








































































































































































the trouble is that it pays indiscriminately, for "soul 
courses" and instruction in Swahil i as well as for real re
forms. And since the tactics of violence and disruption 
make sense only for short-term goals, it is even more l ikely, 
as was recently the case in the United States, that the 
established power will yield to nonsensical and obviously 
damaging demands-such as admitting students without 
the necessary qualifications and mstructing them in non
existent subjects-if only such "reforms" can be made with 
wmparative ease, than that violence will be effective with 
respect to the relatively long-term objective of structural 
change.109 Moreover, the danger of violence, even if it 
moves consciously within a nonextremist framework of 
short-term goals, will always be that the means overwhelm 
the end. If goals are not achieved rapidly, the result will 
be not merely defeat but the introduction of the practice 
of violence into the whole body politic. Action is irreversi
ble, and a return to the status quo in case of defeat is 
always unlikely. The practice of violence, like all action, 
changes the world, but the most probable change is to a 
more violent world. 

In this it has been successful, but i t  is far from certain where this 
success will lead; either it will bring about long-overdue reforms 
. . .  or . . .  the uncertainty that has now been laid bare will provide 
false prophets with promising markets and free advertising." See 
"Violence Rehabilitated," in Speak Out!, New York, 1 969. 

1os Another question, which we cannot discuss here, is to what an 
extent the whole university system is still capable of reforming it
self. I think there is no general answer. Even though the student 
rebellion is a global phenomenon, the university systems themselves 
are by no means uniform and vary not only from country to coun
try but often from institution to institution; all solutions of the 
problem must spring from, and correspond to, strictly local condi
tions. Thus, in some countries the university crisis may even broaden 
into a government crisis-as Der Spiegel (June 23, 1 969) thought 
possible in discussing the German situation. 
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Finally-to come back to Sorel 's and Pareto's earlier 
denunciation of the system as such-the greater the bu· 
reaucratization of public l ife,  the greater will be the at
traction of violence. In a fully developed bureaucraC} 
there is nobody left with whom one can argue, to whom 
one can present grievances, on whom the pressures of 
power can be exerted. Bureaucracy is the form of govern
ment in which everybody is deprived of political freedom, 
of the power to act; for the rule by Nobody is not no-rule, 
and where all are equally powerless we have a tyranny 
without a tyrant.  The crucial feature in the student re
bellions around the world is that they are directed every
where against the rul ing bureaucracy. This explains what 
at first glance seems so disturbing-that the rebellions in 
the East demand precisely those freedoms of speech and 
thought that the young rebels in the West say they 
despise as irrelevant. On the level of ideologies, the whole 
thing is confusing; it is much less so if we start from the 
obvious fact that the huge party machines have succeeded 
everywhere in overruling the voice of the citizens, even in 
countries where freedom of speech and association is still 
intact. The dissenters and resisters in the East demand 
free speech and thought as the prel iminary conditions for 
political action; the rebels in the West l ive under condi
tions where these prel iminaries no longer open the chan
nels for action, for the meaningful exercise of freedom. 
What matters to them is, indeed, "Prax isentzug," the sus
pension of action, as Jens Litten, a German student, has 
aptly called it. 110 The transformation of government into 
administration, or of republics into bureaucracies, and 
the disastrous shrinkage of the public realm that went 
with it have a long and complicated history throughout 
the modern age; and this process has been considerably 

no See appendix XVIII, p. 102.  
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accelerated during the last hundred years through the rise 
of party bureaucracies. (Seventy years ago Pareto recog
nized that "freedom . . .  by which I mean the power to 
act shrinks every day, save for criminals, in the so-called 
free and democratic countries.) 1 1 1  What makes man a 
political being is his faculty of action; it enables him to 
get together with his peers, to act in concert, and to reach 
out for goals and enterprises that would never enter his 
mind, let alone the desires of his heart, had he not been 
given this gift-to embark on something new. Philosophi
cally speaking, to act is the human answer to the condition 
of natality. Since we all come into the world by virtue of 
birth, as newcomers and beginnings, we are able to start 
something new; without the fact of birth we would not 
even know what novelty is, all "action" would be either 
mere behavior or preservation. No other faculty except 
language, neither reason nor consciousness, distinguishes 
us so radically from all animal species. To act and to be
gin are not the same, but they are closely interconnected. 

None of the properties of creativity is adequately ex
pressed in metaphors drawn from the life process. To 
beget and to give birth are no more creative than to die 
is annihilating; they are but different phases of the same, 
ever-recurring cycle in which all living things are held as 
though they were spellbound. Neither violence nor power 
is a natural phenomenon, that is, a manifestation of the 
life process ; they belong to the political realm of human 
affairs whose essentially human quality is guaranteed by 
man's faculty of action, the ability to begin something 
new. And I think it can be shown that no other human 
ability has suffered to such an extent from the progress of 
the modern age, for progress, as we have come to under
stand it, means growth, the relentless process of more and 

m Pareto, quoted from Finer, op. cit. 
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more, of bigger and bigger . The bigger a country becomes 
in terms of population , of objects, and of possessions, the 
greater will be the need for administration and with it 
the anonymous power of the administrators. Pavel Kohout, 
a Czech author, writing in the heyday of the Czechoslovak
ian experiment with freedom, defined a "free citizen" as 
a "Citizen-Co-ruler. " He meant nothing more or less than 
the "participatory democracy" of which we have heard so 
much in recent years in the West. Kohout added that 
what the world today stands in greatest need of may well 
be "a new example" if "the next thousand years are not 
to become an era of supercivilized monkeys"-or, even 
worse, of "man turned into a chicken or a rat," ruled over 
by an "elite" that derives its power "from the wise coun
sels of . . .  intellectual aides" who actually bel ieve that 
men in think tanks are thinkers and that computers can 
think; "the counsels may turn out to be incredibly in
sidious and, instead of pursuing human objectives, may 
pursue completely abstract problems that had been trans
formed in an unforeseen manner in the artificial brain." 112 

This new example will hardly be set by the practice of 
violence, although I am inclined to think that much of 
the present glorification of violence is caused by severe 
frustration of the faculty of action in the modern world. 
It is simply true that riots in the ghettos and rebellions 
on the campuses make "people feel they are acting to
gether in a way that they rarely can." 113 We do not know if 
these occurrences are the beginnings of something new
the "new example"-or the death pangs of a faculty that 

m See Giinter Grass and Pavel Kohout, Briefe ilber die Grenze, 

Hamburg, 1 968, pp. 88 and go, respectively; and Andrei D. Sakharov, 
op. cit. 

113 Herbert J. Gans, "The Ghetto Rebellions and Urban Class Con· 
ftict," in Urban Riots, op. cit. 



mankind is about to lose. As things stand today, when we 
see how the superpowers are bogged down under the 
monstrous weight of their own bigness, it looks as though 
the setting of a "new example" will have a chance, if at 
all, in a small country, or in small ,  well-defined sectors ir. 
the mass societies of the large powers. 

The disintegration processes which have become so 
manifest in recent years-the decay of public services · 
schools, police, mail delivery, garbage collection, trans
portation, et cetera; the death rate on the highways and 
the traffic problems in the cities ; the pollution of air and 
water-are the automatic results of the needs of mass 
societies that have become unmanageable. They are ac
companied and often accelerated by the simultaneous de
cline of the various party systems, all of more or less recent 
origin and designed to serve the political needs of mass 
populations-in the West to make representative govern
ment possible when direct democracy would not do any 
longer because "the room will not hold all" (John Selden), 
and in the East to make absolute rule over vast territories 
more effective. Bigness is afflicted with vulnerability; 
cracks in the power structure of all but the small countries 
are opening and widening. And while no one can say with 
assurance where and when the breaking point has been 
reached, we can observe, almost measure, how strength 
and resiliency are insidiously destroyed, leaking, as it were, 
drop by drop from our institutions. 

Moreover, there is the recent rise of a curious new brand 
of nationalism, usually understood as a swing to the Right, 
but more probably an indication of a growing, world-wide 
resentment against "bigness" as such. While national feel
ings formerly tended to unite various ethnic groups by 
focusing their political sentiments on the nation as a 

whole, we now watch how an ethnic "nationalism" begins 
to threaten with dissolution the oldest and best-established 
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nation-states. The Scots and the Welsh, the Bretons and 
the Provenc;als, ethnic groups whose successful assimilation 
had been the prerequisite for the rise of the nation-state 
and had seemed completely assured, are turning to separat
ism in rebellion against the centralized governments in 
London and Paris. And just when centralization, under 
the impact of bigness, turned out to be counterproductive 
in its own terms, this country, founded, according to the 
federal principle, on the division of powers and powerful 
so long as this division was respected, threw itself head
long, to the unanimous applause of all "progressive" 
forces, into the new, for America, experiment of central
ized administration-the federal government overpowering 
state powers and executive power eroding congressional 
powers.114 It is as though this most successful European 
colony wished to share the fate of the mother countries in 
their decline, repeating in great haste the very errors the 
framers of the Constitution had set out to correct and tt' 

eliminate. 
Whatever the administrative advantages and disad

vantages of centralization may be, its political result is 
always the same: monopolization of power causes the dry
ing up or oozing away of all authentic power sources in 
the country. In the United States, based on a great plural
ity of powers and their mutual checks and balances, we 
are confronted not merely with the disintegration of 
power structures, but with power, seemingly still intact 
and free to manifest itself, losing its grip and becoming 
ineffective. To speak of the impotence of power is no 
longer a witty paradox. Senator Eugene McCarthy's cru

sade in 1 968 "to test the system" brought popular resent
ment against imperialist adventures into the open, pro
vided the link between the opposition in the Senate and 

114 See the important article of Henry Steele Commager, footnote 74· 
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that in the streets, enforced an at least temporary spec
tacular change in policy, and demonstrated how quickly 
the majority of the young rebels could become dealien
ated, jumping at this first opportunity not to abolish the 
system but to make it work again. And still, all this power 
could be crushed by the party bureaucracy, which, con
trary to all traditions, preferred to lose the presidential 
election with an unpopular candidate who happened to be 
an apparatchik. (Something similar happened when Rocke
feller lost the nomination to Nixon during the Republican 
convention.) 

There are other examples to demonstrate the curious 
contradictions inherent in impotence of power. Because 
of the enormous effectiveness of teamwork in the sciences, 
which is perhaps the outstanding American contribution 
to modern science, we can control the most complicated 
processes with a precision that makes trips to the moon less 
dangerous than ordinary weekend excursions; but the 
allegedly "greatest power on earth" is helpless to end a 
war, clearly disastrous for all concerned, in one of the 
earth's smallest countries. It is as though we have fallen 
under a fairyland spell which permits us to do the "im
possible" on the condition that we lose the capacity of 
doing the possible, to achieve fantastically extraordinary 
feats on the condition of no longer being able to attend 
properly to our everyday needs. If power has anything to 
do with the we-will-and-we-can, as distinguished from the 
mere we-can, then we have to admit that our power has 
become impotent. The progresses made by science have 
nothing to do with the 1-will ; they follow their own in
exorable laws, compelling us to do whatever we can, 
regardless of consequences. Have the 1-will and the l-ean 
parted company? Was Valery right  when he said fifty years 
ago: "On peut dire que tout ce que nous savons, c'est-a
dire tout ce que nous pouvons, a fini  par s'opposer a ce 
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que nous sommes"? ("One can say that all we know, that 
is, all we have the power to do, has finally turned against 
what we are. ") 

Again, we do not know where these developments will 
lead us, but we know, or should know, that every de
crease in power is an open invitation to violence-if only 
because those who hold power and feel it slipping from 
their hands, be they the government or be they the gov
erned, have always found it difficult to resist the tempta
tion to substitute violence for it .  
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Appendices 

I ,  TO PAGE 1 3 ,  N OTE 1 6  
Professor B .  C .  Parekh, o f  Hull Universi ty, England, kindly drew 

my attention to the following passage in the section on Feuerbach 
from Marx's and Engels' German Ideo logy ( 1 846) , of which Engels 
later wrote: "The portion finished . . .  only proves how incomplete 
at that time was our knowledge of economic history." "Both for the 
production on a mass scale of this communist consciousness, and 
for the success of the cause itself, the alteration of man [des 
Menschen] on a mass scale is necessary, an alteration which can only 
take place in a practical movement, a revolu tion; this revolution is 
necessary, therefore, not only because the ruling class cannot be 
overthrown in any other way, but also because the class overthrowing 
it can only in a revolution succeed in ridding itself of all the muck 
of ages and become fitted to found society anew." (Quoted from the 
edition by R. Pascal, New York, 1 g6o, pp. xv and 6g.) Even in these, 
as it were, pre-Marxist utterances, the distinction between Marx's 
and Sartre's positions is evident. Marx speaks of "the alteration of 
man on a mass scale," and of a "mass production of consciousness," 
not of the liberation of an individual through an isolated act of 
violence. (For the German text, see MarxJ Engels Gesamtausgabe, 
1 932, I. Abteilung, vol. 5· pp. 59 f.) 

II,  TO PAGE 1 3 ,  N OTE 1 7  
The New Left's unconscious drifting away from Marxism has been 

duly noticed. See especially recent comments on the student move
ment by Leonard Schapiro in the New York Review of Books 
(December 5, 1 968) and by Raymond Aron in La Revolu tion In
trouvab le, Paris, 1 968. Both consider the new emphasis on violence 
to be a kind of backsliding either to pre-Marxian utopian socialism 
(Aron) or to the Russian anarchism of Nechaev and Bakunin 
(Schapiro), who "had much to say about the importance of violence 
as a factor of unity, as the binding force in a society or group, • 
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century before the same ideas emerged in the works of Jean-Paul 
Sartre and Frantz Fanon." Aron writes in the same vein: "Les 
chantres de Ia revolution de mai  cro ien t  depasser /e marx isme . . .  
i ls oub lien t un siecle d'h istoire" (p. q) . To a non-Marxist such a 
reversion would of course hardly be an argument; but for Sartre, 
who, for instance, wri tes "Un pretendu 'depassement' du marxisme 
ne sera au pis qu'un re tour au premarx isme, au mieux que la 
redecouverte d'une pensee deja contenue dans la ph ilosophic qu'on 
a cru depasser" ("Question de Methode" in Critique de Ia raison 
dia lect ique, Paris, 1 960, p.  1 7) ,  i t  must constitute a formidable objec
tion. (That Sartre and Aron, though poli tical opponents, are in full 
agreement on this point  is noteworthy . It shows to what an extent 
Hegel's concept of history dominates the thought of Marxists and 
non-Marxists alike.) 

Sartre himsel f, in his Crit iq ue of Dialectica l Reason, gives a kind 
of Hegelian explanation for his espousal of violence. His point of 
departure is that "need and scarcity determined the Manicheistic 
basis of action and morals" in present history, "whose truth is based 
on scarcity [and] must manifest i tself in an antagonistic reciprocity 
between classes." Aggression is the consequence of need in a world 
where "there is not enough for all ." Under such circumstances, vio
lence is no longer a marginal phenomenon. "Violence and counter
violence are perhaps contingencies, but they are contingent necessi
ties, and the imperative consequence of any attempt to destroy this 
inhumanity is that in destroying in the adversary the inhumanity of 
the contraman, I can only destroy in him the humanity of man, and 
realize in me his inhumanity. Whether I kill, torture, enslave . . .  my 
aim is to suppress his freedom-it is  an alien force, de trop.'' His 
model for a condition in which "each one is one too many . . .  Each 
is redundant  for the other" is a bus queue, the members of which 
obviously "take no notice of each other except as a number in a 
quantitative series." He concludes, "They reciprocally deny any link 
between each of their inner worlds." From this, it  follows that praxis 
"is the negation of al terity, which is i tself a nega tion"-a highly wel
come conclusion, since the negation of a negation is an affirmation. 

The flaw in the argument seems to me obvious. There is all the 
difference in the world between "not taking notice" and "denying," 
between "denying any link" with somebody and "negating" his 
otherness ; and for a sane person there is still a considerable distance 
to travel from this theoretical "negation" to killing, torturing, and 
enslaving. 
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Most of the above quotations are drawn from R. D. Laing and D. 
G. Cooper, Reason and Violence. A Decade of Sartre's Philosophy, 
1950·1960, London, 1 964, Part Three. This seems legitimate because 
Sartre in his foreword says: "]'ai lu attentivement l'ouvrage que 
vous avez bien voulu me confier et j'ai eu le grand plaisir d'y 
trouver un expose tres clair et tres fidele de ma pensee." 

III, TO PAGE 1 5, NOTE 20 
They are indeed a mixed lot. Radical students congregate easily 

with dropouts, hippies, drug addicts, and psychopaths. The si tuation 
is  further complicated by the insensitivity of the established powers 
to the often subtle distinctions between crime and irregularity, dis
tinctions that are of great importance. Sit-ins and occupations of 
buildings are not the same as arson or armed revolt, and the differ· 
ence is not just one of degree. (Contrary to the opinion of one mem
ber of Harvard's Board of Trustees, the occupation of a university 
building by students is not the same thing as the invasion of a 
branch of the First National City Bank by a street mob, for the 
simple reason that the students trespass upon a property whose use, 
to be sure, is subject to rules, but to which they belong and which 
belongs to them as much as to faculty and administration.) Even 
more alarming is the inclination of faculty as well as administration 
to treat drug addicts and criminal elements (in City College in New 
York and in Cornell University) with considerably more leniency 
than the authentic rebels. 

Helmut Schelsky, the German social scientist, described as early 
as 1 96 1  (in Der Mensch in der wissenschaftlichen Zivilisation, Koln 
und Opladen, 1 96 1 )  the possibility of a "metaphysical nihilism," 
by which he meant the radical social and spiritual denial of "the 
whole process of man's scientific-technical reproduction," that is, 
the no said to " the rising world of a scientific civilization." To call 
this attitude "nihilistic" presupposes an acceptance of the modern 
world as the only possible world. The challenge of the young rebels 
concerns precisely this point. There is indeed much sense in turning 
the tables and stating, as Sheldon Wolin and John Schaar have done 
in op. cit.: "The great danger at present is that the established and 
the respectable . . . seem prepared to follow the most profoundly 
nihilistic denial possible, which is the denial of the future through 
denial of their own children, the bearers of the future." 

Nathan Glazer, in an article, "Student Power at Berkeley," in 
The Public Interest's special issue The Universities, Fall, 1 968, 
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writes: "The student radicals . . .  remind me more of the Luddite 
machine smashers than the Socialist trade unionists who achieved 
citizenship and power for workers," and he concludes from this im
pression that Zbigniew Brzezinski (in an article about Columbia in 
The New Repub lic, June 1, 1 968) may have been right in his diag
nosis: "Very frequently revolutions are the last spasms of the past, 
and thus are not really revolutions but counter-revolutions, operat
ing in the name of revolutions." Is not this bias in favor of march
ing forward at any price rather odd in two authors who are 
generally considered to be conservatives? And is it not even odder 
that Glazer should remain unaware of the decisive differences be
tween manufacturing machinery in early nineteenth-century Eng
land and the hardware developed in the middle of the twentieth 
century which has turned out to be destructive even when it ap
peared to be most beneficial-the discovery of nuclear energy, auto
mation, medicine whose healing powers have led to overpopulation, 
which in its turn will almost certainly lead to mass starvation, air 
pollution, et cetera? 

IV, TO PAGE 1 6, NOTE ll!J 
To look for precedents and analogies where there are none, to 

avoid reporting and reflecting on what is being done and what is 
being said in terms of the events themselves, under the pretext that 
we ought to learn the lessons of the past, particularly of the era 
between the two world wars, has become characteristic of a great 
many current discussions. Entirely free of this form of escapism is 
Stephen Spender's splendid and wise report on the student move
ment, quoted above. He is among the few of his generation to be 
fully alive to the present and to remember his own youth well 
enough to be aware of the differences in mood, style, thought, and 
action. ("Today's students are entirely different from the Oxbridge, 
Harvard, Princeton or Heidelberg students forty years back," p. 165.) 
But Spender's attitude is shared by all those, in no matter which 
generation, who are truly concerned with the world's and man's 
future as distinguished from those who play games with it. (Wolin 
and Schaar, op. cit., speak of "the revival of a sense of shared destiny" 
as a bridge between the generations, of "our common fears that 
scientific weapons may destroy all life, that technology will increas. 
ingly disfigure men who live in the ci ty, just as it has already debased 
the earth and obscured the sky"; that "the 'progress' of industry will 
destroy the possibility of interesting work; and that 'communica-
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tions' will obliterate the last traces of the varied cultures which have 
been the inheritance of all but the most benighted societies.") It 
seems only natural that this should be true more frequently of 
physicists and biologists than of members of the social sciences, even 
though the students of the former faculties were much slower to rise 
in rebellion than their fellow classmates in the humanities. Thus 
Adolf Portmann, the famous Swiss biologist, sees the gap between 
the generations as having little if anything to do with a conflict 
between Young and Old ; it coincides with the rise of nuclear science; 
"the resulting world situation is entirely new . . . .  [ I t ]  cannot be 
compared to even the most powerful revolution of the past." (In a 
pamphlet entitled Manipula tion des Menschen als Schicksal und 
Bedrohung, ZUrich, 1 969.) And Nobel Prize winner George Wald, of 
Harvard, in his famous speech at M.I.T. on March 4• 1 969, rightly 
stressed that such teachers understand "the reasons of [ their stu
dents' ] uneasiness even better than they do," and, what is more, that 
they "share it," op. cit. 

V, TO PAGE 1 7, NOTE 25 
The present politicization of the universities, rightly deplored, is 

usually blamed on the rebellious students, who are accused of attack
ing the universities because they constitute the weakest link in the 
chain of established power. It is perfectly true that the universities 
will not be able to survive if "intellectual detachment and the dis
interested search for truth" should come to an end; and, what is 
worse, it is unlikely that civilized society of any kind will be able to 
survive the disappearance of these curious institutions whose main 
social and political function lies precisely in their impartiality and 
independence from social pressure and political power. Power and 
truth, both perfectly legi timate in their own rights, are essentially 
distinct phenomena and their pursuit results in existentially different 
ways of life. Zbigniew Brzezinski, in "America in the Technotronic 
Age" (Encoun ter, January, 1 968), sees this danger but is ei ther re
signed or at least not unduly alarmed by the prospect. Technotron
ics, he believes, will usher in a new " 'superculture' " under the 
guidance of the new "organization-oriented, application-minded in
tellectuals." (See especially Noam Chomsky's recent cri tical analysis 
"Objectivity and Liberal Scholarship" in op. cit .) Well, it is much 
more likely that this new breed of intellectuals, formerly known 
as technocrats, will usher in  an age of tyranny and u tter sterili ty. 

However that may be, the point is that the poli ticization of the 
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universities by the students' movement  was preceded by the politi
cization of the universities by the established powers. The facts are 
too well known to need emphasizing, but it is good to keep in mind 
that this i s  not merely a matter of mili tary research. Henry Steele 
Commager recently denounced "the University as Employment 
Agency" (The New Repub lic, February 24, 1 g68). Indeed, "by no 
stretch of the imagination can it  be alleged that Dow Chemical 
Company, the Marines or the CIA are educational enterprises," or 
institutions whose goal i s  a search for truth. And Mayor John 
Lindsay raised the question of the universi ty's right to call "itself 
a special institution, divorced from worldly pursuits, while it en
gages in real-estate speculation and helps plan and evaluate projects 
for the military in Vietnam" (New York Times, "The Week in 
Review," May 4, 1 g6g) .  To pretend that the university is " the brain 
of society" or of the power structure is dangerous, arrogant nonsense 
-if only because society i s  not a "body," let alone a brainless one. 

In order to avoid misunderstandings: I quite agree with Stephen 
Spender that i t  would be folly for the students to wreck the uni
versities (although they are the only ones who could do so effectively 
for the simple reason that they have numbers, and therefore real 
power, on their side) , since the campuses constitute not only their 
real, but also their only possible basis. "Without the universi ty, 
there would be no students" (p. 22) .  But the universities will remain 
a basis for the students only so long as they provide the only place 
in socie ty where power does not have the last word-all perversions 
and hypocrisies to the contrary notwithstanding. In the present 
situation, there is a danger that either students or, as in the case of 
Berkeley, the powers-that-be will run amuck; i f  this should happen, 
the young rebels would have simply spun one more thread into what 
has been aptly called " the pattern of disaster. " (Professor Richard 
A. Falk, of Princeton.) 

VI, TO PAGE 1 9, N OTE 30 
Fred M. Hechinger, in an article, "Campus Crisis," in the New 

York Times, "The Week in Review" (May 4, 1 g6g) , wri tes: "Since 
the demands of the black students especially are usually justified in 
substance . . .  the reaction is generally sympathetic." I t  seems char
acteristic of present attitudes in these matters that James Forman's 
"Manifesto to the White Christian Churches and the Jewish Syna
gogues in the Uni ted States and all other Racist Insti tutions," 
though publicly read and distributed, hence certainly "news that's 
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fit to print," remained unpublished until the New York Review of 
Books Quly 1 0, 1 969) printed it without the Introduction. Its con
tent, to be sure, is half-illiterate fantasy, and may not be meant 
seriously. But it is more than a joke, and that the Negro community 
moodily indulges today in such fantasies is no secret. That the au
thorities should be frightened is understandable. What can neither 
be understood nor condoned is their lack of imagination. Is it not 
obvious that Mr. Forman and his followers, if they find no opposi
tion in the community at large and even are given a little appease
ment money, will be forced to try to execute a program which they 
themselves perhaps never believed in? 

V I I ,  TO PAGE 1 9, NOTE 3 1  
In a letter to the New York Times (dated April g ,  1g6g) , Lynd 

mentions only "nonviolent disruptive actions such as strikes and 
sit-ins," ignoring for his purposes the tumultuous violent riots of 
the working class in the twooties, and raises the question why these 
tactics "accepted for a generation in labor-management relations . . .  
are rejected when practiced on a campus? . . .  when a union organ
izer is fired from a factory bench, his associates walk off the job 
until the grievance is settled." It  looks as though Lynd has accepted 
a university image, unfortunately not unfrequent among trustees 
and administrators, according to which the campus is owned by the 
board of trustees, which hires the administration to manage their 
property, which in turn hires the faculty as employees to serve its 
customers, the students. There is no reality that corresponds to this 
"image." No matter how sharp the conflicts may become in the 
academic world, they are not matters of clashing interests and class 
warfare. 

VIII, TO PAGE 1 9, NOTE 32 
Bayard Rustin, the Negro civil-rights leader, has said all that 

needed to be said on the matter: College officials should "stop capit· 
ulating to the stupid demands of Negro students"; it is wrong if 
one group's "sense of guilt and masochism permits another segment 
of society to hold guns in the name of justice"; black students were 
"suffering from the shock of integration" and looking for "an easy 
way out of their problems"; what Negro students need is "remedial 
training" so that they "can do mathematics and write a correct sen
tence," not "soul courses." (Quoted from the Daily News, April 28, 
1 g6g.) What a reflection on the moral and intellectual state of so-
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ciety that much courage was required to talk common sense in these 
matters! Even more frightening is the all too likely prospect that, 
in about five or ten years, this "education" in Swahili (a nineteenth
century kind of no-language spoken by the Arab ivory and slave 
caravans, a hybrid mixture of a Bantu dialect with an enormous 
vocabulary of Arab borrowings ; see the Encyclopaedia Britannica, 
1 96 1 ) ,  African l i terature, and other nonexistent subjects will be in
terpreted as another trap of the white man to prevent Negroes from 
acquiring an adequate education. 

IX, TO PAGE 2 1 ,  NOTE 36 
James Forman's "Manifesto" (adop ted by the National Black Eco

nomic Development Conference) , which I mentioned before and 
which he presented to the Churches and Synagogues as "only a be
ginning of the reparations due us as people who have been ex
ploited and degraded, brutalized, killed and persecuted," reads like 
a classical example of such futile dreams. According to him, "it fol
lows from the laws of revolution that the most oppressed will make 
the revolution," whose ultimate goal is that "we must assume leader
ship, total control . . .  inside of the United States of everything that 
exists. The time has passed when we are second in command and 
the white boy stands on top." In order to achieve this reversal, i t  
will be necessary "to use whatever means necessary, including the 
use of force and power of the gun to bring down the colonizer." 
And while he, in the name of the community (which, of course, 
stands by no means behind him) , "declares war," refuses to "share 
power with whites," and demands that "white people in this country 
. . .  be willing to accept black leadership," he calls at the same time 
"upon all Christians and Jews to practice patience, tolerance, under
standing and nonviolence" during the period it may still take
"whether it happens in a thousand years is of no consequence"-to 
seize power. 

X, TO PAGE 24,  NOTE 40 
Jiirgen Habermas, one of the most thoughtful and intelligent so

cial scientists in Germany, is a good example of the difficulties these 
Marxists or former M arxists find in parting with any piece of the 
work of the master. In his recen t  Technik und Wissenschaft a ls 
'ldeo logie' (Frankfurt, 1 968) ,  he mentions several times that certain 
"key categories of Marx's theory, namely, class-struggle and ideology, 
can no longer be applied without ado (umstandslos) ."  A compari-
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son with the essay of Andrei D. Sakharov auoted above shows how 
much easier it is for those who look on "capitalism" from the 
perspective of the disastrous Eastern experiments to discard out
woru theories and slogans. 

XI, TO PAGE 4 1 ,  NOTE 62 
The sanctions of the laws, which, however, are not their essence, 

are directed against those citizens who-without withholding their 
support-wish to make an exception for themselves; the thief still 
expects the government to protect his newly acquired property. It 
has been noted that in the earliest legal systems there were no sanc
tions whatsoever. (See Jouvenel, op. cit., p. 276.) The lawbreaker's 
punishment was banishment or outlawry; by breaking the law, the 
criminal had put himself outside the community consti tuted by it. 

Passerin d'Entreves (op. cit., pp. uS ff.), taking into account "the 
complexity of law, even of State law," has pointed out that "there 
are indeed laws which are 'directives' rather than 'imperatives', 
which are 'accepted' rather than 'imposed', and whose 'sanctions' do 
not necessarily consist in the possible use of force on the part of a 
'sovereign'." Such laws, he has likened to "the rules of a game, or 
those of my club, or to those of the Church." I conform "because 
for me, unlike others of my fellow citizens, these rules are 'valid' 
rules." 

I think Passerin d'Entreves's comparison of the law with the "valid 
rules of the game" can be driven further. For the point of these 
rules is not that I submit to them voluntarily or recognize theoreti
cally their validity, but that in practice I cannot enter the game 
unless I conform; my motive for acceptance is my wish to play, and 
since men exist only in the plural, my wish to play is identical with 
my wish to live. Every man is born into a community with pre
existing laws which he "obeys" first of all because there is no other 
way for him to enter the great game of the world. I may wish to 
change the rules of the game, as the revolutionary does, or to make 
an exception for myself, as the criminal does; but to deny them on 
principle means no mere "disobedience,'' but the refusal to enter 
the human community. The common dilemma-either the law is 
absolutely valid and therefore needs for its legitimacy an immortal, 
divine legislator, or the law is simply a command with nothing be
hind it but the state's monopoly of violence-is a delusion. All laws 
are " 'directives' rather than 'imperatives.' " They direct human 
intercourse as the rules direct the game. And the ultimate guarantee 
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of their validity is contained in the old Roman maxim Pacta sunt 
servanda. 

XII, TO PAGE 50, NOTE 72 
There is some controversy on the purpose of de Gaulle's visit. The 

evidence of the events themselves seems to suggest that the price he 
had to pay for the army's support was public rehabilitation of his 
enemies-amnesty for General Salan, return of Bidault, return also 
of Colonel Lacheroy, sometimes called the "torturer in Algeria." Not 
much seems to be known about the negotiations. One is tempted to 
think that the recent rehabilitation of Petain, again glorified as the 
"victor of Verdun," and, more importantly, de Gaulle's incredible, 
blatantly lying statement immediately after his return, blaming the 
Communist party for what the French now call les evenements, 
were part of the bargain. God knows, the only reproach the govern
ment could have addressed to the Communist party and the trade 
llniom was that they lacked the power to prevent les eveneme:l !�. 

XIII, TO PAGE 54• NOTE 75 
lt "Would be interesting to know if, and to what an extent, th<! 

'llarming rate of unsolved crimes is matched not only by the well-
1mo"Wn spectacular rise in criminal offenses but also 0y a defir..ue 
:ncrease in police brutali ty. The recently published Uniform Crirr:e 
Report for the United States, by J. Edgar Hoover (Federal Bureau 
:>f Investigation, United States Department of Justice, 1 967), gives 
no indication how many crimes are actually solved-as distinguished 
from "cleared by arrest"-but does mention in the Summary that 
police solutions of serious crimes declined in 1 967 by 8%.  Only 2 1 .7 
{or 2 1 .9)% of all crimes are "cleared by arrest," and of these only 
75% could be turned over to the courts, where only about 6o% of 
the indicted were found guilty! Hence, the odds in favor of the 
criminal are so high that the constant rise in criminal offenses seems 
only natural. Whatever the causes for the spectacular decline of 
police efficiency, the decline of police power is evident, and with it 
the likelihood of brutality increases. Students and other demonstra
tors are like sitting ducks for police who have become used to 
hardly ever catching a criminal. 

A comparison of the situation with that of other countries is 
difficult because of the different statistical methods employed. Still, 
it appears that, though the rise of undetected crime seems to be a 
fairly general problem, it has nowhere reached such alarming pro-
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portions as in America. In Paris, for instance, the rate of solved 
crimes declined from 62% in 1 967 to 56% in 1 968, in Germany from 
73·4% in 1 954 to 52 .2% in 1 967, and in Sweden 4 1 %  of crimes 
were solved in 1 967. (See "Deutsche Polizei," in Der Spiegel, April 
7· 1 967.) 

XIV, TO PAGE 55, NOTE 76 
Solzhenitsyn shows in concrete detail how attempts at a rational 

economic development were wrecked by Stalin's methods, and one 
hopes this book will put to rest the myth that terror and the enor
mous losses in human lives were the price that had to be paid for 
rapid industrialization of the country. Rapid progress was made 
after Stalin's death, and what is striking in Russia today is that the 
country is still backward in comparison not only with the West but 
also with most of the satellite countries. In Russia there seems not 
much illusion left on this point, if there ever was any. The younger 
generation, especially the veterans of the Second World War, knows 
very well that only a miracle saved Russia from defeat in 1 94 1 ,  and 
that this miracle was the brutal tact that the enemy turned out to 
be even worse than the native ruler. What then turned the scales 
.vas that police terror abated under the pressure of the national 
�mergency; the people, left to themselves, could again gather to
�ether and generate enough power to defeat the foreign invader. 
When they returned from prisoner-of-war camps or from occupation 
.futy they were promptly sent for long years to labor and concentra
ion camps in order to break them of the habits of freedom. It is 

?recisely this generation, which tasted freedom during the war and 
terror afterward, that is challenging the tyranny of the present 
·egime. 

XV, TO PAGE 66, NOTE 86 
No one in his right senses can believe-as certain German student 

groups recently theorized-that only when the government has been 
forced "to practice violence openly" will the rebels be able "to fight 
against this shit society (Scheissgesellschaft) with adequate means and 
destroy it." (Quoted in Der Spiegel, February 1 0, 1 969, p. go.) This 
linguistically (though hardly intellectually) vulgarized new version 
of the old Communist nonsense of the thirties, that the victory of 
fascism was all to the good for those who were against it, is either 
sheer play-acting, the "revolutionary" variant of hypocrisy, or testi· 
fies to the political idiocy of "believers." Except that forty years ago 

99 



it was Stalin's deliberate pro-Hitler :-11l icy and not just stupid 
theorizing that stood behind it_ 

To be sure, there is no reason for being particularly surprised that 
German students are more given to theorizinfr. and less gifted in 
political action and judgmen t  than their colleagues in  other, poli ti
cally more fortunate, countries; nor that "the isolation of intelligent 
and vital minds . . .  in  Germany" is more pronounced, the polariza
tion more desperate, than elsewhere, and their impact upon the 
political climate of their own country, except for backlash phe
nomena, almost nil. I also would agree with Spender (see "The 
Berlin Youth Model," in op. cit.) about the role played in this situa
tion by the sti ll-recent past, so that the students "are resented, not 
just on account of their v iolence, but because they are reminders 
. . .  they also have the look of ghosts risen from hastily covered 
graves." And yet, when all this has been said and duly taken into 
account, there remains the strange and disquieting fact that none 
of the new leftist groups in Germany, whose vociferous opposition 
to nationalist or imperialist policies of other countries has been 
notoriously extremist, has concerned i tself seriously with the recogni
tion of the Oder-Neisse Line, which, after all, is the crucial issue 
of German foreign policy and the touchstone of German nationalism 
since the defeat of the Hitler regime. 

XVI, TO PAGE 73• N OTE 99 
Daniel Bell is cautiously hopeful because he is aware that scien

tific and technical work depend on "theoretical knowledge [ that] 
is sought, tested, and codified in a disinterested way" (op. cit). 
Perhaps this optimism can be justified so long as the scientists and 
technologists remain uninterested in  power and are concerned with 
no more than social prestige, that is, so long as they neither rule 
nor govern. Noam Chomsky's pessimism, "nei ther history nor psy
chology nor sociology gives us any particular reason to look forward 
with hope to the rule of the new mandarins," may be excessive; 
there are as yet no historical precedents, and the scientists and 
intellectuals who, with such deplorable regu lari ty, have been found 
willing to serve every government that happened to be in power, 
have been no "meri tocra ts" but, rather, soc ia l  cl imbers. But Chom
sky is entirely right in rais ing the quest ion : "Quite generally, what 
grounds are there for supposing that those whose claim to power 
is based on knowledge and techn ique wi l l  be more benign in their 
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exercise of power than those whose claim is based on wealth or 
aristocratic origin?" (Op. cit ., p. 2 7 .) And there is every reason to 
raise the complementary question :  What grounds are there for sup
posing that the resentment against a meri tocracy, whose rule is ex
clusively based on "natural" gifts, that is, on brain power, will be 
no more dangerous, no more violent than the resentment of earlier 
oppressed groups who at least had the consolation that their condi
tion was caused by no "fault" of their own? Is it not plausible to 
assume that this resentment will harbor all the murderous traits of 
a racial antagonism, as distinguished from mere class conflicts, 
inasmuch as it too will concern natural data which cannot be 
changed, hence a condition from which one could l iberate oneself 
only by extermination of those who happen to have a higher I.Q.? 
And since in such a constellation the numerical power of the dis
advantaged will be overwhelming and social mobility almost nil, is 
it not likely that the danger of demagogues, of popular leaders, will 
be so great that the meritocracy will be forced into tyrannies and 
despotism? 

XVII, TO PAGE 77• NOTE 1 06 
Stewart Alsop, in a perceptive column, "The Wallace Man," in 

Newsweek, October 2 1 ,  1 968, makes the point :  "It may be illiberal 
of the Wallace man not to want to send his children to bad schools 
in the name of integration, but it is not at all unnatural. And it is 
not unnatural either for him to worry about the 'molestation' of 
his wife, or about losing his equity in his house, which is all he has!" 
He also quotes the most effective statement of George Wallace's 
demagoguery: "There are 535 members of Congress and a lot of 
these liberals have children, too. You know how many send their 
kids to the public schools in Washington? Six." 

Another prime example of ill-designed integration policies was 
recently published by Neil Maxwell in The Wall Street journal 
(August 8, 1 968) . The federal government promotes school integra
tion in the South by cutting off federal funds in cases of flagrant 
noncompliance. In one such instance, $2oo,ooo of annual aid was 
withheld. "Of the total, $ 1 75,000 went directly to Negro schools . . . •  
Whites promptly raised taxes to replace the other $25,ooo." In short, 
what is supposed to help Negro education actually has a "crushing 
impact" on their existing school system and no impact at all on 
whi te schools. 
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XVIII,  TO PAGE 8 1 , NOTE 1 1 0 
In the murky climate of ideological talk and doubletalk of West

ern student debate, these issues seldom have a chance of being 
clarified; indeed, " this community, verbally so radical, has always 
sought and found an escape,"  in the words of Gunter Grass. It is 
also true that this is especially noticeable and infuriating in Ger
man students and other members of the New Left. "They don't 
know anything, but they know i t  all," as a young historian in 
Prague, according to Grass, summed i t  up. Hans Magnus Enzens
berger gives voice to the general German atti tude ; the Czechs suffer 
from "an extremely l imited horizon. Their. poli tical substance is 
meager." (See Gunter Grass, op. cit., pp. 1 38- 1 42 .) In contrast to this 
mixture of stupidity and impertinence, the atmosphere among - the 
eastern rebels is refreshing, al though one shudders to think of the 
exorbitant price that has been paid for it. Jan Kavan, a Czech stu
dent leader, wri tes: "I have often been told by my friends in west
ern Europe that we are only fighting for bourgeois-democratic 
freedoms. But somehow I cannot seem to distinguish between capi
talist freedoms and socialist freedoms. What I recognize are basic 
human freedoms." (Ramparts, September 1 968.) It i s  safe to assume 
that he would have a similar difficulty with the distinction between 
"progressive and repressive violence."  However, it  would be wrong 
to conclude, as is so frequently done, that people in the western 
countries have no legitimate complaints precisely in the matter of 
freedom. To be sure, it is only natural "that the attitude of the 
Czech to the western students is largely coloured by envy" (quoted 
from a student paper by Spender, op. cit., p. 72), but it is also true 
that they lack certain, less brutal and yet very decisive experiences 
in political frustration. 
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