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1. Introduction

There has been no scarcity of efforts in the la-t century or
50, and particularly in the last decade or =0, to svell out the
difference=s between liberalism and marxiom, in terms of their social
analysis as well as their general cosmology. It is therefore felt
that it is high time to devote more re<wearch effort in the direction
of pointing out their similarities. They are meny, they are, at
least some of them, deep and gignificant, and some of them eare
relatively difficult to see. The reason for that iz simple: in a
world, and not least an Intellectual world uzed tc see them as
polarities, there is difficulty in finding an outside point of

reference from which their =zimilarity can be morec clearly perceived.

ind yet, the simplest analysic should lead one immediately
towards a perspective of similarity rather than polarity. Thus,

given these three circumstances:

i+ they both developed at atout the same time, during the 18th and

19th (to some extent also 20th) centuries.
2. they both developed in about the =zame place, Jestern sfurope.

~. they both developed as a reflectionof a particular culiture
dominated eccnomically by the capitalist system in a certain phase
of its development, and culturally by the tremendous growth of

natural science.

1t would be strange, indeed, if liberalism and marxism =should not
be more similar than different - lezving aside how the '"more" in

this csentence should be operationalized. Indeed, even if we accept



(as we do) the basically marxist idea that liberalism was the
ideology rationalizing the status gquo of a society in which the
pourgeolisie had & vested interest, and marxism waz the ideology
leading to a self-understanding of the proletariat, the exploited
class, of that goclety, this iz only a polarity within the system.
It does not look at the system from the outside. Liberalism and
marxism mey still be two cosmologies relating to capitalism as one
system, liberalism in an apologetical and marixsm in a critical
way, and thus be ecach other's opposite within the system. Only
when one accepts that system as a totality, world 0 will
differences rather than similarities be the only focus worthy of
attention.

In the following we shall try to spell out a number of such
gimilarities. In doing so we have to operate with some conceptions
of "liberalism" and "marxism". 32Both termes stand for a class of
ideologies, oxr social cosmologies, rather than for anything very
precise and limited. No doubt, whatever is stated bvelow it may
be asserted that liberalism in interpretation x and marxism in
interpretation v do not =xhibit the similarity that is claimed Zor

them in this attempt to chanze tne Zccus =2 little oit.

However, we are not inclined to take such objections too
seriously. We shall be operating with very common sensical, even
"vulgar'" images of what "liberalism" and whet "marxism'" stand for.
In fact, we shall cven be zZo vulgar as to see the two superpowers of
today, the United States and the Soviet Union as realizations, to
some extent, of these two cozmologics. And this makes it still more
important to ask the question: why can the two understand cach
other so well when the two cocmologiez are neld to be mutuzlly
incompatible? Why can it be that they are able to zrrive at not only

a medus vivendi, not only passive pezceful coexistence, tut even a

productive, creative system, capable of producing agreements about
how to institutionalize the arms race (SALT) and the biggest trade
treaty in the history of the world? Our thesis, obriefly stated,

is that this is not simply because they have common interests as
great powers, but above all because they are reacting to each other
according to the frame of reference defined by similarities rather

than polarities of their two systems.

But, of course there is much more to "liberalism" and "marxism"

than what is embodied in the two superpowers, and we shall



occasionally make reference to it. In short, we shall operate with
relatively broad definiticns of the two doctrines, and proceed

immediately to those definitions.

2. Ain image of "liberalism'" and "merxzism"

#e shall define "liberalism" as a 3pecial case of what could

be called an actor-oriented perspective on social reality:

In this image soclety 1s zeen as an unstructured set of actors,
they may be individuals or other collectivities, usually nations.
social reality is the sum of the actors, nothing more, nothing less.
The actors are capable of formulating goals and pursuing them, not
necessarily equally well; that depends on their "talent'". “ince
they formulate different goals, =nid since, even when the goals are
the same, they may be incompatible, society is at its best when

it is so0 organized that there is an equilibrium institutionalized
in society balancing  various pursuits of goals. In the field of
gconomics this takes the form of regulated competition, in the
field of politics tne form of regulated competition for votes,
parliamentary democracy, compromises etc., in the field of science

and culture it takes the form of plurslistic competition on the

market of cognlulono and values, in The field of military relations
it takez the form of talance of wnower, 2nd =0 on.

We then see "marxism" as a specisl case of what could be
called a structural perspective on social ality:

According to this image social reality is a set of positions and

the relations between them. Farticularly important among these
relations are relations of exploitation, built-in interaction
whereby onc party is enriched and the other is empoverished. Social



reality is the functioning of this system. The names of the indivi-
dual actors placed in the position ("mames" meaning their individual
characteristics) are of minor significance; the structure is the
important fact. This structure has certain regularities, some of
them static, some of them dynamic, and according to whether one
emphasizes the static or dynamic regularities one gets a structural

image of social reality as a state or a process.

These are broad, even vague, formulations indeed. We do not
even expect that liberals or marixsts will recognize them or identify
with them. All we claim is that with increasing preciseness from
these points of departure versions of liberalism and versions of
marxism mey be obtained. However, our concern is not to carry out
these precisations, but rather to start commenting on the similarities
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and give more meaning to "literalisn” cnd "marwicom" as we proceed.

There are twelve such cimilarities we want to focus on. leed-
less to say, the number is completely arbitrary - many more could
be found, csome of them could be collapsed into one. It all depends
on presentation, z2nd we have preferred to present them in 3ix pairs

£

of similarities that scmehow telong together,

2, The icdeas of mutual exclusiveness and exhaustiveness

The idea here is very simple. The two ideologies have a shared
self-perception as each other's unbridgeable contradiction, as well
as something filling the universe of social cosmologiesz, except for

some residues that may be raferred to az archaic forms:
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Thus, ideological elements are either absorbed, pushed across the &
border, or zdefined away as archaic
Quite to the contrary, our images is something much more like this:
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sven with the extremely general perspectives referred to as
actor-oriented and structure-oriented above it is guite obvious

that any dogma of mutual exclusiveness should be seen as propaganda,

as an effort, sustained by csome kind of shared, gentlemen's agreement,
to span the world by means of these two ideologies. Tor it is
rather clear that social reality embodies a richness that gives
more than sufficient space for both of these perspectives, and meny
others as well, not tc mention those perspectives that slice social
reality in a completely different way.

Thus, ta the Indo-China conflict. In the liberal view 1t is
a conflict between North and South Vietnam, either of which is
supported by great powers, Soviet Union and China on the one gide,
the United States (and zome of her allies) on the other. These are
the actors, they are small and vilg, they have goals, they have
intentions and capabilities, they are pursuing them more or less
skillfully, and history is a drama where sccial reality unfolds

itself by letting the actors be precisely that, actors. The goal is
to reestablish an equilibrium, & balsnce of forces,; more or les
3tatus guo.

According to a marzist vis
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sion what happens in Indo-China iz
]
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not captured in these terms 1. It can only be seen by lookirg

g
at structurel relations, some of them between nations, particularly
the United States and Vietnam, some of them within nations, parti-
cularly between the feudeal, pre-capitalict and capitalist upper
classes in Saigon(and elsewhere iIn South Vietram)and those exploited
vy them. Thece twe structures are then related beczuse the center
of the United States iz tied up with the center cf "her" Vietnam,
symbolized by the word Saigon. For that rezson South Vietnam has
to fight zgainst an alliance between these two centers, and one

ght also add, in addition against the proletariat of tie United
States, the three million or so Americans who have been willing to

participate in the war in Vietnam. The goal is to tranzcend the
status cuo and establish a society without exploitation.
It is hard to see that these two perspectives should exclude
each other in any analysis of what happens in Indo-China. Rather,
they both seem to be glimpses of reality. Which perspective one
prefers to use, we assume, depends on the general orientation at a
level much more fundamental than the choice of perspectives, It
depends, for instance, on who one wants to win, what one prefers as
the outcome, DBut aspects of social reality can be understoond by
using both perspectives, even in an eclectic combination. Since no



good meta-theory seems to be in existence today it is up to the
individual professional or amateur analyst to define his mixture,

and many of these mixtures mey be close to the 0. or 100. extremes,
However, it 1is very hard to find analysts who would really cultivate
a pure ver=ion on either extreme, because of the difficultiec in

expressing and understanding what happens in such terms.

Thus, our first tresis is simply that social reality is much
more complex than any such view, and that any effort to press
social reality into any one of these views only means a loss in
complexity. One perceives that which is caught within the paradigms
given by the perspectives. It should then be remembered that our
perspectives are broadly defined, and that "liverzlism" and "marzism'
must be ceen as very special casec within these perspectives,

narrowing the vi~cions of reality even further down.

This is not to say that the two views may not be incompatible
in an other way. Thus, one would not disagree with the idea that
the liveral view seesz the world in terms thet are not only compre-
hensible but alzo comforting to the lezding classes, just as the
marxist view sees the world in terms that sre comforting to the
oppresged. If one assumes that the interests of these two groups
are really contradictory, then the views are contradictory in the

sense that they may empirically not be held by the same persons or
e
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at is an empiriczl thesis about social rezlity,
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of verification, felsification and indeed of modificati

thesis about the two ideclogi as such.

Our second point in this conrection iz that, in fact, libsr-zl
elements are used by marxists and marxist elements by liberals. They
have borrowed from each other, they are absorbing from each other,
as social reality changes. Thuszs, a liberal economizt Tacing the
crises of capitalist society between the two world wars had to
introcuce some of the structural insights prominent in marxist
thinking, and the result was, perhaps, most clearly exprescsed by
Keynes. And similarly, what shall a marxist economist do after the
revolution? A Cuban economist does not find much in classical
marxist writings that will tell him how to coperate a socialist

economy, since Dax Kapital certainly was not a blue-print for a

zocilalist econémy, but an analy~is, and a brilliantly critical one,
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the frictionless surlaces of mechanicz, or tre "horse-ness'" of 2

extent zbstractions made

horse - 1o some exwtent latter doy vercions of the "univer:
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Irom medieval vphilosophy, to 2ome
fit natural science "laws". Under such perspectives two stonec,

twe horzes, and for that ma alzo two humaen veings, are much more
+ 0 _Ckﬁmﬁoﬁhj

ntTe .
Jd to supsti-

similar t“>‘ they sre different, =imilar enough to be i1
in the ! lences individunlity has to vield

)
tutanili

In oddition, natuec is zeen a2z inanimete, as an object, Lot as
a subject. Liberalism obtains this through Christianity's asymmetric
distribution of soui: all of it to mun, none of it to non-man.,
Farzism obtains it throush atheism, no zounl anywisre and structurzl
orientztion. fAs 2 consegusnce both of them hzve = relation to natiure
which makes 1t poswsidle to exploit her completely, ravage and

destroy Zor production purposes, pollute and devlete ad infinitum,

making there two 1870 evils look more or lecs the same in capitalist

and socialist countries. It iz o relation of Herrschafit, not one

cf rartnerschaflt - the kind of companionchivp and res pect for the

@

dignity of neturc found zmong "primitives", smong American Indianz,

e - - 3 ee \ e cr qn ., Ty 3 5o 4 <+

iindus, and so on, i1¢ completely urknovm. llan iz undizvputed mactar.
i~ v iovr " oty 3o B PR - = I . : =
Thiz view ol nature is, ol courvs, reloted to the odoption of

natural science as the basic paredigm for undersianding of rezlity.
0

to natural zciconce iz the T

e
basic to the notion of "objectivitr" is the ide: that

valid regardless ol 2ny consciousness found =zmong the
et J S

*.

v T . ~ o ~ e S ~ - L, n : T P
lew,  Tlatural science cpeplied to nature is unprodlematic where thicz

iz concerned szince nature i denrived of conscliousnesz by definition;
natural science cpplied to social rezlity brcomes more provlemstic.

Liberal dcctrine and marzist doctrine solve this prodlem in
different ways, marvist doctrine in & way thet is certainly more
T

vizticated than the naive visions usually held within liberal
J

In liberal doctrine not only iz the socicl landscape flat iz
the sense that the basic verdticality, the fundamental contradiction
seen by marzist doctrine does not esxxict. History is also flat:
changes are of degree, not of kind as soon as equilibrium is by and

larze obtained and =stabilized throush reinforcing mechanisms. Thus, it
to establizsh laws for socisl reality, zince social

21ly uvnchangeable. OCut of this phase grows positive
0



science, but wi cial elements, among them individual actorsz, as
r

i o)
objects. Out of this grow:s the entire social science tradition
particularly associated with the United Itates: all the experiments
and =surveys leading to the formulation of laws that all of them have
one thing in common. They pnresuppose that the human beings to
which they apply do not themselver know the law. Tor the moment they
know the law they may slzo cct agzainst it. Thus, what would happen
oo

to the Aszch effect, or to the Cheref effect when Lsch and Sheref

themzelves are exposed to them?

e do not pursue this theme further 2ince 1t iz in a =e

e
obvious. DBut in marxist thinking oturgesetzlichkeit can also be

found, it only takes =z more sophi=sticated form. ;hus, to marxist
dectrine the "lawz" of literal socizl zcience are ot most useful
for understanding the society to which they svply, and zinc

soclety 1s finite in its exicstence it cannot claim am

universal invariance, neither in time, nor in space. Cn the contrary,

that society is going to be superseded (one o7 the current, but als

bad ‘nglich trenclation of the excellert Germen exprecsion

5

4y £ ' ] T - -~ wr K r s o~ e
"aufheben"), and once that oorew poclety will taoke

shape the laws of which e intuited, not extrapolatecd

Ifrom the laws of the preceding form.

But if this is the case, why chould it not alzo be possible to
supersede the superceszion? 1{ the =upercession itselfd ic so

rough that it outweighs counteract it, even when

the most conscious, most voveriul azctoers are mcbilized

~

for this purposze, thern Ho 2t has obviocusly =survived,
at least at this point. I :hort, the prophecy iz only seen as
selif-denying or seli-fuliilling to & limited extent. C onsciousness

can at most delay or promote revoluticn by 2 small (hew zmell is
debatable) time interval, otherwise the lzw would not be = law, the
’ 2

vrophecy not a prophecy, only 2 highly conditional prediction

’)J

epenaing on consztancy in the level of consciousness.

And, more significantly, what about the law of stages of socie-
ltes? WJhat about the ides that

is a pocialist society in storage Jor us, after that a communist

ct

)

fter the capitalist society there

soclety will come, with internal wvariationz? If each
individual soclety is capable of being superseded, why should this
not also apply to the succession of the stages? Could it not be



said that what marxism doesg at this point is only

J
llaturgesetzlichkeit one le un, lenisd ig the invar
e

oy

Q
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ining one social order, but not the invarianc

<

o

he transition from one stage to the next and their succession

ot

t is that both systems claim to be "scientific", a term

=0

Thus
yith high

which the

estige within the perticular time and cpace region in

c+ ol
3

70 coomologies emerszed ond developed. This crecstes

ntricate problems since ccecience 1s motilized on either zide to

o

disorove the other and to prove oneself., The result of thiz is

o

clearly seen in univergitiesz ftoday in one out of the followi

\,’Q
<t
Ly
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vays: elther liberal doctrine deminates completely or marxist

doctrine dominates completely, or there is & basic strug

to some kind of staelemate - arz for inztance at the Freie Universitit
in Berlin where social science institutes tend to split into two,

one for liberzl psychology and one for marxist psychology, etc.
Mgain, tertium ot on datur.

Just as either system rejects the idea of true Partnerschaft

with nature, either sycstem rejccts the ides that man's conzciouvsness

vy

could be cepable of superceding any l=2w impored on zccial renlity.

n wihy thiz Lofurgesetzlicnkeit prevails rust probatly bde
+
v

o
zaen ﬂistorically: either group rad +the experience thot natural

engineering were possivle, either zroup might like to transfer this
caradigm to the social reality they wanted to control, for stability
or for chan In order to do =0 society had to be endowed with

j e i

Faturgesetzlichkeit, there had to be some thing
or o

that was seen as working in fevor of onrne'sn own favored zocinl

reality, either by mainteining it in an equilibrium ztate, or oy

changing it dynamicelly, first cuantitatively, then gualitatively
that establiches & new zoclal order. iAnd that brings us

0o the next pair ol similoritieqs.

Ll 7 - « - e . - 2 - .
o The ideag of industrial procuction as primordial and the economic
heroes of history

The fascination with Jcononic Mnn shered by the two cosmologies
iz in no neced of much elaboration. Like natural science production
alco underwent tremendous growith, thore we e changes obvious and
highly conspicuous even to the most unperceptive mind, and the two
coecmologies reflocted the changes in those two fields. factors thaot
at that time were more constant, ~uch as institutions like education,
perhavs even family, were not zeen as prinordial.
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In other vperiods of hiztory, in other parts of the world
geography with the whole system of procduction in 2 szteady state and
changes elsewhere (in syctems of faith, science, in education,

gies would probably commit th

o

Tamily matters) other social cosmolo

came type of fallacy: bacing o theory of prime movers on that

which they see as changing around them, tzking constant factors as
me

e
thing given.

This ha= sometning fundamental to do with the euro-centric

\1

ethnocentrism of liberalism and marxism. Tor instance, neither

7

system will be capable of coping in any reasoncble way with an

(admittedly idealized) Jouth ez islancd where vrimary needs are

setisfied cut of nature's zbundance, the water is zalways fresh and
plentiful, bread [ruits, iz ete. are there to De picked and
enjoyed, shelter znd clothes are unproblematic in the congenial
climate, and ©o on. And the nystems would be egually incapable of
coping with realities in an Eskimo Socﬁety where 2 balance with
nature is obtained, and an exictence is made pog-ible, through
constant ant hard labor, but with no "economic growth" ol any kxind.
Cf cour=ze, in ~=nying <o thn ides io wnot thot the two ayotems would

=R

A

not have comething to soy sbout theze types ol zocieties, only thnt
what they might sy would be trivial, {lat because the variablez on
which they sre pinning their cosmologies are too constant to offer
any veriance on which anything but o flat theory can be btuilt.

i
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It mo7 be odjected that the two aexamples mentioned in a sense

pcint backwards in humarn hintory. lowever, excctly the same can be
s2id 1f one looks Jorward in time, to =2 zmoclety with automated

production, a society where Tundasmentol needs are caticfied through

o production machinery serviceo oY practically 5

where Ifood, zcnelter and clothe=, meybe also med

be available much in the came way an water is tsken out of a cresk
in the mountsins or electricity out of a socket, suppnlied through
an zutomnted power gmrid served Dy o couple of computer:s and a

nandful of people. It is certninly not inconceivable that su

N
system might be o steady state system. It inputs might ve fr
in an automatic chain of cause an t, its output mignt
defined in the culture of thet 3ystem az both necezsary and suffici
What would happen to analyticasl zystems where Man, the Pr
~¥3 such o »rominent role in the i kind of scciety? It is morve

likely that cither scystem will try to prove within its parzdiznm
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reezes and narrows down.
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central position in

the theory of =zocial reality, those who occupy central rolec in
the system of production will necessarily be seen an move of
higtory, or =t least az being particulorly close to the kinz-pin of
the gocilal mechonism. Do cosmologies hove their key perszons who
re made herces of history: the entreprensurs in liberclism and
the part of the induntrial proleteriat that iz mo t industrielized
and most proletarized, oft foundin heavy inductriss according to
mariism. Of course, neither theory is so simplistic that other
sectors of zocial life are disregarded, only that these particular
roles are seen ag being pverticularly consequential for the stability
or change of social rea ity., In thiz rerard either cosmoclosy
reprecented o ruviuvre with tre post, 2 break with tradition that
would see either the managers of pover or the great producers or
ideologies, philosophy and culiture as basic, In a2 gense intellectual

authors of liberslism and merxism 21l abdicate, az if they were
saying: we are only the formulators of systems ezsentislly created
by others, It ic like John the Zeontizt relative to Jesus Chriczt,
informing the macssez about The eal Cne. | zred hrvpoerisvw, in otrer
words,

In sgeeing the entrepreneurs &z the avant ~arde of the tusiness

community and the workers in the heavy 1ndustries zz tre avant r~arde

of the proletar
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ceing on a congtant and deliterate zearclh for new means of production

t
ownership,., In other words, one would have to look ot the mode ¢l pro-
dguct level, inzide the factory for instence, not only
ione would then e a concscious strate-
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owever this moy be the ne

of the power elitez in the two superpowers: bucinens men

and lawyers in one, people wit letarian origin and technicians
in the other. Cur point would iz not ornly because the3

express class interests, but

- a5 the real ones, capatle of
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enes much Cop roback, ~nd boe boon chaced i nreotine i R

' TR, conh Taliopnt tem oy nirrgism, ad Tor that reason viet
ryicbs hove 30T onities Pt r T ceeoanllen thnaf A

sl rae forernt Cena 1th EUNER A IR AL s« 5 rionn P obse £ PP hiaw

it thedr Joamnresa soauniaroan et e connatari by alons th indiveidgnt isna

cottectiviem Aimensian o SUrons Eha o ane wapdor whother thic disa

simitoarity e png moh Sfroaneer than thoe allared similarity pnd
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ilentlamry,

In short, it is felt that both liberalism and marxzism in
ropean versions will have cdifficulties coming to ¢ e
collectivism found in certain buddhist-insplired Asian systems of
thought. Also, in taking the nation-s 50 seriously a change
not be defined as real unlessa 1 e ce at that level. To the 1i-
beral it has to be regictered In the &l institut-ons of the
atate, to the marxist expresion 1as und in the pattern of
ownor““ » of the means of production at same level. This means
that Lmdowtant chances at lower levels w e Seen as experiments,
even as 2libis and deviationsz,; at the = m

will

3 A

Yo Q
{2
&}
O
o o
b (D = =0

b= (D P b

=4

D -y o+

en . me ag the changes at the
"right level" may turn out to be of minor significance, even highly
overestimated. sxamples of either misjudgement are numerous and 11LL—
ly to ve multiplied as long as our inking caught in this 18th or
19th century framework of territorially define nation-states.
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/. The idea o¢f social time's arrow: secularism and ameliorism

In botn 1iberalism and marxism time is eguipved with an arrow, as
pointed ouvt: history flows like a river, guietly, only with some ed-
dieg in the liberal wvision, turbulently, with wa te“—Jallo and probubl"
also against gravity in the marxist vision, ends up in the ocean; in

the ocean there is no longer any flow, the ocean simply is. History
ie over. Man's real existence has started, guaranteed through egquili-

brium and transcendence respectively,

The gimilarity with Christian paradise 1is cbvicus, The idea
movement, history as a flow 1s something prelimirnary, transient
whereas stability is reality is also Aristotelian. But the ide
a one-way flow leading Ifrom beCOMlﬂg to being is too similar to
pilegrim's progress to be merely a coincicence. To see this
more clearly let us point to some alternative cosmologies.

Let ug first accept the duwality good-evil, and the idea trhat
these are principles that are embodied in certain Forms of
existence, abutract ani/or concrete, ouch a: a paradise and hell.
opmant” vould be the trensition leadi

n
tion of geood, awvay “rom hell and ovil. The

form of the continuity of bourgecis



Christianity, an accumulation of zood

)

deads, or the

tinuity ol fundemental Thristienity itk it~ emphasis on real con-

ically more cimilar to the marvist cosmology

as in Christianity one ic cnly converted once, crossing

kN

clowly or avruptly The borderiine between evil and gooﬂ, neither

liberalicm nor marxicm envisazge & roeturn to earlisr forms., 4 prich

-

“oclety connot become po 1oty cannot

o
can become weconverted. Of course, in oll three cases thers may be

slips and lapncges, the mishapz of socizl and individual histery, but
that 1s not the ame a3 & deliberate change back to the form lelt
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real person.

socializt societies from roverting to capitaiiom and Christians
helpning a brother not only commitfing an occasional 3in but from
disavowing Christianity, are exercising somethning much more {ndamental

ist
than simple brotherly assiztance. They are, in Tuct, trying t©o zave

45 4 4+ - O e B S Lo P - ag N > 5 T - ~
chelr own theory of unidiractionsliity. And 17 thev do ncet succaed
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digtress was not really firm, solid, whot looked like a2 relapce was
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only an indication thnat his conversion was not a genuine one in the

fir=t run. Tor 1if it had veen genuine, then a2 re
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tesrn impossible. lisgtory iz o one-way street tha
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atential forms. Cf course, there is no ¢
e en the ephemeral existence in mundane incarnations and

sceondence existence
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monotone, be tnzt continuocus
he whole vislion 13 more generous. Lt iz ¢

natural or normal that relapses taks place. There is 2o
Christian insistence that you can gain paradice once z2nd I
through one tremendous effort and that this will guarantee you

ainst ever losing the grip. Of course, you may have to strengthen

fortify your position and your movement zlong the path of

transition, but for this there are rules and procedures

If, however, one should sp

M

culate really about alternative coz-
the principle of dusltifty. Thet ig,

e
molesies one would have to leave
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tween two goods, Two neu r even two evils ior
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cne or con sion snd in

ivable.

inextricobly

reconversion
it looks
with directionality,
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conce But in general

almost linked up

rather then cymmetric,

Let us imagine a cocsmoleosy with three poles, not orderec like
the successive stagcs found in marzist thinking, but as three cocial
forms that each and Ty themzelves in regarded as acceptable, not
nscessarily for the same person ' in the same situation o (e.c.
period in his life-cycle), d»ut for different persons in the same
situation or for the same neorson in ¢ Tlerent situationz. Unz could

imagine transitions and conversicns of 51X kinds in such a4 con-
figuration, one could link these transitions together in a chain of
transitions that mizht span o verzon's life-cycle or @ peoplet's
eristence, and completely diTferent visions of history would evolve,
211 of them different from thne disciplinary simplicity found in
liberal-marxist thinking. Thus, & true pluralist society might con-
tain within its limits several sccial formg and i1f the velicl gsyoctem
crmits of transcencental cccieties come of them might not be in
this world, and sccial o5 well oo perconal hicztories could take on
an enormous complexity depending on the Xxinc ol route stecered ITom

one form %o

the other.

4 simpler way of expressing the same would be arrived at by in-
troducing a change in Christianity. Below are thres fizures: what
one might call conventional Chriatianity, liberal/marxizt ameliorative
secularism, and unconventional Christisnity:

Heaven + (for soul) Liberal - Heaven + (for soul)
S X

orld

i

Hell

Conventional

stable

World - dynamic + Jorld stable and
T dynamic
- . - 4
(for body) Marzis Tell "+ (for bod )

.

Unconventional

christianity

cosmology

Throuch secularization the tranccendental Tlell and Heoven of Christia-
rity are placed in thic world; the arrow vointing to Heaven becomes

an arrov pointing to the Tuturec, "malvation” becomes '"progress'., To
be on the sicde of progress you muct be '"saved', e the

truth, 1lib
promising
soul t

o De,

scillation

ral

o O

4

r I‘Y\r—\‘r‘hvlﬁ G

truth.
duality,

one

e g3 ~ 4T =
one place that is good for the body - and even an
between thz tTwvo - - -
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or 1f the state Tunctionz for all, i3 something of, by and for the

collectivity, thnen 1t may be incompatible with individual variation

- N R N N ~ RPN 3 e AP ey S 3 N Cae
iberzl the zocizl landscope 1o flat and Qevslopment is if not

th
roreces needed to overcoms clast contradictions. 1t may be added
tnat between the two, in a curic t

A o Ty v ey — o ER e
planner who wants the apparatus

or

igm rnor marxism wdmits of transc

¥ 1

ic point iz that the end stege is
.
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extra effort was needed; to Morx and "meels it alsc looks a= 11

d not be more than some generctions Zway. An

11
tre similoritiecs between these two statelexns end-states are agtoundi
+

Thus, it looks ag if
b4

- the idea of a society where 21l primary ne=ds are e8!
more or less automatically,; food, shelter, clothes,
come at no effort, work is not needed for zuch thinge.

- the primary sector iz more or lecsz abolished: agriculture
is cutomated (the final negation of farming),
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- the =zecondary cec

- the tertiary =cctor is the one that dominates a3 envisaged
in all liberzl predictions and implicitly in marxis
deceriptions of i=st

- this deoes not mean thet people are =zimply idling their 13
away, t bu sclenceg, producing

e ~art i 2
conaoumi Farme Pav @ ol ; Mhnavrs s atr 1 mml Nro -
[§4 AL - Luli o Z . § E : lhere are no ucgcura =

7 i . s . -~ % - [aNrs
blem=z left; ma - he has become like God.

It iv not go difficult to sec where this kind of vicsion stems
from: Chrintiszn enchatolocy. It is the triumph of the soul cover
the body, of mentel over manucl werk, of the white collar over the

blue collar, of education over the cconomy to speax in sectoral

T - - O T L T N IS P v
terme., Neither tnoe libe ol ner zt utoplia evhibits anytning
of the carnzl Juct, of the vigour ang sensuous enjoyment founad in
Y . 4 e R PNES N Ps a3 . g
Muzlim and Viking images ol the . wWe hear nothing oi

endless ocuppli ol beer, of women that can be enjoye; afrech every
day cince they wake up in the morning 23 virgins, oI battles that

i
-3 G A T s e P . heco ~ 3 -5 A A
caen be resumed Tor oll their adventure bLecauss the killed ond nmoimed

o

-

‘UC come 1 l ve an ﬁ be :_,1.-]. thv' Li{:ga,j_n » _i}he E o |9 ara
J E&e S
ese h?L t 0.L0 gff‘JE,r

activitiern Sut we nove neve  Teen niither oo llibercl nor o mardicdt
paradise built around the plezcures of the palate or the enjoyment

saxunl communion. Zoth uwtopias are puritan, both utopias promise
plenty Zor the soul and nothing, except freedom from need, for the boiy.

T s . Falgn N e T Py T v e T s € o2 - U 4
Man is free tecaucze he no lonser oo to foil, but ne s

ocurcuits. Ultimately this is tre triumpa of the intell
leaving to tne economic herocs the dirty work of preva

for intellectualicz=.
07 cource, there mizt a2lzo nhave teen another model lurking in
b4
the mind: of these authors: the life of the high bourgeocisie of
the 19th ong 18th centuries., Meryx' Tuture man who aunts in the
morning and engag

. 1. Fagis Ty 3 - 3 v~ .09 3 T e
¢ in shepherding, fishing, ending up with social

e
eriticism at nicht is very similar to landed gentry and both liberal
1 £

i
ectuals might have Dbeen envious

they hove zlso projected into t

of their own life siyle, 3 high component of intellectualism, the

Tincl triumph of academic man over =1l otkhers in making the ut
m-

s O
5 purified and prodlem-free version of academic life ("acadenmic"

token in ita scientific a2s well 23 its artictic conno t“tjon)

thev zhare the I 130it Mristion ascumntion e IR S PR
they zhare the implicit Christicn ascumption that there iz 2 oneness
" A € . el e 5 -~ . . ) e TR T3~ 4
to goodnesz, that good soclety is monictic rather then plurslistic.
et N 3 e -] 1 3 - ~~ 4+~
Juzt oz there iz cne UﬂlVﬂrﬁr God, thore iz one zood world stato.
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In the liberal ftheory of today this kind of future

v

become trivializmed to the ewtreme. The eguilibrium has been split

into zectors and been institutionalized, the transition from bad
n

to zood takes the form of econoniic growth, and 1t is even operationa-

s ~ - s 3 5 PR T T oA et ~4A 1
lized as gross national product per csplta. Leaving azide the
e A P P B gy i -1 n . ~ 3 - kS
criticism of this operationslization, there is one interesting poin
i~ A T A e i1t e e e e e - o P ] ma, £ iy
evil i ot the vottom, wut wrhere I absolute gZood? The focus

has been on the Tirst ccuple of thousnnsd dollors a2long this scale,

to the cusstion !

ans no serious answer oo been gliven

£

anough?h Cf course, in

in tais century one runs
- . 3 MRS D
its credibility. Yeople

Uiener fall into in their wvisions ol the future.
haz pecome =0 trivial that it failz to attract, regardless of how
on the GlP/capita scale the goal is placed. The liberal

utonia becomes unattractive sinply Lecause it iz o0

cut, the marxist utopia ic

LA >
o - 5 £a R SRR o A T P
extremely vooue., This, of cour.e, o7t nothiing o0
a0 concre b“

o~ e T e A T ryr . ¥
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the whole world. In the fail 0l Tertium noxn datur, in the micsionary

belie? in universalism, in ©

i
23 the basic duzlity between
Tn

<47 ol 1 P

of his internal dilemma to cther=, 2t the tip of the svord, in the
s c

- PN 3 P ) 3 e P P S | -~ o
olrz and Jjovrnals, in technical assistonce e

0
inverse fiows of influen

2, Zor instance of reciprocal

-

assictance for soclal recon > "developing" coun-

tric>s to today's '"develope countriez would be repulsive to capita-

1 RPN - - R R 3
alike., ‘Ulestern ~rrogancs it not =plit

rticulerly when the polarity is 2
imperialism rather than the tittex

try to convert it into.

incidentally, tallking about imperislism: in their cconomiom

Koakd

-

the twe cocmologier have a shared blindnezs when it comes te seeling
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