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HIESTORY AMND HOPE

I. The Destruction of Reality

The title which I have given to these lectures may sound strange;
"History and Hope." Yet these words refer to plain facts, The history of
mankind falls into two sharply divided pericds, two periods of vastly different
lengths, The first extends from the beginnings of human society and all
through recorded history up to the American and French fevolutions. All
during these ages men had accepted existing custom and law as the foundation
of gociety. There had been changes and some great reforms, but never had
the deliberate contriving of unlimited social improvement been elevated to a
dominant principle. The first government to adopt this principle was that
established by the French Revolution, Thus, the end of the eighteenth century
marks the dividing line between the immense expanse of essentlally stadc
sacieties and the brief period during which public iife hag becoms increasingly
dominated by fervent expectations of a better future. Such is the history ~=
the short history -- of hope as a political and social force. Such the justifica~-
tion of entitling an analysis of our age by the words "History and Hope,"

In the western countries where it had its origin, the pursuit of thess
hopes achieved in the course of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries the most
humane and most free societles the world had ever seen, It has engendered an
Intellectual life of unprecedented range and has led to 2 new flowering of the

arts, which rivaled the splendors of Greece and the Renaissance, It basz



| created immense wealth, more eguslly distributed than before and thus
approached the point of abolishing poveiy.

But another stream of the same flow led to different results. It
established the Soviet empire which has sprzad its power and influence during
the last forty-four years over a major part of the globe, Thus, hardly had the
march of humanity towards its new hoves got under way that it already divided
mankind inte tweo rival camps morially opyosad to each other by their totally
different visions of progress,

Last June the leaders of these two camps met in Vienna and on his
return one of these, President Kennedy, reported that the Soviets and we have
wholly different views of right and wrong and above all have wholly different
concepts of where the world is and where it 1s poing.

The simation is terrifying; but here in this place, in this university,
we are concerned only with understanding it, We must ask how the pursuit of
progress has engendered and established over vast areas a system of ideas
which mortally conflicts with the original hopes of human progress,

We might be tempted to think that the dominance of Soviet ideologies
was impoged by sheer force of arms, but this would leave unexplained how
the power of Communist governments originally came inte existence at the
centers from which it subsequently spread to other parts., We must face the
fact that these centers of powex were originally established by gxoups of deeply
convinced adherents, who gained influence over broad masscs. And we must

face also the fact that these ideas, so different from cur own, are still echolng



round the globe and gaining followers, particularly among the more educated
people. We must acknowledge that these converts embrace these ideas with
fervent hopes for humanity, and that they are dedicated to fight and surpress
any oppogition to them.

The main difficulty in understanding this rise of modern totalitarian
ideas is the habit of thinking of it in terms of the conflict between progress
and reaction. This is ialse; the revolutdons of the twentieth century ara not
in line with this conflict. They do not aim at restoring either the dogmas or
the authorities shattered by the French Revelution. They are dogmatic and
oppressive in an entirely new way which = - by a curious process -~ harnesses
to its purpose the great intellectual and moral passions by which free thought
and popular government were first achieved in Europe and America,

This strange transmutation was first achieved by Karl Marx. In his
biography of Marx, Isaiah Berlin describes him at work., 'The manuscripts
of the numerous manifestoes, professions of fgith and programs of action, to
which he appended his name" writes Berlin "still bear the strokes of the pen
and the fierce marginal comments with which he sought to obliterate all
references to eternal justice, the equality of man, the rights of individuals
or nations, the liberty of conscience, the fight for civilization and other such
phrases which were the stock in trade , . . of the democratic movements of
his time; he looked upon these as so much worthless cant, indicating confusion
of thought and ineffectiveness in action,”

Marx oblitexated all references to moratl ideals from his manifestoes



for he beHeved he had far better, 1 1ve Monest aud wase fuelli gent grounds

- on which to achieve these very ideals, He had written: "It is not the conscious-
ness of human beings that determines their existence, but convexsely their
social existence that determines their consciousness,™ To him,I therefore, g
revolution which would transform the existence of society became the only
possible embodiment of social ideals, Otherwisa mwsvere just empty words,
Even his awn resolve to fight for this revolution was cast in the form of a
sclentific sociology which predicted that the revolution was inevitable and
imminent, owing to the material fact that it would relcase an immensely
increased productive capacity.

Tenight's lecture bears the title; "The Destruction of Reality." The
way Marxism transmuted the ideals of human progress into a doctrine of
sheer violence is a case in point, It proclaimed a new visicn of reality in
politics and history, reducing all morality to underlying economic necessites,
Moral forces then become illusory and economic forces alone are accepted as
real. This is the famous transformadon of utopiz into a science, In the name
of sclence Marxism destroys the moral image of man and affirms that human
ideals are mere derivatives of power and profit.

But it would be a mistake to accept at its face value this description
that Maxxism gives of itself. The image of a mechanical process of history
leading to the establishment of socialism, could not inspire revoluticnaxy
passion, But Marxism does inspire powerful paseions. The secret of this

contradiction lies in the fact that the Maxxist conception of history does not
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eliminate -- as it pretends to do -- th2 moral ideals of progress, tut
absorbs thern into its vision of this process. The mechanical machinery
of history is in fact seen and deeply izit as the embodiment of alt the moral
aspirations of man, which, being thus embodied, are assured of inevitable
victoxy by the mechanical laws of history,

The Soviet regime itself i5 an exact replica of the machinery of
history conceived by Marx. It claims to be intellectually superior to all
other governments, both past and present, by conducring itself on strictly
sclentific lines. Hence, the fierce struggle between rival Communise
factions about the correct intexpretation of the historical situation of the
day, and about the correct application of Marxist theory to this situation,
Arguments on declding the Party line are conducted in the sociological terms
of Marxism. Yet all the time this allegedly cold, calculating, machinery is
fueled by the fierce passions of utopian aspirations; the regime relies for
its driving force on the very motives which its scientific theoxy claims to
have exposed asg ineffectual,

But this uniortunately does not mean that g government thus consti-
tuted i3 guided by moral considerations, It will no doubt accasionaltly
respond to them, but it will do so only by departing from its theoretical
principles. The main behavior of the regime will conform to its theory,
relegating the moral passions of socialism to the role of a fuel, blindly
driving the machinexy of revolutionary power, But when used as z fuel, the

moral force of socialism is torn from its original context, It becomes



inaccessible to moral, or indeed ary 1easonable argument, This is
fanaticiem; a fanaticism of a kind the world has never seen before. For
it is a fanticism induced by skepticism, which tuims to science for denying
the reality of moral motives and for reducing them to mere reflections of
economic necessities, Communist fanaticism 1s clearly a product of the
scientific ags.

But we must recognize also, that moral skepticism would never have
produced modern fanaticism, but for the great new tide of political and social
hopes engendered by the revelutions of the eighteenth century. I have spoken
of the progress achieved by these forces during the nineteenth and twentleth
centuries in all western countries, Progress has been slower in areas more
distant from its originel centera. But the demand for progress has been all
the morxe insistent in these lands among the individuals who fully realized the
backwardness of their country. Today, demands for progress and social
Justice have reached a range and force altogether without precedent in the
history of mankind, Thus the catastrophic exuption of Communist fanaticlsm
has been due to the confluence of the two main ideas of the French Revolution,
Both scientific skepticism, which originally liberated free thought, and the
new tide of humane sentiments which inspired subsequent. social reforms,
were combined in it. Modexn skeptical fanaticism unites these progressive
forces in a deadlock which turns skepticism into dogmatism and morality
into conternpt for morality, This is what I meant by saying that modern

totalitarian tyranny does not go back on the French Revolution but is an
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