the dark screen of unknowable reality.
But such is the fact, and from this fact men and animals, inhabiting the
same globe together, have come to live in two separate environments
which coincide only in limited areas, which seem completely identical
or completely distinct only to those whose ideas already contain these
specific images.

The history of animals is, therefore, the history of creatures operating
in a world of sense impressions. The history of men is the history of
creatures operating in a world only partially one of sense impressions
and primarily one of ideas that interpret, and therefore largely replace,
these sense impressions. The difference is the immense distinction that
we see about us. To outward appearances our paleolithic ancestors dif-
fered little from their animal contemporaries, but in fact, and perhaps
without even being aware of it, they lived in a different environment.
That environment despite all these ages is still the essential environment
of man: his own ideas and images.

We have come then to this, that living things in their operations as
species display a type of behavior that must be called purposeful if we are
to apply that word to operations that accord with its meaning. This is
a demonstrable fact of the physical universe. It is not, to be sure, a purpose
according with the conscious purposes of men or the purposes that the
religions which have prevailed among men have ever asserted. It includes
not alone the purpose of the species to survive but quite evidently the
purpose of the individual to die. Not only is this an evident fact of the
behavior of living things—it is a logical necessity. Immortal individuals
and an immortal species are mutually exclusive. A species is a chain of
interrelated individuals across time, and without mortal individuals no
species could exist. A group of immortal individuals who continued to
propagate would run out of food and either have to cease propagating
or cease to be immortal. A group of individuals which does not propagate
is no longer a species.

This knowledge of the necessity of death is almost universally accepted
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as a prime factor in the psychic life of man. But it is probably more than
a knowledge of the necessity only. There is probably a dim awareness that
not only is his death necessary but that it is intended as part of the order
of things. There cannot help but be a conflict between the intellect of
man and the world of nature. However hidden the thread of this hostility,
it weaves through all the intellectual works of man, his arts, his religions,
his sciences and his philosophies. Behind the joyous forefront of nature
lies always the implacable purpose to kill him.

These considerations on the nature of nature and the world of living
organisms are not prompted by a belief that the secret of human history
lies buried in the record of organic development on the earth. It is simply
that it is essential to bear in mind in all consideration of human history
that whatever else man or historical societies may be, both are part of
the organic scum on the face of this planet, like all other living things
stemming from the same origins, subject to the same forces, imprisoned
alike within the vacuum walls of this globe. What is characteristic of life
is necessarily characteristic of history and there is nothing in history that
has not its analogue somewhere in the vast drama of living things. Both
are great enterprises whose purpose and direction are not revealed solely
by the causal mechanisms they employ.

But is there evidence of the existence of purpose in history? Does human
history as part of a vast organic process display any of the same purposeful
traits that are so evident and so fiercely denied in the development and
fate of species? It would be absurd if it did not, for it is merely a part of
the same whole. Even the acceleration of change is consistent with the
pattern of life: five or six thousand years of the societies of historical
man, perhaps a hundred thousand years of neolithic man, perhaps half a
million years since the biologic origin of man. These compare reasonably
with the great acceleration of organic development: the slow changes
during the incredible ages of the Paleozoic, the considerable changes dur-
ing the long peace of the Mesozoic, the tremendous mammalian changes
during the few million years of Tertiary times, the biologic revolution
that followed the appearance of man during the trifle of geologic time
that constitutes the Quaternary.

The operation of purpose in history, therefore, resembles the operation
of purpose in organic evolution. Again we find that the changes are not
in the interest of the changers. In biological development we have changes
that are solely in the interests of the species, or at times against them,
and a spectacular development of species as such. We find a growth of
awareness and complexity, physical and psychic whose pattern is obvious
but whose point escapes us for we cannot establish by rational or sensory
means the existence of anything or anybody in whose interest it is so
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to develop living forms. It is certainly not in the interest of any individual
creature. Had he not been born, he would have no way of discovering
this fact and had he been born a different sort of creature, he would
have no way of knowing or evaluating what he was missing. It is the
awareness that life is not in the interest of those who live that lies beneath
both extremes of religious thought, the ultimate pessimism of tran-
scendentalism and atheism.

To recognize purpose requires only a knowledge of the sense of the
change, not of its ultimate extent, of the steps and the direction they bear,
not of the goal, nor of whose goal. It does not, therefore, need to bear
any relation to what we as conscious men could conceive as a possible,
much less a desirable, goal any more than our far-off ancestors in Meso-
zoic times could have conceived of us as worthy offspring, had they
possessed any organ capable of entertaining such a concept. It is dangerous
to suppose, as we do, that man as a species expresses the purpose of evolu-
tion precisely, as it is dangerous to suppose that Western society expresses
the purpose of history. Not man nor the West but what they represent
expresses the purpose of evolution—the interdependent complexity of
human life, the power of the developed human mind. These are examples
of the type of thing that the purposeful cause-and-effect of evolution have
brought into being. But we even as a species are not the indispensable
instrument of this purpose. It is too evident in all that surrounds us for us to
suppose that some mutant strain from our own bodies, some hybrid, some
mutant of another species, from another phylum for that, might replace
us should we ever fall back from the historical plane of life on which human
societies have lived for perhaps six or eight thousand years. As historical
societies, man creates his environment, not wholly of course, but enough
to protect himself against the two great destroyers of organic life, stagna-
tion and overpowering enemies. It is herein that the historical society
shows itself as an evidence of the purpose that pervades life. It provides
man, as a species—of course, not every man—with the means of power
and the necessity of growth. The primitive, unhistorical societies of men
are powerful relative to the other creatures of the earth, but they have
no organic structure; they are analogous to colonies, not organisms, and
can neither grow nor die, though, like animal colonies they can be warped
or destroyed. The historical society as a type is an evolutionary develop-
ment within man as a species entirely comparable with the development
of organisms out of colonies of cells. Their life expectancy, if we may
judge by the relatively few that have existed, is of the type of the life
expectancy of species. Their periods of youth, maturity and senescence
have been generally comparable in time span, one to another, but their
ability to continue living has varied widely from one to another. Some
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have died and some almost as ancient are still living. Historical societies
have no skins, and thus reproduce their component members by sexual
reproduction from the individual members and enforce a functional but
not an organic specialization. So far as we know there is nothing com-
parable to a specialized function for reproducing new societies—though
it must be admitted that the intellectual and organic relations between
old societies and the preformed period of new ones are extraordinarily
intricate. Animal organisms, in contrast, have skins, reproduce their com-
ponent cells by partition, carry out specialized functions by organic not
functional specialization and do have specialized organs for reproduction
of new organisms. Amidst all the welter of different mechanical means
used by living creatures for accomplishing identical objectives, these
differences are in accord with natural practice.

The artist of evolution has been the dramatist of history. There is the
same pattern of the flower in the seed, the same operation through indi-
viduals for distant ends that bear no relation to their own tangible interests.
There is the same rankling fact that progress in history, like evolutionary
progress, is largely an abstraction from the separate fates of individuals
or societies that have only the most remote biological connection one
with another. In all evolution we cannot find the missing links, and the
successive flowerings of animal forms are of creatures that are never
descended from one another but always from some common, but unknown,
ancestor. In history the great societies which have succeeded one another
for over five thousand years are not lineal offshoots one of another. The
biological group that has constituted each society stems from some com-
mon but unknown human ancestry and the contemporary biological con-
nections among different societies apparently have been fortuitous and
always minor. For it is a society that forms a people. No doubt this people
is affected in turn by the qualities of the ancestral stocks from which it
was formed, but the act of creation is that of the society, not the com-
ponent stocks.

But the peoples thus formed by historical societies have not lived in a
world of naked sense impressions. They have lived in a world of ideas
and images, each a complete, but different, unity for each society, yet
each succeeding unity touched by the earlier. But these ideas and images,
being human abstractions from sense impressions, are themselves part
of nature, so that though different men have lived in environments different
from each other, these have been natural environments in which cause-and-
effect by chance and cause-and-effect by purpose both operated. Further-
more, though human history has been a history of men in a world of
ideas, this is not the same thing as a history of ideas and it is very far
from a history of philosophical or religious concepts, of words, or of
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those verbal sounds of equivocal meaning or of no meaning that in
modern terminology we call ideals. Ideas, in the sense in which these
are the environment of man, are illusions, but they are illusions that
appear to the mind not as something in the mind but as something actually
existing outside it. They are in the mind the way sense impressions are
in the mind as the terminal of the nerve impulses, but like the latter they
appear to be part of the surrounding wall of reality. “Cause” is such an
idea and so are “time,” “space” and “God.” To each man who holds
these ideas these words are unequivocal. Each stands for an actual reality
that does not appear to be reasoned or thought out but to be seen as it
is in the tangible reality round about. It is true that the idea of cause or
of God—which are simply the mechanical and emotional words for the
same basic idea: that which accounts for the unaccountable, explains
the inexplicable—or of any of these words is different in one man from
what it is in another, but to each man his own idea is reality itself. Philo-
sophical conceptions such as “righteousness,” “duty,” “truth,” “conserva-
tion of energy,” “inertia,” are mental conclusions knowingly drawn in
the mind and asserted as existing in external reality. They are calculated,
not seen. Ideals, as we today use the word, are simply equivocal names
for conscious programs, “progress,” “democracy,” “peace,” which are
neither entities nor abstractions but agglomerates of infinitely complex
sets of real events which the speaker supposes can and should be polarized,
as it were, in a direction he deems socially desirable. The very difficulty
of giving them a precise meaning indicates their use.

A society itself is an idea in the sense discussed above. It is an observed
fact of the environment as the members of that society see the world
about them. The early men of the great societies see about them the world
of nature, the sky and the earth with its men and its animals, and in the
middle of this vast mysterious universe it finds “us.” “We” differ from all
other men. Not only do we five differently, but we care deeply about
different things than the “nations,” the “barbarians,” the “gentiles,” the
“heathen,” even the “natives” round about us. Nothing is more evident
than the sudden awareness of this unbridgeable gulf in the early days of a
society. Hellenes versus barbarians, Jews versus gentiles from Ezra’s
time onward. The Egyptians simply called themselves “the men” (cf. the
original meaning of Dutch and Deutsch). Our own medieval forefathers
called themselves Christians in the heart of the western lands but Franks,
or Latins, or Catholics in the Mediterranean and along the religious
frontier, and a man was all three whether he came from Scotland or
Castile.

To observe an “us” surrounded by alien peoples is not a monopoly of
the great societies. Every primitive tribe sees itself as a separate group.
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but the nature of the idea in the two cases is profoundly different. The
primitive idea is humble. Each tribe sees itself perhaps as better than
others but not essentially different in structure from the others. The world
is seen as composed of a large number of similar tribes differing from
one another in fortune and bravery but all members of the same species
of human organization. The concept of self in the great societies is, in
contrast, of the most appalling egotism. Each sees itself as unique. All
other tribes of men constitute a species, but “we” are a species by ourselves.
We are the chosen, the favorite of our God. We, and we alone, under-
stand the secret cause of all things. The life of others is the life of blindness,
perversion and folly.

Coupled with this different idea of the “we,” the great societies form
an image of a definite pattern of change. They see themselves from their
earliest times possessed of the secret of why the universe is as it is, and
the universe itself thereby becomes the object of deliberate change. Primi-
tive tribes seek power, greater wealth, more women, sheer adventure,
perhaps, and so indeed do the men of the historical societies. But the
historical societies alone seek to transfer an intellectual image of the
universe, in the early days in emotional form, into objective reality. This,
of course, is what the word “creative” means, and all the great societies
have been properly called creative.

Of all the creative acts of the great societies, the deepest and perhaps
the most revealing of the character of each was the image each created
concerning death. If there is any one thing that is most characteristic of
the beginnings of all of them, it is the belief in another world. They solved
death not by ameliorating it but by abolishing it. The great civilizations and
their religions are assertions of individual mastery over the universe, of
survival of the self against the implacable death purpose of nature. With-
out such a belief, conscious man must see himself in the role of a mere
instrument to be used, worn out and destroyed for the unknown pur-
poses of a species whose very being is on a time scale beyond meaning
to him. Few can attain such abnegation of self.

Inevitably, therefore, the fate of the civilization remains intertwined
with the rise, development and decay of the great religion that accompanied
its birth.

The realization that historical societies are living entities, as character-
istic of life as species, requires us to expect in their histories and in their
futures the kind of conduct that our knowledge of life leads us to expect
but that our political ethics urges us to deplore. We know that living
entities act in ways that are causally inexplicable, and from the special
view of any particular observer, often irrational. We know that the passion
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to survive and dominate is deeply implanted in all living things. It is not,
to be sure, always present. Individuals, species and historical societies
alike, become at some point in their lives exhausted and indifferent. But
it is a passion we can always expect to encounter in living things.

Nowhere is awareness of this reality of world politics more needed
than in the present age of exhaustion of Western society. We no longer
feel ourselves driven by the passions of our ancestors. Most of us do not
wish our society to die, but almost all of us want it to be left alone without
considering too deeply whether the organic nature of others can really
permit them to leave us alone. Our fond hope is that by some accord of
conscious purpose among the states of the world the passion to expand
and master can be eliminated from the politics of men.

But when we grasp the living quality of human societies, we realize
that this is a vain and, indeed, a perilous hope. Because they are living
entities, not conscious associations, these historical societies unavoidably
struggle with one another. We know from the nature of living things that
they are certain to do so. We can anticipate the type of situation that must
always develop between two societies, as it must develop between two
competing species. The details of such historical struggles, being among
the societies of men, will not resemble the struggles of species of wild
animals but the essential patterns will be the same. Each society will seek
to live its life regardless of the welfare of others or, if such be advantageous,
at the expense even of the life of others. We know historically that some
societies have destroyed others, as some species have destroyed other
species. We know also of societies that have existed together. But we
know equally that no society has ever long existed through the fore-
bearance and charity of another. Each that has survived has survived
by its own material power.

In one other aspect of our life, perhaps the deepest and most vital of
all, the knowledge of the living reality of these great societies can be of
value to us: the ethical. To survive is the duty of the living. That is what
ethics is at bottom and it takes the form of accepting the risk of death
when the more complex unit to which a living being belongs is threatened
and must be defended. Thus even animals defend their mates and their
young—ethically in behalf of their species, and men defend their tribes,
their states and at the last their civilizations. It is this same ethic of
survival that becomes the religious ethic to men who feel that true reality
is not the organic and political life of which they are a part but their
image of God. What must then survive is this new higher reality, this
greater “life” which has come to embrace the lesser. To be sure, we know
that in time all things die, men, states, civilizations, concepts of God
and even species alike. But to each while it lives, its ethical duty is to



80 THE MIGHT OF THE WEST

survive. The attempt to maintain each individual life is the essential
mechanism of the unknown purpose that pervades all things that are,
since all life, the only life, resides in these transient things.

The great ethical problem of our lifetime is to keep our society alive.
In the forefront it is a practical problem of understanding our dangers
and devising workable means of countering them. In the background it is
an intellectual problem of identifying the existence and the nature of
what is endangered. Living as we do surrounded by the clamor of Uber al
and leftist publicity, it is a hard thing to think our way through this
mechanism of demagogic ambition and alien intrigue, to reach an under-
standing of what Unes of action are truly ethical and not specious frauds
promoted for the welfare of our deadly enemies. To have even a chance
of doing so with the internal and external dangers that have now risen
to destroy us, we need not only a sense of the living nature of human
history but an informed, conscious awareness of what sort of men we
are, of the character and personality of our society, of the historical and
biological unit which has given us life as civilized men and to which we
owe a deep allegiance. We must see the courses open to us that will be
consistent with our honor and that will call forth our courage.

But to understand our own society—for what we do not recognize as
existing we can scarcely see as endangered—requires more than the asser-
tion that it is today a society in the contemporary world. It requires dis-
entangling the personalities of alien societies that time and custom have
long fused with the image of our own.



Chapter 2:

The Grave Of Alaric

EDWARD GIBBON WAS AS LOGICAL A MAN as could be found in the late
eighteenth century to crystallize the fashionable historical opinion of his
time concerning the past of Western society. His flair for historical insight
was sufficient for him to assess the American Revolution as the inconse-
quential act of a group of rebel colonists