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Introduction


The Ozymandias

Syndrome





I met a traveler from an antique land



Who said: Two vast and trunkless legs of stone



Stand in the desert. Near them, on the sand,



Half sunk, a shattered visage lies, whose frown,



And wrinkled lip, and sneer of cold command,



Tell that its sculptor well those passions read



Which yet survive, stamped on these lifeless things,



The hand that mocked them, and the heart that fed;



And on the pedestal these words appear:



“My name is Ozymandias, king of kings:



Look on my works, ye Mighty, and despair!”



Nothing beside remains. Round the decay



Of that colossal wreck, boundless and bare,



The lone and level sands stretch far away.



—PERCY BYSSHE SHELLEY, “OZYMANDIAS”





IRECALL PRECISELYwhen Shelley’s powerful poem first intruded into my consciousness as I sought out what would become the essential argument of this book. I was rereading the criticism that surged from intellectual circles in response to Francis Fukuyama’s famous 1989 essay, “The End of History?” Fukuyama had caused a swirl of spirited debate by suggesting inThe National Interest magazine that the West’s coming Cold War victory marked the culmination of mankind’s development—“the universalization of Western liberal democracy as the final form of human government.” The particular essay before me was a knife thrust toward the heart by Irving Kristol, the neoconservative writer and thinker, who dismissed Fukuyama’s thesis with the words, “I don’t believe a word of it.”


Kristol could not buy Fukuyama’s concept of America and the West as the wave of the future because, he said, he didn’t place any stock in waves of the future. Instead, he suggested that all such waves are temporary, receding ultimately into the undertow of history. Citing Aristotle, Kristol argued that “all forms of government—democracy, oligarchy, aristocracy, monarchy, tyranny—are inherently unstable…all political regimes are inherently transitional…the stability of all regimes is corrupted by the corrosive power of time.”


That’s when I thought of Ozymandias with his haughty sneer and conceit that his mighty empire represented some kind of historical culmination. I thought, “This is precisely what Kristol is talking about.” “The End of History?” will be crushed by history, as Kristol and Aristotle and Shelley all teach us.


And yet the fundamental Fukuyama thesis—that America and the West represent a culminating universal culture that offers peace and happiness to the world’s other peoples if they will simply embrace it—retains a powerful hold on the American consciousness. Indeed, it shapes and drives American foreign policy in the post–Cold War era. As President Bill Clinton’s deputy secretary of state, Strobe Talbott, put it around the time of America’s 1999 bombing campaign against Yugoslavia, U.S. foreign policy is “consciously intended to advance universal values”—with particular emphasis on the worduniversal. A few years later, as the American occupation of Iraq took on the appearance of a geopolitical trap, George W. Bush’s national security adviser, Condoleezza Rice, wrote of spreading America’s “vision of democracy and prosperity” throughout the Middle East and predicted that the people there would “fully join the progress of our times” if they just had “greater political and economic freedom and better, more modern education.” Some weeks later the president himself echoed those sentiments, declaring that “freedom can be the future of every nation” and committing America to perhaps decades of struggle in behalf of this goal of freedom. He invoked God in saying that “we can be sure that the author of freedom is not indifferent to the fate of freedom.”


As these sentiments propel America toward a level of global ambition unprecedented in the country’s history, some powerful questions emerge: What is the intellectual etymology of these notions? How did they develop? And, perhaps most important, where are they leading us?


Those questions and the corollary search for answers form the basis of this book. I will seek to demonstrate that America’s prevailing foreign policy outlook and its “End of History” conceit emanate from a certain strain of Western thinking that emerged over centuries of intellectual development. It goes by the name of the “Idea of Progress,” and it is a distinctly Western concept. It is the notion that mankind has advanced over the centuries through quickening stages of development, from primitiveness and barbarism to enlightenment and civilization—and that mankind will continue to advance throughout the human experience on earth. “No single idea has been more important than, perhaps as important as, the idea of progress in Western civilization,” writes Robert Nisbet, who produced a history of the concept in 1980.


The Idea of Progress has animated the thinking, to some degree and in some fashion, of nearly every significant Western philosopher since its first stirrings in the thirteenth century. But this regnant Western concept, as I shall seek to show, contains two internal contradictions that can complicate Western efforts to see the world as it truly is, and a particular corollary of the Idea tends to generate mischief in the realms of political and social activity. In short, the Idea of Progress, so powerful in Western thought and so thoroughly an unconscious bedrock of the American outlook in the post–Cold War era, is guiding America in directions that could prove troublesome for the country, perhaps even disastrous.


Standing contradictory to the Idea of Progress is another view of history that has emerged at various times in Western thought. It is sometimes called the “Idea of Decline,” but this is misleading. Just as the bicyclist knows that every incline along the road carries with it the prospect of a corollary descent, every cultural or societal decline can only happen following a corollary cultural or societal rise. Thus I prefer the term “Cycles of History” or the “Cyclical View of History.” This is the idea that history is the story of various discrete cultures or civilizations that emerge, develop, reach maturity, and then inevitably decline. The two greatest twentieth-century proponents of this concept were Oswald Spengler and Arnold Toynbee, although others explored the notion of cultural decline and historical cycles both before and after these two: Jacob Burkhardt, Friedrich Nietzsche, Vilfredo Pareto, Georges Sorel, Fernand Braudel. In America, the Adams brothers, Henry and Brooks, offered New World versions of this cyclical outlook at the turn of the twentieth century. And Arthur M. Schlesinger Sr. pioneered a way of looking at his country’s history based on political cycles “between public purpose and private interest,” as his son, Arthur Schlesinger Jr., described it in his 1986 book,The Cycles of American History —a process of determinism in which each new phase flows out of the conditions and contradictions of the phase before it.


The Cyclical View of History, as applied to civilizations and cultures, carries with it certain underlying perceptions. First, cultures and civilizations are distinct, and so there can be no universal culture. No body of thought emanating from one culture can be imposed upon another, either peacefully or through force. Civilizational decline is an immutable rule that applies to the West just as it does to every other culture; indeed, both Spengler and Toynbee, in the early decades of the twentieth century, viewed the West as already in decline. Finally, the Cyclical View rejects utterly the Idea of Progress, particularly the notion that it applies to all mankind.


These two Western views of history—the Idea of Progress and the Cyclical View—emerged as subtexts in the profound debate that materialized in America following the West’s Cold War victory in 1989. The fifty-year era of bipolar balance of power (or terror) was now over, and intellectuals naturally probed for answers as to what was going to replace it. Many theories and notions emerged, but the two with the greatest weight turned out to be tied to the two contrasting views of history.


The Idea of Progress lay at the heart of Fukuyama’s End of History notions and also the related globalization thesis that captured the fancy of some journalists and thinkers about the same time. This is the notion that the integration of capital, technology, information, and peoples across national borders is creating a global convergence of politics, economics, and culture. According to this view, this powerful global integration will force the spread of free market capitalism throughout the world. That’s because no other system can accommodate these new economic forces. And where free market capitalism thrives, the reasoning goes, Western democratic liberalism inevitably will take root.


Thus we see in both the End of History thesis and its globalization variant strong strains of the Progress idea—that mankind’s development over centuries is reaching a kind of end point, defined as Western democratic liberalism and free market capitalism.


Standing athwart this outlook comes the Clash of Civilizations thesis put forth by Harvard Professor Samuel P. Huntington in his famous 1993Foreign Affairs article and later in book form. Huntington argued that the twenty-first century will be shaped not by ideology or big-power maneuverings or inexorable waves of economic convergence but by the immutable force of culture. Cultural impulses, identities, outlooks, and animosities, he wrote, will drive geopolitical events into the future, often in ways that could be quite brutal and persistent.


In putting forth his thesis, Huntington rejected not only the End of History/globalization concept but also the Idea of Progress upon which it rests. Without embracing the full philosophical framework of either Spengler or Toynbee (whose fundamental political perspectives are actually very much at variance), Huntington accepts certain key elements of their Cyclical outlook. These include the inevitability of Western decline; indeed, like Spengler and Toynbee, he suspects this decline has already begun. He sees the various civilizations of history and their present-day remnants as unique and thus rejects the notion of a universal culture. And, instead of seeing America’s urge to spread its values around the world as a recipe for global peace, he sees it as a likely spur to instability and bloodshed.


 


THE AIM OF THIS BOOKis twofold. First, I will seek to provide a historical prism through which to view and analyze the geopolitical events of our time, particularly America’s struggle against the rise of Islamic fundamentalist terrorism directed at U.S. citizens and the West in general. I believe the debates surrounding those events and that struggle are discernible only through an understanding of the Idea of Progress as the antecedent of American foreign policy in the post-9/11 era. Likewise, the true nature of the choices facing the nation cannot be fully appreciated without a sense of the Cyclical View as applied to the post–Cold War world.


The fundamental debate at the root of events and American action in our time comes to this: Does America want to become a Crusader State promoting a universal culture and extolling presumed universal values that must be spread throughout the world in the righteous cause of peace? Or will any such missionary zeal inevitably collide with other world cultures and thus spread conflict and turmoil?


The book’s second aim is to explore the future implications of the prevailing universalist outlook guiding American foreign policy in the post–Cold War era. President Bush and his top officials repeatedly disavow any interest in American empire or any other form of American aggrandizement as we send troops around the world. But, as American actions intensify the civilizational clash between the West and Islam (and, potentially, the West and other non-Western cultures as well), America is likely to find itself reaching for the tools of imperialism to bring stability to enflamed regions. At what point do events take over, dominating the proud superpower that set out to dominate the globe?


American presidents have embarked on nearly fifty foreign interventions since the fall of the Berlin Wall, compared to just sixteen during the entire forty-five years of the Cold War. These interventions certainly weren’t executed in the name of empire; most often the underlying rationale focused on sentiments resembling Fukuyama’s End of History thesis and the globalization outlook. And so it seems pertinent to ask just where these universalist sentiments are taking us.


Anti-imperialists and isolationists from Mark Twain to Robert Taft to Patrick Buchanan have warned that if America becomes overextended in a hostile world through imperial or hegemonic ambition, the resulting domestic stresses and strains could threaten the American republic itself. That is in fact what happened to the Roman republic in the latter decades of its nearly five-hundred-year existence, and in the end it couldn’t survive those pressures. Could that really never happen to America?


As these questions suggest, America and the world stand at the threshold of a new era without precedent in world history. During most of human existence, contacts between civilizations were intermittent or nonexistent. Then came the modern era beginning around 1500, characterized by the West’s dominance over other civilizations. Next came the Cold War, when the bipolar standoff between two rival superpowers froze in place the standing and position of other civilizations not directly involved in the great East-West confrontation. Now we find ourselves in a world with multiple civilizations in close contact with one another and possessing sufficient power and influence to challenge or threaten one another.


For a brief moment of history as this new era dawns, America stands as the lone superpower upon the globe, with the ability to influence the course of events that will give shape and direction to the new global era. This is an awesome role, and how America exercises that responsibility will affect the course of Western history for a century or more. That’s why I believe the nation needs a full understanding of those choices as well as the philosophical underpinnings upon which they rest. Our foreign policy debates must lay out the choices open to us, along with the fundamental concepts that drive them.


So far, the universalist outlook that has guided America’s post–Cold War adventures in such places as Somalia, the Balkans, Haiti, and now the Middle East has been largely unchallenged. Though critics have emerged here and there in academic circles, their arguments have not seeped into the country’s political dialogue with any particular force. I should like to see that change. That’s why I put forth this book. And that’s why I begin it with an exploration of that seminal Western notion that seems to have such a hold on the American consciousness, the Idea of Progress.









Part I


The Prism of History












Chapter 1


The Idea of Progress





BACK IN EARLY-EIGHTEENTH-CENTURYParis, inside that city’s famous intellectualsalons that played a pivotal role in the development of modern Western thought, there emerged a social philosopher known as the Abbé Charles-Irénée Castel de Saint-Pierre. Neither his life nor his thought has come down to our own time with any significant degree of fame or familiarity. Amazon.com’s used-book store offers for sale a single Saint-Pierre work, and it’s in French. He is known in our own day, to the extent that he is known at all, chiefly to historians of philosophy and of the West’s distinctive view of history.


But he deserves attention because he grafted onto an emerging Western idea a corollary notion of great force and serious potential for mischief. The emerging idea was the Idea of Progress: the thesis that mankind has advanced slowly but inexorably over the centuries from a state of cultural backwardness, blindness, and folly to ever more elevated stages of enlightenment and civilization—and that this human progression will continue indefinitely into the future. By the time Saint-Pierre began showing up at the Parissalons of the social luminaries of his day, the Idea of Progress was much in the minds and discussions of French intellectuals. But the focus had been almost exclusively on the development of human knowledge and scientific inquiry. One didn’t need much proof, or any particular leap of faith, to see that man’s knowledge and particularly his scientific understanding had expanded over time and that the fruits of scientific inquiry were cumulative—or that this cumulative expansion was likely to continue into the future. This reality had soared into the Western consciousness upon the wings of Descartes’ mechanical theories and the breathtaking discoveries of Kepler, Leibniz, and Newton. Even confined to the pursuit of knowledge, this nascent Idea of Progress stirred excitement in many breasts during those days of intellectual exploration.


But the Abbé wasn’t satisfied with this narrow view of the Idea of Progress. He wanted to see it applied to human nature, to man in society, to a whole new concept of social science. And he foresaw not just an ever greater human mastery over the mysteries of the physical universe, and not just greater human comfort as a result, but also inexorable progress toward social perfection, human happiness, and world peace. He foresaw nothing less than “a golden age,” as historian J. B. Bury puts it, “a paradise on earth.”


Saint-Pierre observed that the expansion of sea commerce was producing more wealth, which in turn was generating greater leisure—more time for writers to write and readers to read their thoughts. The art of printing was leading to a wider dissemination of new thinking, rendered all the more powerful because more and more books were written in the vernacular. The growing study of mathematics and physics was freeing his contemporaries from their stifling fealty to the authority of the ancients. All this, believed the Abbé, was accelerating the rate of progress and hastening the day when happiness and peace would reign on earth.


But the Abbé also saw other things that didn’t generate much confidence that the earthly paradise he longed for was in immediate prospect. The problem was human nature—human tendencies toward crime and violence and all the other familiar sins of avarice, jealousy, envy, lying, pleasure seeking of all kinds. That essential nature of man seemed to be standing in the way of the kind of progress Saint-Pierre wanted to see.


But what if human nature could be changed? Or even improved? What if governmental approaches and structures and laws could actually transform peoples in favorable ways? Then that earthly paradise could be possible—and quite soon. That was the Abbé’s insight: the malleability of human nature—or, as Bury expressed it, “the omnipotence of government and laws to mould the morals of peoples.” It was a powerful idea.


Sadly for the Abbé, his idea didn’t encounter a hospitable environment in his own time. He was viewed by others in thesalons as a bit of a gadfly, an intellectual dilettante. His reputation wasn’t helped by the fact that he had a tiresome habit of skipping promiscuously from an idea to hopelessly naive “projects” for applying that idea to the transformation of man and society. Thus, his buoyant notions didn’t leave much of a mark on his contemporaries. He was a man ahead of his time.


But in later times he commanded considerable respect. Within just a couple of decades his ideas were embraced and hailed by the French Encyclopaedists, who tilled the soil in which grew the French Revolution. “His principles,” says Bury, “are theirs. The…subordination of all knowledge to the goddess of utility; the deification of human reason; and the doctrine of Progress.” And, most important, the idea that governments and laws can shape and mold human nature into cathedrals of civic rectitude and peace.


Today they should erect statues of the Abbé de Saint-Pierre in major cities throughout the West because his notions have become so dominant in Western thought that it is hardly possible to dispute them. Saint-Pierre grafted his thoughts onto the Idea of Progress at a time when the Idea was just emerging as a central Western concept of human development and history; today the Abbé’s thoughts are viewed by many as indistinguishable from the Idea of Progress, which has become probably the single most animating concept in Western thought.


Many books, theses, tracts, articles, and dissertations have been written about the Idea, but we shall look at it through the prism of two twentieth-century volumes designed to give readers a survey history of the concept. One, J. B. Bury’sThe Idea of Progress: An Inquiry into Its Growth and Origin, was published in 1920. Bury, for many years a prominent professor at King’s College, Cambridge, produced a compact little volume densely packed with intellectual history of particular significance to the story of Western civilization. The other book, by the noted American humanities scholar Robert Nisbet, was published in 1980 under the titleHistory of the Idea of Progress. Nisbet traced many of the same threads of Western philosophy as Bury, profiled many of the same thinkers, and shared Bury’s conviction that Western history is truly intelligible only to those who understand this powerful Idea of Progress. But Nisbet challenged Bury on a number of important interpretations of the Idea and its development, and thus his book and Bury’s, taken together, present a kind of philosophical debate on the subject.


Their combined works also offer a doorway to hundreds of years of Western thinking. Nisbet considered the Idea to be probably the most important to emerge throughout Western civilization. Bury suggested in a 1903 Cambridge lecture that man could never really understand history “until [he] had grasped the idea of human development. This is the great transforming conception, which enables history to define her scope.” Such rhapsodic musings are not uncommon among intellectuals. The American historian Charles A. Beard once wrote that the emergence of the Progress Idea constituted “a discovery as important as the human mind has ever made, with implications for mankind that almost transcend imagination.”


Such scholarly enthusiasms pose a question: Why such a fuss over a concept that most moderns would view as simply obvious, even commonplace? After all, anyone could see that horse-drawn transportation gave way to steam, steam to the internal combustion device, and that to jet propulsion. You don’t have to be a philosopher to comprehend that when the electric light replaced kerosene lanterns, that was progress. Or that progress lay at the heart of the evolution in thinking from Ptolemy to Copernicus to Newton to Einstein. The same for biological advances from Harvey’s discovery of blood circulation to modern cancer research or the mapping of the human genome. Thus, on one level it would seem that progress is simply a fact of life involving the cumulative expansion of man’s knowledge and scientific understanding.


But on another level the Idea of Progress poses fundamental and even profound questions about humankind and society. Some wonder whether the development of the nuclear bomb or the prospect of human cloning actually constitutes progress. And in the cultural realm is it really true that today’s popular culture is on a higher plane than, say, Mozart or Wordsworth or Tiepolo? Does Eminem represent progress? But the most fundamental and profound questions posed by the Idea of Progress focus on the intellectual uses to which the Idea can be put. It’s one thing to talk about man’s seemingly inexorable advances in scientific knowledge. It is something else entirely to suggest, as many have in the tradition of the Abbé de Saint-Pierre, that these advances actually are altering and improving the nature of man—“thus leading,” as Nisbet puts it, “toward ever-greater perfection of human nature.”


Progress and human nature. The relationship between the two has generated preoccupation and debate for centuries, and it lies at the heart of many profound questions facing America and the West today. To understand this debate and its relevance to our own time, we must trace the history and significance of the Idea of Progress, as illuminated by the works of Bury and Nisbet.


Nisbet (1913–1996) equates the Idea to the cultural health of the West. And he tends to see strains of it throughout history—in Greek and Roman thought, in medieval times, and in the Renaissance, as well as in the modern West. Bury (1861–1927) is more circumspect, more inclined to define the Idea narrowly, and more focused on the Idea’s impact on Western views about the immutability or malleability of human nature. Their debate begins with questions surrounding the origins of the Progress Idea and the intellectual climate in which it emerged.


Bury posits the view that the Idea of Progress never really germinated in the intellectual gardens of ancient Greece or Rome. This may seem strange to moderns, he avers, because the Idea seems to us so simple and obvious. And yet it shouldn’t be surprising because the ancients didn’t have much recorded history at their backs, and the history they knew didn’t reveal many profound changes in the human condition. Indeed, says Bury, the ancients generally believed that humanity was retrogressing as civilization became more sophisticated. “The old legend of a ‘golden age’ of simplicity, from which man had fallen away, was generally accepted as truth.”


Besides, the ancients tended to venerate the world they saw around them and resist change as almost inevitably bad. “The theories of Plato,” writes Bury, “are only the most illustrious example of the tendency characteristic of Greek philosophical thinkers to idealize the immutable as possessing a higher value than that which varies.” Thus, the ancients’ fundamental world outlook “excluded the apprehension of civilization as a progressive movement.”


Nisbet studied the same epoch, read the same philosophers—and reached an opposite conclusion. “Is the idea of progress to be found in classical Greek and Roman thought?” he asks and answers with “an emphatic yes.” Nisbet concedes that Bury’s perception was the “conventional wisdom” among scholars, but he sees elements and hints of the Progress Idea ribboned throughout classical thinking, going all the way back to Hesiod, the Boeotian farmer-philosopher of the late eighth centuryB .C., and including later thinkers such as Protagoras, Plato, Lucretius, and Seneca.


The Bury-Nisbet debate serves to crystallize an important point about the Idea of Progress—


namely, it isn’t so important when the Idea actually emerged in the thinking of mankind or how it can be discerned; rather, what’s crucial is how the Idea was interpreted and how it was used to fortify other outlooks and philosophical conclusions. On the matter of classical thought, it is clearly true that the Idea didn’t serve as any significant underpinning in the philosophical thinking of the ancients; it is also true that ripples of thought akin to what we now call the Idea of Progress emerged in the works of numerous classical thinkers. Bury focused his attention on the former point, Nisbet on the latter.


But the crucial point is that, to the extent the Progress Idea did in fact emerge in classical thinking, it never took the form of utopian visions or flights of societal perfection. It never led to ideas about changing human nature, much less improving it. There emerged no dreamy notions of a new world of universal happiness and guaranteed peace. The ancients tended toward pessimism, the tragic sense of life, resignation with the inevitable whims of fate. The guiding concept for these people was called Moira, often translated as “fate” but meaning far more—the fixed order of things, a reality of the universe demanding resignation and acceptance. “It was this order,” writes Bury in a passage that encapsulates the fundamentals of classical thinking, “which kept things in their places, assigned to each its proper sphere and function…. Human progress toward perfection—towards an ideal of omniscience, or an ideal of happiness, would have been a breaking down of the bars which divide the human from the divine. Human nature does not alter; it is fixed by Moira.”


The Bury-Nisbet debate reasserts itself as the two scholars turn their focus to the medieval centuries. Bury, not surprisingly, sees no hint of the Idea of Progress during this era of religious preoccupation. Nisbet just as predictably begs to differ.


For Bury, the Idea of Progress couldn’t get a foothold in the medieval era because it was trumped by the Idea of Providence, the view that history was simply the story of a small portion of the human race finding salvation and happiness in another world. This powerful concept preoccupied nearly all Christian fathers and the great religious thinkers throughout the medieval era—particularly the greatest of the early religious philosophers, St. Augustine of Hippo. As Bury sees it, this preoccupation left little room for any focus on human development in this world.


In Augustine’s epochalCity of God, for example, the Christian era represented the last period of history, the old age of humanity, which would endure only long enough to enable God to gather in the predestined number of saved people. In the meantime, the idea of human development was simply irrelevant. “So long as the doctrine of Providence was undisputedly in the ascendant,” writes Bury, “a doctrine of Progress could not arise.”


But Nisbet reads St. Augustine far differently—and finds fundamental seeds embedded in his text that would eventually grow into seedlings of the Progress Idea. He cites Augustine’s vision of the unity of all mankind, the role of historical necessity, the image of progress as the slow unfolding of a design stretching back to the beginning of man’s history and his confidence in a future that would encompass “the spiritual perfection of mankind…a golden age of happiness on earth.”


In other words, Augustine’s philosophy granted God’s place as Creator and Master of this eventual Providence. But within that context He gave man plenty of leeway to fashion his destiny and make the most of life on earth. And so it wasn’t surprising that Augustine thrilled at the beauty of nature and also man’s creative urge to capture that beauty in sculpture, painting, and pottery. Or that he would express his exuberance at man’s terrestrial journey with the words, “What wonderful—one might say stupefying—advances has human industry made in the arts of weaving and building, of agriculture and navigation.”


Once again the Bury-Nisbet debate illustrates an important point about this persistent Western Idea of Progress. Bury is clearly correct in saying that the medieval mind never conceived, much less embraced, the Progress Idea as it later developed in European thought, whether in conjunction with Christianity or in entirely secular garb. At the same time, Nisbet has a point worth pondering—namely, that elements of Christian theology were later incorporated into the Progress Idea as it emerged in an increasingly secular culture. This is an observation of profound significance—that as Providence waned as a powerful idea holding the Western mind in thrall, it was replaced by its secular counterpart, Progress, which in various guises has manifested its own capacity to hold the Western mind in thrall.


Of particular significance is the Augustinian idea of the unity of all mankind, a fundamental tenet of Christian theology as well as of the Idea of Progress. As an important element of Christianity, it drove that religion toward its impulse of conversion and missionary zeal. As an important element of the Idea of Progress, it led inevitably toward impulses of humanitarianism and a desire to spread democracy around the world. Another element that crossed over was the idea of man’s immanent journey toward perfection and a golden age of happiness on earth. It was probably inevitable that this concept of theology would, in a more secular age, find expression in utopian dreams, revolutionary prescriptions, socialist formulas, racialist theories, and democratic crusades. And it is important to note that most of these offshoots emanated from a conviction that progress could encompass the improvement or perfection of human nature.


But, long before this development unfolded, the Idea of Progress as a hallmark concept in Western thought had to emerge, and that took centuries of intellectual exploration. Through those centuries came the slow development of the scientific method, the tools of inquiry that gave zest and confidence to the Western pursuit of knowledge. Many philosophers and scholars contributed to this development, but for purposes of this narrative we shall look at three, beginning with Roger Bacon, the thirteenth-century English scientist, encyclopedist, alchemist, philosopher, and Franciscan monk who sought to build a bridge between theology and science. His life’s aim was to reform higher education by introducing into the universities a program of secular inquiry based on a dimly perceived concept of the scientific method.


But his era—still in the Middle Ages, dominated by a powerful church protective of its orthodoxies—posed a danger to anyone bent on pursuing secular knowledge. Thus Bacon addressed his greatest work,Opus Majus, to Pope Clement IV and sought to assure the pontiff that the pursuit of science contained substantial ecclesiastical value. With clever ingenuity he presented a case that a true understanding of theology and Scripture was not harmed by, but rather enhanced by, the study of mathematics, astronomy, physics, and chemistry. And he got away with it.


What we see in Roger Bacon is a mind seeking to break away from the constrictions of ecclesiastical orthodoxy in order to pursue pure secular knowledge. Some scholars have suggested that in doing so he “announced the idea of Progress,” as Bury puts it. Bury himself dismisses that notion on the ground that in most respects Bacon was a thorough product of his time, seeing the world in much the same light as St. Augustine. But in putting forth his manifesto for the pursuit of secular knowledge, Roger Bacon pointed to a new path of intellectual pursuit.


It took some three and a half centuries, but eventually his ideas reemerged in the thinking of another Bacon, Francis Bacon, the English philosopher and essayist, whose aim was nothing short of a “great renovation” of human knowledge. This renovation was possible, he pronounced, through the tools of experiment, what Bury terms “the direct interrogation of nature.” Bury calls him “the first philosopher of the modern age,” and it would not be altogether fanciful to call him the father of applied science. That’s because he was truly the first to declare that the ultimate goal of scientific inquiry was “the endowment of human life with new inventions and riches.”


Bacon’s musings on history led him to the idea that there had been three great epochs in human history—antiquity before Greece and Rome; the era of Greece and Rome; and the modern era, which included the medieval epoch as well as his own time. This entire history was largely a wasteland, said Bacon, except for three exemplary eras—the era of ancient Greece, in which moral and political matters preoccupied the greatest minds; the era of ancient Rome, in which civic affairs were honed to a fine point; and his own era, which, armed with the power of experiment, was destined to disgorge all the secrets of nature within a few generations.


As an expression of the Idea of Progress, it was pretty rudimentary stuff. But it represented a great leap into a new realm of thinking: the idea that secular inquiry actually could lay bare the mysteries of the universe. And Bacon was revolutionary in his declaration that the value of science is in its utility to the human race and its capacity to improve man’s comfort and happiness. This connection between scientific knowledge and man’s fate was to become a foundation for all subsequent contributions to the development of the Idea of Progress.


It certainly served as foundation for the next major contributor to the rise of the Progress doctrine—René Descartes, the seventeenth-century French philosopher and mathematician famous for the observation “I think; therefore I am.” That phrase has come down to us so many centuries later not just because it has a certain ring of obscure profundity, but because it so neatly encapsulates Descartes’ famous four rules for acquiring knowledge. First, doubt everything unless it can be “clearly and distinctly” seen as true; second, practice inductive reasoning, breaking a problem down into its smallest possible intellectual particles before moving to general conclusions; third, begin the reasoning process with the simplest elements that are the easiest to know, then move methodically to the more complex; and, fourth, reason with rigorous syllogistic logic.


The Cartesian philosophy posited two fundamental axioms—the supremacy of reason and the invariability of the laws of nature. And his analytical method was applicable to history as well as to physical knowledge. What’s more, as Nisbet notes, Descartes insisted his method was available to any ordinary seeker of truth with the willingness and the discipline to follow his four rules. No longer was knowledge the preserve of scholars, scientists, archivists, and librarians. This was utterly revolutionary, a kind of declaration of independence of man in his pursuit of knowledge and mastery of the universe.


All this had a profound effect upon subsequent thinkers. Offering new tools for acquiring knowledge and a new freedom from the tethers of Christian orthodoxy, Cartesianism unleashed a virtual spree of intellectual ferment in Europe. It wasn’t long before the Cartesian method was being applied to new realms of thinking, and the Idea of Progress took on a whole new coloration. This coloration has come down to us under the rubric of “humanism”—the idea that man is the measure of all things. As Bury notes, psychology, morals, and the structure of society now riveted the attention of the new thinkers instead of the larger “supra-human” inquiries (astronomy and physics, for example) that had preoccupied the minds of Descartes, Bacon, Newton, and Leibniz.


It was probably inevitable that this humanism would lead to a powerful new outlook about the potential of progress to mold and shape human nature. By the mid-eighteenth century, this outlook was generating waves of intellectual exuberance among the French Encyclopaedists whose great work exemplified the rationalist movement and paved the way for the transformation of the France of 1715 into the France of 1789. These men—Diderot, Baron d’Holbach, Helvétius, Voltaire, among others—harbored ultimate confidence that reason would triumph over prejudice, that knowledge would prevail over ignorance. For these thinkers, the big question wasn’t whether the progressiveness of knowledge was a fundamental reality of history; it was whether this light of progressivism could spread its illumination beyond the world of scholars and reach all mankind. To fuel their optimism, they abandoned Descartes’ rigors of inquiry and developed a quite handy a priori theory—namely, “the indefinite malleability of human nature by education and institutions,” as Bury puts it.


Bury captures the power of this intellectual development when he writes, “This doctrine of the possibility of indefinitely moulding the characters of men by laws and institutions…laid a foundation on which the theory of the perfectibility of humanity could be raised. It marked, therefore, an important stage in the development of the doctrine of Progress.”


It also ushered in a new era characterized by a growing interest in forging the desired worldly paradise through naked force if necessary—and increasingly it was seen as necessary. From “Progress as Freedom,” to use Nisbet’s label for such thinkers as Turgot, Condorcet, Adam Smith, and John Stuart Mill, we see the emergence of “Progress as Power.” The man who most vividly personified this new development was Jean-Jacques Rousseau.


In one sense Rousseau’s tough-minded outlook was anti-Progress because he utterly dismissed those who viewed history as a steady upward progression of mankind from a state of cultural backwardness to ever higher levels of civilization. He cast his mind back to man in his primitive state and conjured up an idyllic era of equality, peace, and happiness—a natural state of things, he believed, because of man’s innate goodness and wisdom (the famous “noble savage”). But, said Rousseau, this idyllic state of man’s existence had been killed, and man’s nature warped, by what he called “combinations fatal to innocence and happiness.” What were these combinations? Agriculture, metallurgy, private property, the pursuit of material things—and, eventually, class, nation, the political state. So the solution was simple: destroy those institutions and start over, recapturing that idyllic natural state in which all mankind can live in harmony and contentedness. In other words, human nature, being malleable, had been distorted by bad institutions; but, being malleable, it could be perfected by good institutions.


Rousseau was probably the first Western thinker to take the Idea of Progress and twist it into a doctrine of state control. “If it is good to know how to deal with men as they are,” he wrote, “it is much better to make them what there is need that they should be. The most absolute authority is that which penetrates into a man’s inmost being, and concerns itself no less with his will than his actions.” This breathtaking manifesto is philosophy as Will to Power, bent on shaping men’s intellectual and moral thoughts through coercion. Going far beyond those benign dreamers such as Saint-Pierre, who believed that institutional and governmental reforms would serve as a benign catalyst for human improvement, Rousseau saw that these improvements would have to be force-fed into the very thoughts and moral fiber of citizens. And how would this be done? “If you would have the general will accomplished,” Rousseau wrote, “bring all the particular wills into conformity with it; in other words, as virtue is nothing more than this conformity of particular wills with the general will, establish the reign of virtue!”


The world has yet to see anything approaching a reign of virtue as envisioned by Rousseau. But, as it turned out, the Frenchman’s theoretical reign ofvirtue wasn’t far removed from the French Revolution’s very real Reign ofTerror. By cleverly turning the Idea of Progress on its head, Rousseau in many ways stirred thoughts and impulses that contributed to that flow of blood. But he wasn’t alone. The intellectual ferment of French thinkers in the decades leading up to that chaotic time, whether Rousseauian Will to Power or more dreamy variants on the Idea of Progress, served as wellspring for that civic carnage.


But across the Channel and across the Atlantic, where the Anglo-Saxon mind was grappling with the Idea of Progress, the concept was seen in much more limited terms. The notion that institutional reforms could alter mankind and usher in a golden era of peace and happiness struck most British thinkers as dangerous nonsense. “The general tendency of British thought,” writes Bury, “was to see salvation in the stability of existing institutions, and to regard change with suspicion.” English thinkers generally agreed with John Locke that the appropriate function of government was not to refashion human nature or remake society, but to preserve order, protect life and property, and secure the conditions in which men might pursue their own legitimate purposes.


This rejection of the fiery French outlook is vividly reflected in the writings of Edmund Burke, the British statesman and philosopher. As he put it in his famousReflections on the Revolution in France, the bloody events of the Terror were “the sad but instructive monuments of rash and ignorant counsel in time of profound peace”—in other words, the result of abstractionist thinking divorced from any real understanding of human nature. This skepticism of the French model also is seen in the work and thought of the American Founding Fathers, many of whom believed with Burke that human nature, far from malleable and in fact potentially harmful to society, needed to be checked. The principal difference between the American and French revolutions, as conservative writer Russell Kirk has noted, was that the American revolutionaries generally held a “biblical view of man and his bent toward sin,” while the French revolutionaries generally opted for “an optimistic doctrine of human goodness.” The American aim was to fashion a practical secular covenant “designed to restrain the human tendencies toward violence and fraud…[and] place checks upon will and appetite.”


Most intellectuals among the Founders skipped over the thinking of the French philosophes and sought civic wisdom in the thought and history of the Roman republic, where the Idea of Progress was barely perceived at all. “Two thousand years later,” writes Kirk, “the reputation of the Roman constitution remained so high that the framers of the American constitution would emulate the Roman model as best they could”—initiating the Roman checks and balances and separation of powers. Even the American presidency would be modeled somewhat on the Roman consular imperium, and the American Senate patterned after the Roman version. Thus did the American Anglo-Saxons deviate from the French abstractionists and fashion their governmental workings to fit humankind as it actually is—capable of great and noble acts but also capable of slipping into vice and treachery when unchecked. That bedrock outlook, based on the conscious rejection of the French view, was the genius of the American system, probably the greatest civic achievement in the history of the world.


But, as the American success story unfolded, various intellectuals, theorists, and utopian crackpots continued to toy with the Idea of Progress, seeking to mold it and shape it into some kind of ultimate prescription for paradise on earth. And an interesting new phenomenon emerged. After Western theorists had devoted centuries of intellectual effort to developing the Idea of Progress as an ongoing chain of improvement with no perceived end into the future, a new breed of “Progress as Power” thinkers began to declare their own visions as the final end point of this long progression.


Thus, notes Nisbet, did the great French intellectual Comte de Saint-Simon view his “ideal society” as “the final stage of a progression that began millennia earlier.” Thus did Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, in putting forth his famous dialectic and wedding it to his profound devotion to the Prussian state, posit the view that Germany represented the fourth phase of historical development and “the ultimate result which the process of history is intended to accomplish”—an ultimate result rendered inevitable because “Europe is absolutely the end of history.” And thus did Karl Marx, applying Hegel’s dialectic to his vision of total economic equality, posit his belief, as Nisbet describes it, “in necessary, inexorable development toward a single, inevitable, golden end.”


This development reveals one of the two great contradictions in the Idea of Progress—namely, that the original concept of endless progression ultimately leaves the Idea’s adherents rather cold. To progress endlessly to the end of time, or to the termination of human life on earth, negates the idea that there is a point to the progression. Who can say that things are always getting better if the Idea of Progress simply means a constant state of flux? What’s to prevent this flux from taking a flight toward retrogression? No, said many latter-day adherents of the Idea, this powerful progression was taking humankind to a particular end point, to a destination that was going to reveal the final phase of human development. The idea of “the end of history,” as Hegel so provocatively put it, turned out to be so powerful as to negate one of the central tenets of the Idea. And that negation in turn spawned the multitude of utopian notions of man’s fate that modern Westerners know so well.


The other great contradiction centers on the concept that this Idea of Progress applies to all mankind—a legacy of the Augustinian heritage, as we have seen. And yet the actual progress that is the focus of this Idea has taken place almost exclusively within Western civilization. It is all about Western science, Western technics, Western methods of inquiry, Western philosophy, and, in the end, Western political and economic ideals. Nisbet offers a penetrating insight into all this when he notes that the Idea of Progress has always been essentially “Eurocentric.” By the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, he writes, “the spell of the idea of progress—and with it the Eurocentric view of the entire world—had grown to such proportions that little if anything in the world could be considered in its own right. Everything had to be seen through the West and its values.” Implicit in this was the view that other cultures were inferior to the West, and hence universal progress required that these inferior cultures embrace the Western heritage.


This phenomenon is not particularly surprising. As many scholars have noted, each civilization and culture through history has tended to see the world through the prism of its own values, ideals, philosophy, and impulses of ethnicity and religion. But what then does this say about the concept, developed through centuries of Western thought, that the Idea of Progress is universal in its import, applicable to all mankind? If Western ideas, developed via the intellectual progress of which Western minds are so proud, clash with those of other cultures, what does that say about the universality of the Idea of Progress? A corollary question, to be explored later in this volume, concerns whether this contradiction leads inevitably to a kind of Western hubris in global relations.


Notwithstanding these contradictions, the Idea of Progress, in various guises and varying degrees of intensity, has essentially conquered the consciousness of European civilization, becoming the animating concept of the secular West. It is embraced almost unconsciously by people who could hardly articulate the concept and who know nothing of its long, agonizing emergence. It is assumed as a given among intellectuals toiling in the academic groves of the West. It serves as the foundation of modern American liberalism. As Nisbet points out, it represents in many ways the secularization of major elements of Christian theology, which may be one reason why it is embraced by some with almost religious fervor.


In his book, though, Nisbet saw the beginnings of a serious decline in the Idea of Progress in the twentieth century. Skepticism about the Idea, once confined to a small segment of intellectuals, he writes, “has grown and spread to not merely the large majority of intellectuals in this final quarter of the century, but to many millions of other people in the West.” He goes so far as to suggest that, when the identity of the twentieth century is established by historians, a major element of that identity will be not faith in the Idea but its abandonment. Nisbet identifies five fundamental premises of the Idea—belief in the value of the past; conviction of the nobility and even superiority of Western civilization; acceptance of the value of economic and technological growth; faith in reason as the only source of knowledge; and belief in the intrinsic worth of life on earth. “Each of these premises,” he writes, “has been severely challenged by doubt and disillusionment, even outright hostility, in the twentieth century.”


But the professor was writing in the very late 1970s, when America appeared at a low point in the Cold War and faced its greatest economic crisis since the Great Depression. Within a decade, Ronald Reagan had restored economic growth to its traditional place in the dialectic of politics and America had engineered the utter collapse of the Soviet Union. The result was a kind of popular resurgence in the Idea of Progress and a desire by politicians to embrace it as much as possible as a guide to policy making, particularly in the realm of international relations. And so the question facing America today, in the very dangerous post–Cold War era, is not whether the Idea of Progress is declining as a guiding tenet of thought (although in certain respects this is indisputably true), but whether it is being embraced in ways that impede the country’s ability to see the world as it really is.









Chapter 2


Cycles of History





IN THE SUMMER AND FALLof 1911, an obscure German intellectual named Oswald Spengler, living modestly in Munich on an inheritance, watched with growing horror as his country nearly stumbled into war with France in what was known as the Second Moroccan Crisis. As it happened, Germany backed down when Britain threw her support behind France, and war was avoided. But the cost to Germany was international humiliation. The episode left an indelible mark on the consciousness of young Spengler, who concluded that war between Germany and the French-British alliance had become inevitable. What’s more, this war was likely to be a clash of epic proportions with profound consequences for Western civilization.


Spengler set out to write a book predicting this impending conflagration and exploring the underlying essence of the West’s two antagonistic cultural entities—Great Britain, the trade empire of liberal democratic capitalism, perceived by many Germans as a decadent civilization; and Germany, a rising socialistic empire widely viewed in Spengler’s country as representing a more hallowed PrussianKultur.


But then he wandered into a bookstore and happened upon Otto Seeck’sGeschichte des Untergangs der antiken Welt—The History of the Decline of the Ancient World. In a flash he had a vision for a much wider book—an exploration of the rise and fall of world civilizations, including the West, which he viewed as culturally spent and sterile. History, he would argue, was not a story of the slow, inexorable progress of mankind from backwardness to ever greater enlightenment, but rather the story of a number of discrete world civilizations that had emerged, developed, matured, and then declined. And the West, the civilization Spengler revered, was now heading into a long twilight of decline.


He plunged into the project, continuing even as the war he had predicted turned into blood-soaked reality. With electricity out much of the time, he wrote by candlelight. In winter he placed his chair atop a table to capture what little warmth there was in his apartment. By early 1917 he had completed the first volume, but a wartime shortage of paper and publishers’ skepticism thwarted publication. Finally in April 1918 the Viennese house of Wilhelm Braumueller brought out the first volume ofDer Untergang des Abendlandes—The Decline of the West. Anticipating little interest and tepid sales, Braumueller printed just fifteen hundred copies.


The book hit the German consciousness like a boulder tossed upon an anthill. As one scholar wrote a few years later, “Never had a thick philosophical work had such a success—and in all reading circles, learned and uneducated, serious and snobbish.” Within eight years sales had hit a hundred thousand, and the book had been translated into numerous languages. As H. Stuart Hughes wrote in hisOswald Spengler: A Critical Estimate, the year following publication became the “Spengler year,” while the man became “the philosopher of the hour.”


Readers were beguiled and intrigued by this new thinker’s sheer audacity. He didn’t paint with little brushstrokes but attacked the whole canvas with wide swings of his arms, casting aside whole strands of Western philosophy. And he plunged right at the heart of conventional thinking when he rejected the Idea of Progress. What’s more, Spengler’s bold flight of historical analysis inspired an English intellectual with a far different political outlook to undertake a competing effort to elucidate the cycles of history and the rise and fall of civilizations. Arnold Toynbee’s multivolumeA Study of History began appearing in 1934, and while he came at his mission from an entirely different perspective he reached remarkably similar conclusions about the Cycles of History, the Idea of Progress, and what he considered the fallacy of Eurocentrism. Others subsequently probed the same territory, coming to similar conclusions. But the story of the emergence of the Cyclical View of History in the twentieth century must begin with Oswald Spengler.


He was born in 1880 at the northern region of the Harz Mountains. His father, an austere and distant patriarch, was a mining engineer and later a postal official in the town of Halle. Oswald attended a classical high school and went on to study mathematics and the physical sciences at universities in Berlin, Munich, and Halle. He completed his doctoral thesis in mathematics at Halle and then experienced perhaps the greatest disappointment of his early life. He failed his oral exams on the ground that he quoted insufficiently from the specialized literature. Though he passed six months later, the misstep barred him from that rarefied life of the German university professor, and he resigned himself to a career as teacher in theRealgymnasium (high school) system. But after a few years he gave up teaching and moved to Munich, where he read, studied, and wrote occasional short articles. Aside from intermittent visits to Italy, he remained in Munich the rest of his life.


AlthoughThe Decline of the West was a commercial success and a conversational sensation, conventional historians attacked it immediately. Subsequent critics have never really seemed to know how to respond to it. The scholarly world, suggests H. Stuart Hughes, writing some three decades after the book appeared, “has been embarrassed to know what to do about it.” Though based on prodigious reading and substantial knowledge, the book is not considered respectable scholarship. “It is too metaphysical,” writes Hughes, “too dogmatic—in all respects, too extreme. Yet there it sits—a massive stumbling-block in the path of true knowledge.” And it attracts new adherents and intrigues new intellectual explorers every generation.


As John Farrenkopf points out in hisProphet of Decline: Spengler on World History and Politics, the book stirred serious interest on the part of numerous men of ideas as well as men of action in post–World War II America. They included George Kennan, Henry Kissinger, Paul Nitze, Louis Halle, Hans J. Morgenthau, and Reinhold Niebuhr. Kennan read Spengler in the original language, with the aid of a dictionary, during a stay in Germany in his youth. Kissinger’s undergraduate thesis at Harvard focused on Spengler, as well as on Toynbee and Immanuel Kant. Nitze left Wall Street as a young man to studyDecline at Harvard, while Halle reported receiving poor grades there because of his preoccupation with the book. And yet, as Farrenkopf notes, Spengler’s “place in modern international theory has received relatively little attention…[and] his challenging ideas have not been reformulated into a theoretical stance on international relations.” Probably, he suggests, this is because his pessimism is just a little too ominous for any but the most theoretical musings.


We shall attempt to elucidate Spengler’s thesis by breaking it down into its component parts, beginning with his rejection of the idea that history becomes discernible through a kind of natural science approach, a search for root causes explaining unfolding events. No, says Spengler, history can be understood only through an appreciation of the mystery of destiny, which is “the essence and kernel of all history” and is “unapproachable through the cognition-forms which theCritique of Pure Reason [of Kant] investigates.” Hence, Spengler rejects the aim of studying the past through scientific methods and opts instead for an analytical framework focused on a rigorous pursuit of historical analogy.


Second, Spengler rejects the notion of a unified mankind whose exploits on earth can be traced through historical inquiry. “‘Mankind,’” he writes, “has no aim, no idea, no plan, any more than the family of butterflies or orchids. ‘Mankind’ is a zoological expression.” He posits instead his thesis of distinct living cultures. “I see…the drama ofa number of mighty Cultures, each springing with primitive strength from the soil of a mother-region to which it remains firmly bound throughout its whole life-cycle; each stamping its material, its mankind, inits own image; each havingits own idea,its own passions,its own life, will and feeling,its own death.”


Third, if “mankind” is a meaningless abstraction and history is the story of the rise and fall of distinct cultures, then it is simply fatuous to suggest that the West holds center stage in world history. Spengler dismisses this Eurocentric view as the “Ptolemaic system of history” and puts forth instead his own “Copernican discovery in the historical sphere,” which gives no special position to the classical or the Western culture as against any other of the great cultures. Those others, he writes, are “separate worlds of dynamic being which…count for just as much in the general picture of history” as the classical or Western experience and in some ways surpass them in “spiritual greatness and soaring power.”


At this point the Spengler outlook turns a bit mystical as he pictures the great cultures as essentially organic entities whose phases of emergence, development, and decline are remarkably similar from culture to culture, not unlike the phases of human life. “Cultures are organisms,” he writes. “If we disentangle their shapes we may find the primitive Culture-form that underlies all individual Cultures and is reflected in their various manifestations.” That’s why, says Spengler, the pursuit of historical analogy is so critical to understanding the Cycles of History: by studying the patterns of past cultures we can better understand our own, including its current stage of development and its state of cultural health or decline.


And how do these cultures emerge? They are born, says Spengler in his mystical way, when a people in a particular region rather suddenly develops a distinctive way of looking at the world. This world outlook is entirely new and fresh, unencumbered by influences from other cultures. And as this new culture emerges it develops a sense of its own mortality, which stirs powerful longings for fulfillment, which in turn unleash a passion for creative expression, new methods of inquiry, new modes of knowledge—all conforming to the distinctive “soul” of the new culture. Indeed, Spengler goes so far as to apply a rather dogmatic existentialism to all this, arguing that there isn’t any universal knowledge at all but merely the distinctive bodies of thought emanating from the distinctive cultures.


This passion for creative expression and new strains of culture knowledge runs on for centuries, generally a thousand years or more unless interrupted by external forces. But eventually it peters out as the culture passes beyond the autumn of its existence. And then a new phase begins, the civilizational phase, characterized by the deterioration of the folk traditions and innocent enthusiasms of the culture. Its essence, once of the soil and spread throughout the “mother-region” in town, village, and city, now becomes the domain of a few rich and powerful “world-cities,” which twist and distort the culture concepts of old and replace them with cynicism, cosmopolitanism, irony, and a money culture. “To the world-city,” writes Spengler, “belongs not a folk but a mob. Its uncomprehending hostility to all the traditions representative of the Culture (nobility, church, privileges, dynasties, convention in art and limits of knowledge in science), the keen and cold intelligence that confounds the wisdom of the peasant, the new-fashioned naturalism that in relation to all matters of sex and society goes back far to quite primitive instincts and conditions, the reappearance of thepanem et circenses in the form of wage-disputes and sports stadia—all these things betoken the definite closing down of the Culture and the opening of a quite new phase of human existence—anti-provincial, late, futureless, but quite inevitable.”
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