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S

AMES JOYCE is one of the very few modern artists to quote
St. Thomas Aquinas as an authority on esthetic philosophy.
Many times, in the esthetic theory presented in 4 Portrait

of the Artist as a Young Man, the name Aquinas recurs. The

purpose of this essay is to appraise Joyce’s pronouncements on
the beautiful, using Thomism as a touchstone.

The existence of the beautiful, in terms of the fundamental
epistemological problem of realism and idealism, has disturbed
esthetic philosophers from Plato to Croce. Does beauty exist
in the mind, or does it exist In nature? Is beauty a logical
being, a concept; or is it a real being, an extra-mental phe-
nomena? Or perhaps it is both a product of nature and a
product of mental activity. The last of these suggests the
traditional solution the Scholastics have accorded this problem
of the locus of beauty. They assert beauty is both a physical
and a psychical fact.

The French neo-Thomist, Maurice de Wulf, viewing esthetic
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experience in the light of this objective-subjective interpreta-
tion, says the beautiful does not “. . . belong exclusively to
things, as the Greeks thought, nor to the subject alone who
reacts and enjoys, as some contemporary philosophers maintain.
But it is as it were midway between object and subject, and
consists in a correspondence between the two.” * Leonard Cal-
lahan summarizes the whole Thomistic position as follows:
“ Beauty is not a simple but a complex notion; not an abso-
lute, but a relative conception. In its entirety it exists neither
as a physical nor as a psychical fact; it is neither wholly in the
object, nor wholly in the subject, but the result of an intimate
connection of both object and subject. In fine, beauty is a
quality of a work of art or of an object of nature, which by rea-
son of its adaptation to the perceptive faculties of the subject,
can arouse a feeling of admiration in him who contemplates
it.” * This dual aspect of the beautiful is clearly indicated in
the writings of St. Thomas, as will subsequently be shown.
While the unity of the esthetic experience must be insisted
upon, it will be advisable to consider its two aspects separately.
A choice presents itself at this point between two approaches
which cannot be simultaneously presented though they are
closely interwoven. Should an analysis of the ontological quali-
ties of beauty be given at the outset, or should the psycho-
logical aspects be considered first? Since being is prior to being
known, the extra-mental and ontological elements of the beauti-
ful will be considered first, and then the perceptive and emotive
characteristics will be analyzed. “ Beauty is in the object
according to the perfection of its being, the proportion of its
parts; and in a metaphysical sense, all things which are, are
beautiful.”®* Hence, the three conditions assigned to it by St.
Thomas: “ For beauty three things are requisite. In the first
place, integrity or perfection, for whatsoever things are imper-
fect, by that very fact are ugly; and due proportion or con-

* Maurice De Wulf, Mediaeval Philosophy (Cambridge, 1922), p. 136.

®Leonard Callahan, A Theory of Esthetic According to the Principles of St.
Thomas Aquinas, Baltimore, 1927, p. 29.

3 Mortimer Adler, Art and Prudence, New York, 1937, p. 83.
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sonance; and again effulgence: so bright colored objects are
said to be beautiful.” *

The condition of integrity requires that an object of beauty
have a positive fullness, completeness, and a richness of per-
fection. Integrity or perfection is to be understood not in a
moral sense but in its primary ontological meaning, so that an
object of beauty is perfect when it lacks no essential parts or
elements. “ The importance of this factor in arousing a sense
of beauty is evidenced by everyday experience. An aspect of
nature which suggests incompleteness and imperfection, such as
a barren field, leaves us cold and indifferent. The same piece
of land at a different season of the year, covered with rich crops,
enlivened by the myriad tints of its vegetation, may provide a
lively esthetic stimulus, in that it arouses the mind by its sug-
gestion of richness, vitality, and energy.”®

Attempts have been made to disprove this condition of
integrity, which the Thomists posit for beauty, by citing the
universal approbation accorded the beauty of the Venus de
Milo and several other famous fragmentary specimens of art.
This objection vanishes when it is understood that integritas is
relative to the aims of a work. The observation of Jacques
Maritain, on this point, will serve to repudiate the objection.

The speculation of the Ancients concerning the nature of the
beautiful must be taken in the most formal sense and their thought
should not be materialized in any too narrow specification. The idea
of integrity or perfection or complete execution can be realized not
in one way only but in a thousand or in ten thousand different
ways. The lack of a head or an arm is a considerable defect in a
woman but of much less account in a statue—whatever disappoint-
ment M. Ravaisson may have felt at being unable to complete the
Venos of Melos. The slightest sketch of Leonardo’s or even Rodin’s
is nearer to perfection than the most finished Bouguereau. And if
it pleases a futurist to paint a lady with only one eye, or a quarter
of an eye, nobody denies him such a right: all one is entitled to re-
quire—and here is the whole problem—is that the quarter eye is
all the lady needs in the given case.® '

* Summa Theol., I, q. 39, a. 8. ¢ Callahan, op. cit., p. 59.
¢ Jacques Maritain, Art and Scholasticism, translated by J. Scanlen, 3d edition
(New York, 1946), p. 22.
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Proportion or harmony is the second extra-mental feature
arousing a sense of beauty; pulchrum in debita proportione
consistit.” Proportion represents the completion of order.
Variety, unity, and harmony are all affiliated notions implied in
this idea of order and proportion.

Wherever we seek for beauty, and especially in sensible objects
whence the concept is primarily derived, we always find this unity
‘in variety, this peculiar proportion or harmony which makes for
esthetic order. In architecture we have the several paris of a
building, windows, doors, columns, ornaments, etc., blended into a
harmonious whole according to correct proportions. In literature
the same purpose is served by the combimation of different ideas,
events, and circumstances, successively evolved; in music a combi-
nation of various sounds, changes in tempo, in rhythm. And so
through the entire realm of art and beautiful nature—always
variety, but always proportion, symmetry, and adaptation uniting
disparate things and effecting a common center, a unity of action
or of plan.®

As integrity was superficialized, and it was assumed that
perfection could only be realized through material fullness, so
proportion is often associated with superficial meanings: sym-
metry, assonance, and the like. But this is far from the truth
for asymmetry or dissonance is often required for the work of
art to have due proportion. And as it was with integnty, it is
with proportion and harmony:

They [proportion and harmony] differ with the object and the
end aimed at. Proportions good in a man are not good in a child.
Figures constructed according to the Greek or the Egyptian canon
are perfectly proportioned in their kind: but Roualt’s yokels are
also as perfectly proportioned in their kind. Integrity and propor-
tion have no absolute significance and must be understeod solely in
relation to the end of the work, which is to make a form shine on
the matter.’

This very brilliance of form,™ the essence of beauty, the claritas

? Summa Theol., I, q. 5, a. 4, ad Tum.

8 Callahan, op. cit., p. 61.

® Maritain, op. cif., pp. 22-28.

10 % The word form is a technical term, signifying that which constitutes a given
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pulchri of Aquinas, is the most important esthetic quality. It
correlates the two conflicting viewpoints concerning the locus
of beauty; it unites the ontological domain to the psychological
domain. Claritas is a stepping stone linking beauty in the
object to beauty in the subject. In view of this, it is capable
of being defined in two ways: in terms of what it is in itself, or
again in terms of the effects it produces.

In order to grasp this splendor of form comprehensively, it is
necessary to look at the definitions arrived at by two neo-
Scholastic commentators. The first emphasizes claritas as
it inheres in a work of art or an object of nature. “ By the
brilliancy of the beautiful, therefore, we mean the shining forth
of the form of a thing, either of a work of art or of nature, or
whatever it may be, in such a manner that it is presented to the
mind with all the fullness and richness of its perfection and
order.” * The second commentator starting his definition where
the first left off emphasizes claritas as it 1s introduced into the
realm of consciousness. “The claritas pulchsi is a manner of
being which attracts the attention of the intelligence, solicits its
contemplative activity, brings before its gaze the order, variety,
and unity of works of nature and art.” ** By these definitions
it may be seen how integritas and consonantia are relative to
and dependent upon claritas. The splendor of form stimulates
sensible intuition by lighting up the integrity, perfection, pro-
portion, and harmony of a material being.

Since there are certain crucial differences between the inter-
pretation presented by James Joyce in his novel, 4 Portrait of
the Artist as ¢ Young Man, and a genuinely Thomistic mter-
pretation, the foregoing standards maybe used to measure cer-
tain Joycean artistic pronouncements.” Emmanuel Chapman
thing in a determined species or essence; it is the type, the abstract ideal. The
scholastic conception of form should not be confused with the prevalent accepta-
tion of the word in contemporary language.” (Callahan, op. cit., p. 64.)

** Callahan, op. cit., p. 64.

*? Maurice De Wulf, “Les Theories Esthetiques Propres a S. Thomas,” Revue
Neo-Scolastique, 1Y, 341 (Oct. 1895).

** James Joyce, A Portrait of the Avtist as a Young Man (New York, 1928).

All the quotations in the text will be found between pages 239-54 of the Modern
Library edition.
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is perhaps the sole neo-Thomistic philosopher ever to evaluate
Joyce’s esthetic in print. In one part of an essay on the sub-
ject of beauty and art,”* Chapman succinctly appraises Joyce’s
interpretation of St. Thomas’ three requisites of the beautiful.
Unfortunately his criticism of Joyce is brief, but it is so accurate
and so penetrating that it goes right to the heart of Joyce’s
peculiarly deep and at the same time partially erroneous insight.

In interpreting St. Thomas’ three requisites of the beautiful,
Stephen Dedalus, who images so perfectly Joyce, his artificer,
glimpses certain truths which he obscures and combines in the
wrong way. It is not suprising that the existential meanings of the
requirements of the beautiful are missed altogether. Nor is there
any fundamental objection to Stephen extending the meaning of
integritas, which he translates as wholeness, to unity: “ You ap-
prehend it as one thing. You see it as one whole. You apprehend
its wholeness. That is integritas.”

The truth is ghmpsed that consonantia flows from the form,
but Joyce does not see that it is the ontological good of a thing. . . .

Clarites, as might be expected is given the best interpretation by
Joyce: “ It would lead vou to believe that he (St. Thomas) had in
mind symbelism or idealism, the supreme quality of beauty being
a light some other world, the idea of which the matter is
but the symbol. I thought be might mean that clarites was the
artistic discovery and the representation of the divine purpose
in anything or a force of generalization which would make the
esthetic image a universal one, make it outshine its proper condi-
tions. But that is hterary talk, I understand it so. When yon
have apprehended that basket as one thing and have then analyzed
it according fo its form and apprehended it as a thing, you make
the only synthesis which is logically and esthetically permissable.
You see that it is that thing which it is and no other thing. The
radiance of which he speaks is the scholastic quidditas, the what-
ness of a thing.” 1%

So much from Chapman has been quoted, because he so
clearly indicates Joyce’s mistake both 1n interpreting and apply-
ing the three requisites of the beautiful posited by Aquinas. In
the text of his esthetic, Joyce makes the three things needed

** Emmanuel Chapman, “ The Perennial Theme of Beauty and Art,” in Essays
in Thomism, edited by R. E. Brennan (New York, 1942), pp. 338-347.
% Jtid., pp. 340-341.
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for beauty correspond to the phases of esthetic apprehension.
Aquinas, on the other hand, primarily considered the qualities
of universal beauty as conditions for esthetic apprehension.
Joyce misunderstood Aquinas; he mistook the preparation for
the process, for the process itself. For Aquinas, integrity, con-
sonance, and clarity were primarily existential qualities, stimu-
lating the sense of the beholder. For Joyce, integrity, con-
sonance, and clarity exist primarily in the mind of the beholder
as stages in the generation of the “ concept ” of beauty.

Joyce was thus confused with respect to the precise locus of
the beautiful. He perceived that integrity and consonance flow
from the form, but he failed to perceive that they constitute the
ontological good of a thing. This is not to say that the Thomists
do not recognize the fact that the objective requisites of the
beautiful are ultimately introduced into the realm of conscious-
ness. Indeed, the function of claritas, the foremost ontological
quality of beauty, is to effect the adaptation of the object to
the subject. And it is further true that a beautiful being,
whether it be an object of nature or a work of art, presents
within itself the concrescence of all three qualities only formally
distinguished by reason. Thus, they are similar in the object
and only become dissimilar and separated out when they are
perceived. Despite its ultimate realization in the process of
artistic apprehension, the threefold root of the beautiful is still
basically the possession of the object.

It remains to evaluate Joyce’s characterization of the esthetic
emotion. Instead of initially citing Aquinas on the constitution
of the esthetic emotion, it will expedite the whole process of
criticism if several of Joyce’s declarations on the subject are
brought forward first this time.

Joyce forges out the following distinguishing characteristics
of the esthetic emotion:

—Aquinas—said Stephen—says that is beautiful the apprehension
of which pleases.—

Lynch nodded.

—1I remember that—he said—Pulchra sunt quae visa placent.—
—MHe uses the word visa—said Stephen—to cover esthetic appre-
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hension of all kinds. . . . This word, though it is vague, is clear
enough to keep away good and evil, which excite desire and loath-
ing. It means certainly a stasis and not a kinesis. How about the
true? It produces also a stasis of the mind. . . . —

~— . . . Truth is beheld by the intellect which is appeased by the
most satisfying relations of the intelligible: beauty is beheld by the
imagination which is appeased by the most satisfying relations of
the sensible, . . . —

Joyce made other equally pertinent comments that might have
been quoted here, but the foregoing were chosen, because they
cut into the most serious failure in the field of modern esthetics.
The failure referred to is the inability to explain rightly how
the beautiful, differently from the true and the good, resolves
contrary emotions and so brings the mind into dynamic repose.

The first step in the achievement of this purpose is the care-
ful analysis of that classic definition of the beautiful formulated
by Aquinas and quoted above by Joyce. Chapman notes that
Aquinas, proceeding inductively, derived his first definition of
beauty from its effects.

Broadly speaking, those things are called beautiful the vision or
apprehension of which placate. Charged with implications, this
saying strikes the two-inter-blending notes which will help to
explain how man’s cognitive and appetitive movements are brought
into repose by the beautiful, differently than by the true and the
good. The beautiful it says, refers essentially to vision or appre-
hension, and it also pertains to the nature of the beautiful that its
very vision or apprehension placate appetition. Vision not only
signifies the act of the sense of sight, but by reason of its worth
and certainty is applied to the cognition of all the other senses, and
also further to intellectual cognition.*®

In this commentary, Chapman suggests that the cognition of
the beautiful brings its own special kind of satisfaction. The
preceding quotation from Joyce would suggest the same thing.
Thus, Joyce with a creative understanding of beauty reads into
Aquinas the same implication as does a philosopher with a
theoretical understanding of beauty.

18 Ibid., p. $43.
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While Joyce perceives the need of distinguishing the beauti-
ful from the good and the true, the distinctions he does make
are not perfectly valid. With regard to the beautiful and the
good, Joyce makes a distinction on the basis of motion. The
good is kinetic in character exciting desire; the beautiful is static
in character inducivg ideal pity or ideal terror. The Thomist
would object to the static emphasis, and certain Platonic
overtones in this and another supplementary statement of
Joyce’s that “ the mind is arrested and raised above desire
and loathing.”

Two capital texts from the Summa Theologica compare and
contrast the kind of satisfaction brought by the good with the
kind of satisfaction brought by the beautiful.

The beautiful and the good are the same as regards the subject:
they have the same foundation, namely form, and the good is
therefore commended as beautiful. But they differ in concept.
For the good, strictly speaking, regards the appetite, that being
good which all things desire; and therefore it partakes of the nature
of an end, for the appetite is as it were a sort of movement to the
thing. The beautiful, however, concerns the force of knowledge,
for things are said to be beautiful when they give pleasure at sight.
Therefore, beauty consists in proper proportion, because the sense
derives pleasure from things properly proportioned, as being similar
to itself, for sense also is a kind of reason like every cognitive virtue:
and as knowledge comes about through assimilation, and similitude
is concerned with form, the beautiful strictly pertains to the con-
cept of a formal cause.*”

The beautiful is the same thing as the good, differing only con-
ceptually. That being good which all things desire, it is of the
nature of good that the appetite is allayed by it: but it is of the
nature of the beautiful that the appetite is allayed by the sight or
knowledge of it . . . and so it is clear that the beautiful adds over
and above the good a certain order to the force of knowledge. So
Iet that be termed good which simply gratifies the appetite: but let
-that be termed beautiful the mere apprehension of which gives
pleasure.®®

These two texts from the Summa are most important, teach-
ing that beauty is with respect to some things like the good

1 Summa Theol., 1, q. 5, a. 4, ad 1um,
*8 Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 27, a. 1, ad Sum.
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and with respect to others unlike the good. The beautiful is
like the good in two ways. With respect to their effect on the
subject, they both quiet appetition and gratify desire in the
mind. Concerning their mode of being, outside the mind, the
beautiful is the same thing as the good. They share the same
metaphysical foundation; they both flow from the form of a
thing.

While the beautiful and the good both appease movement,
they achieve this effect by different means. The good placates
the appetite, satisfies the subject, only by being acquired or
possessed. The beautiful placates and satisfies the cognitive
and appetitive powers simply by being seen, apprehended, or
contemplated. In relation to the good, one is a direct par-
ticipator, a consumer. In relation to the beautiful, one is a
knower, a contemplator. Concerning their existence in the
mind, the good is conceptually distinct from the beautiful. The
primary function of the good is to satisfy appetition; the pri-
mary function of the beautiful is to illuminate cognition. But
the beautiful gladdens the cognizer in order to quiet appetition.
So as Aquinas pointed out, the concept of the good pertains to
a purpose or end as regards the appetite, and the concept of
the beautiful pertains to a standard or a means as regards the
appetite. ‘

It is clear then that while the good directly confronts the
appetite, the beautiful directly confronts the faculty of knowl-
edge. But the relationship of beauty to knowledge is more
properly in the field of the beautiful and the true. So the
investigation moves from the good to the true.

Joyce distinguishes the beautiful from the true largely on the
basis of the appraising faculty. “. .. Truth is beheld by the
mtellect which is appeased by the most satisfying relations of
the intelligible: beauty is beheld by the imagination which is
appeased by the most satisfying relations of the sensible. . . .”
The differences Joyce discerns here between esthetic apprehen-
sion and philosophical or scientific apprehension are further
afield from the Thomistic position than was his reference to
the good.
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Joyce holds truth to be the object of the intellect and beauty
to be the object of the imagination. It is plain that he at-
tributes to the imagination the terminus of the esthetic fact.
This doctrine is openly in conflict with that of the Thomists,
who are careful to stress the predominance of the intellectual
element in the perception of the beautiful. * This act of the
intelligence is the essential and formal element in esthetic per-
ception.” ** This is not to deny that the imagination plays a
role in the perception of the beautiful, but it plays a minor
role. The perception of the beautiful is ultimately accom-
plished by the mind, using the senses and the imagination as
instruments. To use Maritain’s words: artistic contemplation
is “ before all intellectual.” *°

Artistic contemplation, therefore, in commeon with philosophi-
cal and scientific contemplation is before all intellectual. Com-
mon to both modes of knowing is the apprehension of the uni-
versal or the intelligible. Both are adequations of intellect and
thing but with this difference: scientific and philosophical
truth is abstracted; artistic beauty is intuited. In philosophic
knowing, forms of whole things are abstracted and considered
apart from the material things in which they are realized. In
esthetic knowing, the brilliance of form which ravishes the
beautiful object is apprehended in the sensible and presented
by the sensible, and not separately from it.>* The radiance of
form glittering in a beautiful thing is presented to the mind by
means of the intuition begun in the senses.

Beauty also affords more satisfaction than does the true.
Truth, since it is simply intellectual, satisfies the power of rea-
son but leaves the appetitive powers unappeased. Beauty,
since it is both intellectual and intuitive, satisfies man in his
cognitive and appetitive powers. Truth is a good of cognition;
beauty 1s a good of cognition and appetition. Beauty appends
the qualities of joy and love to what is seen and apprehended.

Franxk L. KuNkEL

8309 Talbot St.,
Kew Gardens, N. Y.

*® Callahan, op. cit., p. 40. 21 Maritain, op. cit., p. 125.
¢ Maritain, op. cit., p. 125.



THE MEANING OF THE “ COMMON MAN”

A
1. Tur “ SovergigNTY oF THE Common Max”

YOMMUNISTS, philo-communists, Socialists and radicals
. or progressives of various shades criticize the “ Liberal-

# Democratic ” system of Western society on the ground
of its being mnsufficiently democratic. To put it bluntly as they
might, our democracy, too inhibited by its historic nexus
with liberal constitutionalism—itself rooted in the traditions
of Christian civilization—has not advanced far enough in its
own direction. The inference from this is, of course, that
Marxist-Leninist communism must be either accepted outright,
closely imitated (subject to certain concessions and mitiga-
tions) , or emulated in a fashion dispensing altogether with its
tyrannical and, therefore, “ un-democratic” modes of pro-
cedure. The same “ideal ” should be pursued, but if possible
in such a manner that it would not hurt a great many people;
the “ dictatorship of the proletariat ” should not “ degenerate ”
into a “ dictatorship over the proletariat.” Better still, the
dictatorship might be replaced by an immediate establish-
ment of “ substantial ” or *“ social ” democracy,—the liberal one
being merely formal, juridical or political,—which would act
from the outset in a mood of joyous spontaneity, and the stern
and narrow grandeur of the proletariat might as well be
broadened into the more humane and tolerant concept of “ the
common people.” This is the concept we propose to examine
in the pages that follow.

The Common Man, indeed, may be regarded as the “ common
denominator ” between Communism and Liberal Democracy,
and so far, envisaged on the plane of realities, as one of the
chief ideological forces paralysing our resistance to Communist
Imperialism. Many of us are incapable of being integrally
anti-communist,—incapable, not in the formal sense only of
granting everybody a “ right to his own opinion ” in the name
of “ tolerance ” and abhorring the persecution of ever so perni-
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cious enemies of liberty in the name of Liberty, but in the
sense of a positive and specific sympathy with the Enemy, not-
withstanding all reprobation or apprehension: for in spite of
everything that can be said against them, the Communists are
“after all” working on behalf and in the interest of the
“ Common Man,” nay, to no other purpose than that of
ensuring a social order in which the Common Man is supreme,
wherefore a certain essential solidarity cannot very well be
refused to them. Democracy, in our sense, as an actual regime,
a subsistent social reality, would naturally tend to withstand
the aggression and to counter the menace of Communism its
lethal Foe—which being an embodiment of subversive Totali-
tarianism at its height, cannot tolerate any power besides its
own, nor indeed any human reality or aspect of human nature
outside the grip of its power. Yet Democracy as a “ dialectical
process, Democracy as informed and inspired by its inherent
law of “ evolution,” no less naturally tends towards welcoming
Communism as a “fulfilment ” of its own transcendent aim
and a “ consummation ” of its own meaning, or at any rate
towards recognizing Communism as a rival brother labouring
under imperfections of his own but yet representing the self-
same triumphant march of Man in quest of his self-conceived
heaven on earth.

From the point of view of Democracy’s defence against the
Totalitarian conqueror, then, the fetish of the” Common Man ”
appears as a * paralysing idea ” of the first magnitude, and its
philosophical destruction—apart from the purely intellectual
interest which few will deny to such an enquiry—a practical
task of great urgency. Moreover, even taking abstraction
from the formidable threat proffered by the actual and present
power of Soviet Communism, it is most important for those
attached to the high values bred out and reflected by liberal-
democratic civilization in its given reality to take note clearly
and fearlessly of the immanent dangers, the self-stultifying
tendencies, the spiritually suicidal bent of that civilization;
of the dismal ambiguity implied in the overworked slogan



274 AUREL KOLNAI

39

“ Democracy.” What we have in mind is not, of course, a
proposal to substitute for (Western) “ Democracy,” along with
its ideological biases, a fancy system of Conservative Consti-
tutionalism, nor a “ return ” to this or that specified stage of
the past, but a suggestion to displace the spiritual stress from
the “ common man ” aspect of Democracy to its aspect of con-
stitutionalism -and of moral continuity with the high tradition
of Antiquity, Christendom and the half-surviving Liberal cul-
tures of yesterday. In other words, instead of emphasizing the
“ideal ” of “Democracy,” which is a bait held out by the
Enemy as well as a current emblem of our own world and of
that which makes it go round, we should shift the emphasis
within “ Democracy ” from the fabric of ideas and tendencies
symbolized by the “ Common Man ” onto whatever the “ Rule
of Law” stands for—a Balanced Society, that is, and the
finiteness of all human power even on the level of human rela-
tions; the plurality and the limitation of all social powers and
political prerogatives; the ordering of society in deference and
in reference to a Power radically beyond and above Man in
his social reality, in his political dignity and in all manifes-
tations of his “ will.”

We will inquire into the concept of the “ Common Man ”
with a special regard to the problem and paradoxy involved
in the postulate of his sovereignty. For it is only in this
context that the creed centered on the “Common Man ”
emerges; nay, that this particular concept as distinet, notably,
from that of the “ plain man,” arises at all. The problem is a
difficult one, not only for the votaries of the creed but for
its critic, too. If our adversaries are, essentially, at odds with
the insoluble task of conjuring supreme strength out of supreme
weakness as such, of identifying Naught with All and investing
an artificially dehumanized man with the plenitude of Divine
Reason and Power, of establishing a world of Omnipotent
Slaves, we on the other hand-—seeing the historic vigour of
that movement and the intellectual depths implicit in its system
of doctrines—cannot content ourselves with shallow polemical
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interpretations denouncing the gross deceitfulness of the ruling
or nascent Tyrants and the crude sophistry of their scribes and
dupes. To use the weapons of exposure, satire and invective
against the workers of diabolical Evil is indeed a method
legitimate and necessary, but in itself plainly inadequate. Its
very effectiveness presupposes a vision that measures up to
the full stature of the Enemy, and a philosophical penetration
of his secret.

We must, to be sure, fully allow for the fact that under
the Communist dispensation men—not political suspects and
pariahs, but men, that is to say, “ citizens ”—are enslaved more
totally than would ever have seemed imaginable in previous
history, and that the operation of modern “ mass democracy ”
itself seems to imply an ominous drift towards generalized
unfreedom under a specious disguise of “ having a right to do
and to get what one likes.” Yet we must cast out of our
minds, as a first step, all suspicion that what we are faced
with is “nothing but” the self-seeking, ambitious enterprise
of a more or less identifiable pack of crafty cheats to enslave
and exploit the “ immense majority ” of mankind, making use
to this end of the cunning pretext of * liberating” the
“ Common Man ” from his former masters and—what in fact
is implied m their concept of liberty—of making Aim more
sovereign over the earth than any of the ousted “ Sovereigns ”
have ever been. The agents of Subversive Totalitarianism
pursue a dream which, however hideous a nightmare it truly
is, they actually believe in. In a sense, they advocate and
practise what they do “in good faith.” So must we, too, “in
good faith ” and in a sort of philosophical “ open-mindedness ”
ask ourselves—or, rather, “ let the phenomenon speak “—about
what is meant by the Common Man; about how he can be
“ common ” as distinct from “ man” not wholly and always
“ common,” and yet called to a glory of sovereignty inaccesible
to mere man. In other words, about a lapse into abject servi-
tude experienced as an ascension to the fulness of freedom, and
the particular nature of a self-enslavement that bears, at the
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same time, the traits of an assumption of godlike self-rule and
absolute rulership.

In the present study, however, we, in the main, confine
ourselves to the first heading of the problem as marked out
above—the concept of the Common Man—, examining his pre-
tension to sovereignty and the reality underlying or corre-
sponding to it as an essential implication of our primary theme
only.

2. “Tuaeg Common Man,” A Privarive CoNcEpT.

What is a common man? To all intents and purposes, the
common man 1s one who lacks any particular distinction, and
resembles more or less closely the great mass of his fellow-
men. We say “any particular distinction,” for obviously
every person as such is somehow radically distinct from others.
Democrats often affirm, anyhow, everybedy’s “right” to
“ develop his personality.” But what are the particular dis-
tinctions which prevent a man from being a common one?
Chiefly, they are the distinctions of rank and wealth; or to put
it differently, a higher social position. Whether extraordinary
talents and accomplishments on the one hand, eccentric traits
and criminal propensities on the other also interfere with true
commonness is not so clear. Education, eminently good inas-
much as it raises common men to a higher level, is eminently
bad n so far as it is meant to reflect, to express and to accen-
tuate social distinction—membership of a *leisure class,” an
“ exclusive circle,” a “ privileged group.” But neither 1s social
superiority itself all of one kind. Power in the purely func-
tional sense—being, for example, a dictator, a president, a
minister, a general, an admiral—may not be a possible attribute
of the common man, but it does not seem either to imply a
strict antithesis. The same thing is true of a “ self-made man’s
wealth, or more generally, of a high income level owed to the
recognition on the part of society of one’s personal merits.

Anything “ out of the common,” then, that appears to be
unequivocally ordained to the ends and concerns of Common
Humanity as such, may claim legitimacy, or at least absolution.
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Yet such a relationship is not presupposed ab ovo. On the
contrary, the prima facie assumption is that all social su-
periority as such relates antagonistically to the Common Man,
and needs special justification. Accordingly, the primary con-
cept of the Common Man reposes on the exclusion of all such
distinctions. Secondarily, in view of their instrumental neces-
sity, they may be readmitted on the condition of being kept
within the limits of the accidental, and strictly debarred from
any tntrinsic pretension of superiority. By this we mean a
pretension of superiority not conceived in terms of immediate
usefulness for the needs of common humanity as such. For the
moment, it may suffice to observe that hereditary prerogatives
of every kind, though far from defining exhaustively what is
par excellence antithetic to the concept of the Common Man,
are particularly symbolic of that antithesis. To be common
men, we must be “born equal” not only in the sense of
abstract “ rights” but in the sense of material “ conditions ”
or ““ chances ” also.
Thus the primary concept of the Common Man is essentially
a privative one: the Common Man i1s Man stripped of all
specific excellence, distinction, superiority; of all inherent pre-
tension to be another’s “ better.” It will be objected that this
is Iittle more than an arbitrary trick of verbalism destined to
couch, from the outset, in “ philosophical ” terms what is simply
an emotional prejudice against Equality, a rhetorical feat by
one holding a brief for Privilege. One might just as well dis-
prove the value of Health by choosing to define it in negative
terms, as an “ absence of illness ”: for, undoubtedly, conditions
like smallpox, malarial fever, consumption, gout, or jaundice
are more conspicuous and more “ positively ” perceptible than
is plain good health. Yet this is shallow reasoning. For
disease—like crime—, however conspicuous, is primarily an
imperfection; whereas “ privileges ” are primarily perfections,
in the opinion of their arch-enemies as well as in ours. The
upholders of the Common Man despise neither power, abun-
dance, security, pleasure, knowledge, nor even dignity, * cul-
ture,” or public-mindedness. What irks them is the limited

2
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presence, the non-universality, the unequal and “ unjust ” dis-
tribution, and along with that, the quantitative and even
qualitative “ inadequacy ” of these possessions and values.
Their very use of “ privilege ” as a term of opprobrium bears
eloquent witness to our contention. nlike, for instance, the
seventeenth-century Puritans who denocunced the real and
imaginary “ vices ” of the Cavaliers, the barkers against Privi-
lege do not attack a thing they deem intrinsically evil but
blame a surplus of good as such, which they believe to be
harmful to the global interests of mankind and obstructive
to the broadening and heightening of these very goods. Conse-
quently, they attack a positive, actual perfection, though with
the consciousness of doing so in the name of an abstract and
future greater perfection. Their motive, apparently, is by no
means one of mere negativism; but that was not what we
suggested. What we mean is merely that the subject on whose
behalf they pretend to act is defined in-terms of Privation.
The “ Common Man ” is primarily Man in his “ nakedness,”
Man deficient of distinctions and posessions, Man “ depressed ”
and “ disinherited.”

Again, it might be objected, this is merely to blur, by using
an unnecessary philosophical term, an obvious characteristic
of legal or vindicative justice. Suppose I wish to recover my
stolen property, and sue in court the person who has purloined
it. The fact that I am at present * deprived ” while he is “in
possession ” does not alter the justice of my cause, nor render
me a mere “ envious ” fighter against “ a perfection 1 lack.”

Yet the analogy is doubly misleading. In the first place,
it implies an immoral origin of social inequality as such: which
in our opinion is manifest nonsense, but at any rate can only
be maintained at the cost of a specific extension of the con-
cept of justice, and even then only by dint of laborious con-
structions. Secondly—and in the present context this is the
more important point—the worship of the Common Man im-
plies, not merely as regards its objective presuppositions, mis-
taken or not, but even in the intentional sense, ancther element
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besides the mere claim to ““righting a wrong.” Were it not
so, the ideologists of Equality would have contented them-
selves with speaking in the name of those “ oppressed,” “ dis-
inherited,” “ exploited "—instead of setting themselves up, not
only as advocates of “the People,” but as mouthpieces of
the “ Common Man.” The “ substantialization ” as it were,
the creation of a specific “ formality,” the mntroduction of a
preferable “ type” of man that are implied herein reveal a
state of consciousness unmistakably different to that of one
who is bent on redressing a wrong, real or imaginary. The
“ Common Man ” does not mean simply a victim of spoliation,
nor “ Privilege ” simply an act of illicit appropriation (or even
a set of such acts) . The Common Man is by no means merely
a “ plaintiff.” He is at the same time a hero, if not a new god.
He not only abounds in “ rights,” he also has “ powers” sur-
passing those of any kind of “ aristocracy.” It is our duty not
only to protect or succour the Common Man but also to
“believe in ” him. In a more pregnant sense even than the
doctrine of the People’s Will and the mystical vocation of the
Proletariat—the former being more vague and equivocal, the
latter more dialectical and chiliastic—the concept of the
Common Man expresses the idea of a specific and all-important
“ betterness” based on an all-round absence of perfection,
comprising but transcending “ poverty ” in the stricter eco-
nomic use of the term.

Being more “ realistic,” in a way, than either the abstract
juridical formalism connoted by “ Democracy ” or the one-
sided exclusive revolutionism of the Marxian vision of the
Zukunftsstaat, the “ kingdom of the Common Man ” conveys
a more vivid sense of the curious aspect of unreality inherent
in the modern movement of Subversion taken as a whole. It
evokes in a more direct and acute fashion the paradoxical
problem we have chosen to discuss in these pages. Political
democracy, however strictly equalitarian, has no direct bearing
upon the socio-economic, cultural and traditional gradation
within “ the people,” its “ pre-political,” “ entitative ” structure
as it were. The people may well “ vote into power ” now one,

3
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now another of a few established “ elite groups.” Nor does
proletarian ascendancy imply all the indetermination of the
Common Man’s rule. The high industrial proletariat is dis-
tinct with a specific faculty of organized dynamism and mili-
tancy, which makes it something similar to an oligarchic
“elite ’; the staff of agitators and conspirators emerging from
the * class struggle ” provides a primary “ cadre ” of leadership
for the established proletarian State itself. The “ Common
Man ” conception, on the other hand—forwarding the postu-
late of an “ identity between the rulers and the ruled ”” in more
concrete and immediate terms—, seems to offer no such outlet.
This impression will be strengthened if we consider the fact
that the Common Man conception makes no appeal to such
determinative principles, either, as are nationalist or racialist
particularism, ancestor-worship and other “ reactionary ” bases
for a restrictive “ We-consciousness.” On the contrary, it is
universalistic, “ Progressive,” humanitarian, and utterly in
favour of “ productiveness” and “ proficiency,” of dispersion
and dissemination, of expansion and circulation. A Subject
defined in privative terms, then, is invested with a title to the
“ greatest possible ” wealth, wisdom, validity, and perfection.
How comes such to be’—and what are the prospective conse-
quences in the field of reality?

We are reminded of David de Dinant’s identification be-
tween Prime Matter and God, of Nicholas Cusanus’ doctrine
of God as infinite Minimum and infinite Maximum at the
same time (and of God the pure Act being likewise absolute
Potency) , of Pantheist Individualism as present in Spinoza and
in most kinds of monadological speculations, of Rousseau’s
“ General Will ” implying ultimately an identification between
the citizens’ private spheres of interest with the common good of
the body politic, of the march of the Hegelian “ Idea ” from
Indetermination to Totality, and of all Evolutionism bent on
drawing Everything out of Nothing. If the Common Man is
Man decapitated, he is also the Superman. The objection to
any kind of head 1is precisely that the features of the face it
bears cannot help being toe particular, and hence finite—not
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representative of humanity pure and simple, sheer humanity,
the all-comprehensive universality of Man in the sense of
unwversalia in praedicando equated to universalia in causando.
In other words, the reason why all particular determination
must be broken up is that it implies Man’s creaturely limita-
tion. It is neither the powerful prince, the exceptional genius,
nor the millionaire—it 1s Naught alone that can ape the uni-
versality and omnipotence of God with an illusion of perfection,
with a deceptive semblance of symmetry as it were. Only
superficial critics can believe that the quasi religious impetus
of Total Equalitarianism draws on no deeper forces than envy
and jJealousy, competitive self-assertiveness, the need to over-
compensate for one’s inferiorities, and the craving for material
comforts. It is Sieyés’s concise formula, precluding to the
French revolution, that furnishes us with the key to the
Common Man’s concept: “ What is the Third Estate? Nothing;
—What ought it to be? Everything.”

8. Tur DiavLectics oF EQUALITY,

In a sense, then, the “ Common Man ” denotes a remewal
of revolutionary equalitarianism in its original meaning and
mood, as distinct from mere “ formal” or * bourgeois” De-
mocracy—a mere “ equality of rights "—on the one hand, from
the proletarian class-struggle scheme and the rigid collectivist
dogma of the Marzxist conception on the other. Significantly
enough, from this latter camp the ideologists of the Common
Man are considerably less anxious to mark themselves off; they
usually do it in a much less emphatic and more apologetic
fashion. The accents are by no means evenly divided. Bour-
geois democracy continues to represent—in a mitigated form,
to be sure, as even the Communists are sometimes willing to
admit—the principle of Evil: inequality, hierarchy, privilege,
reserved advantages, exclusiveness of a sort. This is what
such vituperative labels as * monopolistic capitalism ” or “ eco-
nomic royalism ” are meant to express. Communism, on the
contrary, primarily stands for our own ideal. Only, it does so
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in a somewhat harsh and narrow way which is apt to disagree
with our pampered selves, seeing our softer nature and laxer
habits. These harsher ways we may “ not need,” and we con-
fidently hope to “ dispense with ” them while securing the very
same “ ends.” In-regard to its habitat and its field of operation,
of course, the lop-sided position of Common Man equalitarian-
ism takes on an imverse sign. Its haze exudes.from “ demo-
cratic ” minds outside the pales of the Marxian empire, and
the reality it acts upon is Democracy, not Communism. Our
interview with the Common Man does not enchant us into the
midst of an exegetic quarrel of Marxist soothsayers but keeps
us roving over the broader and less stringently regulated paths
of Democracy.

To put matters succinctly, the equalitarian doctrine can be
described as consisting in the extension of a certain marginal
type of situation between two individuals or two groups, a
situation which in truth does involve strict equality as a
postulate of justice, into a general conception of social relation-
ships. Suppose John steals Peter’s property, robs or cheats
him, or in any other way secures some “illicit” advantage
over him. Justice demands * restoration,” which essentially
implies “ equalization,” taking something away from him who
has more, and giving it to him who has less. The validity of
Peter’s claim to restitution is irrespective of any intrinsic com-
parison between his and John’s “ personalities ’; John has no
right to keep any of his ill-gotten gains on the strength of his
having superior racial characteristics, shapelier limbs, a greater
wealth of knowledge, tidier habits of life, or more refined
manners. The two men are presumed fundamentally “ equal ”—
which in fact they are in regard to the natural rights of the
person as such. The psychological aura of this illustrative
situation even connotes the suggestion of a further-going
material equality: we tend to imagine *“ Peter ” and “ John ”
as two small independent neighbours, preferably farmers or
shopkeepers, who “ originally ” own roughly the same amount
until John turns a rogue and amasses wealth at Peter’s cost,
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who becomes a pauper. “ Redressing the balance ” means that
they both move back into an identical condition of respectable
poverty or modest well-being. Again, let Peter and John be two
hungry wanderers who find a moderately sized loaf of bread. It
is natural that they should divide it up evenly between them.
John is hardly entitled to eat, say, four fifths of the loaf
because he happens to have more ancestors, better breeding,
a cleaner moral record, or a keener sense of rhythm. Agan,
though it is fair that I should greet the Rector of our university
with a deeper bow than I do its Janitor, I am equally forbidden
to kill either. Similarly, whenever I have to arbitrate or in
any other sense to choose or to decide between two persons
in a situation involving a definite set of rules, “ merits,” “ con-
ditions ” and “ relevant viewpoints,” I have to confine myself
to these and must not allow any further personal considera-
tions, alien from the “ merits of the case,” to trespass on my
judgment. For example, I must bring myself to recognize
that Peter’s interpretation of an obscure Greek text is correct
while John’s is false, even though John is, say, more deeply
religious, a more skilful chess-player, a more prepossessing
person or a wittier conversationalist, or again, my own brother
or one to whom I am greatly indebted. In the given context,
these things do not “ count.” John and Peter are again “ pre-
sumed equal ” so as to isolate and determine the one inequality
between them which we have in view here and now, the one
that is the “ theme of this discourse,”—as though they really
were as equal In quality as two brand-new dollars but, through
a fatal accident which has thrusted one of them inte error,
suddenly came to be unequal so far as the one sharply circum-
scribed point of controversy is concerned. Now the equalitarian
mind would * analyse” the whole of life in terms of such
marginal situations, “ existential ultimates,” definite “ rights,”
isolable accidents and circumsecribed contests, and dissolve the
fabric of society into an incessant and ever-renewed succession
of races under “ equitable conditions ” and impeccable prize-
awarding decisions.



284 AUREL KOLNAI

Yet in reality these types of situations are only one aspect
of life, and provide only one regulative principle—among
others—of social “ classing,” a conveniently *evident” and
“rational ” one, to be sure. But “ competition on equal terms ”
would itself be impossible unless the * competitors” facing
one another in blank equality were embedded in a more stable
and concrete order of social coexistence which precludes
equality. They could not “run for the prize ” alongside one
another without their respective “ virtue ” deriving from other,
and entirely different, phases of their lives. Above ali, the
mechanism presupposes the “ umpire” capable of an “im-
partial 7 adjudication, and thus a further and decisive element
of inequality. The “ Common Man ” conception, in consonance
with the “radical” or “ popular” brand of Democracy and
with the Marxian identification between the proletariat and a
virtually universal mankind, views social order in the light of
“ Peter despoiled by John ” inasmuch also as it simply and
massively equates justice as such to the self-interest of the
“ wronged ” party as such. To be sure, the victim of a murder-
ous assault who fights to save his life or the dispossessed one
who is bent on recovering his property also * represent,”
automatically and uno ictu as it were, the principle of justice.
They duv not, however, represent it formally as does the
legislator, the judge, or the policeman, whose private interests
are not themselves involved. In fact, the discharged impetus
of self-regarding motives may easily drive the “ wronged”
person to recoup himself, if possible, “ with a vengeance ”—
an attitude distinct from the primarily aggressive or predatory
one but similarly opposed to considerations of justice.

As soon as, for the construction * victim versus wrongdoer,”
we substitute the polarity between him who is “ worse off ”
and him who is “ better off ” in the broadest sense of the term,
the rapport with justice or “ objectivity ” undergoes an inver-
sion. Whatever the historical sources and backgrounds of his
intrinsic or his positional advantage, it is the more * perfect,”
the more highly placed, the better educated, the more pros-
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perous, the more secure person who, by and large at least, is
likelier to develop the capacity of disinterested judgment.
The apotheosis of the Common Man itself, in its various
democratic and communistic forms, comes as little from the
minds of common men as the doctrine of Utilitarianism origi-
nates from persons eager for pleasure or material profit. But
the trouble with the true equalitarian is precisely that he is
unable to see a fat person beside a lean ome without being
tempted to assume that the former must have battened on the
flesh and blocd of the latter. Whatever desires the Common
Man may evince or manifest, whether material or more
“ refined,” whether reasonable or absurd, whether genuine or
fictitious, they are never simply a desire or pursuit. They are
always a “struggle” for something that is “due” to but
hitherto “ withheld ” from him. These desires must needs be clad
in the gown of “ righteous indignation.” Accordingly, the one-
track mind of the prophets of the Common Man is little
mclined to discuss the problem of Equality. To restrain the
high-handed John and to make him disgorge, to “ vindicate ”
the virtuous Peter’s right, to “ emancipate ” him and to stiffen
his neck—here is a simple and evident task, indeed a “ clear
and distinct idea ” involving no need for subtleties. Medicine
and hygiene are, at bottom, a simple affair: this man, for
instance, suffers from malaria, so in reference to him we equate
quinine to health. Analogously, the one theme of society is the
daunting of ““ the strong ” and the strengthening of *“ the weak ”
—that is to say, the actualization of their superior force, which
resides in their numbers. But in fact it is at this stage that the
really interesting problems arise. In what manner will the
actual bearers, the agents, wielders, administrators—of this
“new strength,” the actualized “ power of the weak,” differ
from the eliminated oppressors and exploiters? What specific
necessities, what structural changes does the durable “ elimina-
tion ” of the latter entailr What exactly is the meaning of there
being none but “ weak ” members of society, and in what
terms is their mutual equality defined?
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Obviously, both the principle of Government based on uni-
versal suffrage and the principle of economic Collectivism
suggest answers of a sort—however inadequate—to these
questions. Sc does, in a somewhat more concrete sense perhaps,
the concept of the Common Man itself. It is,—as, inspired by
this concept, we might say—, not enough either to provide the
Peters with the political means of exercising “ eternal vigilance ”
over the machinations of the Johns, or even to institute an
economic order that offers no scope for the activities of the
Johns, and prevents their trespasses from being profitable to
them (indeed, such a sweeping change in the economic order
we might also consider too painful, and avoidable) . We must
above all endeavour to bring about a world consisting of
Peters alome, and no Johns at all; a society so integrally
fashioned for Peter’s needs and so well suited to his taste,
so exclusively modelled on Peter’s lines and adjusted to his
categories and ideals as to call no John into existence. The
presuppesition is that, whereas “ aristocrats ” in the widest
sense of the term cannot live except by tyrannizing over
common men and “skimming the cream off ” the produce
of their labour, a small farmer on the contrary needs no
“feudal overlord” to maintain himself, and can indeed do
jolly well without him, just as the vegetable realm can thrive
without man’s Intervention, while man cannot live without
vegetables. More generally, the common men “ among them-
selves ” can procure them everything they need, including the
values (problematic or inadequate) hitherto manufactured by
the “ upper classes,” without having to pay for the dubious
services and endure the humilating prerogatives of a breed of
rapacious and disdainful spongers. This gives us a hint of the
immanent totalitarian trend of social equalitarianism. But for
the moment our concern is with the meaning of equality itself.
What, beyond a mere protection of Peter against being mal-
treated and imposed upon by John, is implied in its postulate?

Speaking in the abstract, two mutually incompatible inter-
pretations are usually applied to that postulate. Viewed from
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a more practical angle, they somehow converge in the central
aim that there shall be no “ classes ” in society, no * privilege,”
no “ aristocracy,” no group, that is, which leads a richer life
than the rest and, in fact if not in juridical form, has a pre-
ponderant share in the government of the State. The milder
variant of equalitarianism, which preserves a closer continuity
with the initial demand of “ justice,” confines its claim to the
abolition of all ““ artificial ” mequality, of all falsification, deflec-
tion and warping of both “ natural” equality and “ natural ”
inequality by violence, fraud, rigid perpetuation of attained
superiorities, establishment of monopolistic positions, and the
like. All members of society should not be levelled down, and
up, to a plane of actual, material, entitative equality—all
earning the same salary, consuming the same amount of food,
possessing the same wealth of information. They should be
merely placed on an “ equal footing ” implying the same rights,
the same access to the collective treasury of the community
in its every aspect, the same principle of treatment: so that,
every one being “ recompensed according to his merits,” they
may all “ unfold ” their respective personalities including the
“natural inequality ” inherent in that concept. The more
radical variant of equalitarianism aims, on the contrary, at
levelling as such: everybody having the same right to * need-
fulfilment ” in so far as the basic human needs are concerned,
“ natural inequalities ” should not be recognized by assigning
a congruous “ reward ” to every “ merit ” but compensated for,
corrected, and smoothed out so as to ensure actual equality
and nip in the bud all vertical stratification—in other words,
prevent from the outset all solidification of positional heights
and emergence of “ privileged groups.”

The advocates of levelling sometimes pretend to be merely
fighters for the “ merit-rewarding ” species of equalitarianism,
“ taken seriously” (for no demagogue would rencunce the
classic trick of assuring his audience that the things he incites
them to * claim ” are theirs ““ I Justice ) . Any conspicuous in-
eguality—they may say—cannot but be the result of organized
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injustice, The mere diversities of “ natural talents” could never
bring it about. In practice, then, insisting on equality pure
and simple is tantamount to a “ true” equality of considera-
tion, of rights, and of access. The historical and sociological,
as well as anthropological, fact is that all “ artificial ”—* posi-
tional,” “ social,” “ class ”—inequalities are rooted in “natural”
and “ personal ” ones, and are in the long run always doomed
to crumble away if their nexus with such a background of
natural “ excellence ” is severed. It may be noted, in passing,
1. that inequalities disappear to give place to new types of
mequality, not to their absence, 2. that, to be sure, all natural
inequalities by no means possess the same moral meaning and
the same human value. There exists an elastic correspondence
but by no means a close parallelism between wisdom, goodness
and even bodily prowess on the one hand, success, power,
wealth and prestige—or even their preservation—on the other.
Moreover, the distribution of the various kinds of particular
capacities and values is generally complex and overlapping.
No “elite” group is the only one, or a homogeneously con-
stituted one in any society, nor does any such group “ excel ”
the “rest” of society in all humanly relevant values and
achievements.

Anyhow, if the leveller can lean on less of a specious
“ self-evidence ” than can the “ merit ”-minded or “ competi-
tive ” equalitarians, it is he who has a deeper insight into
social reality. He is at any rate dimly aware of the fact on
whose denial the “ moderate ” equalitarian position rests—ithe
essential inseparability between * artificial” and * natural”
inequalities. Once we go beyond the wholesome and Christian
principle of a limited equality, formal and material, as implied
by Man’s basic dignity and rational nature as well as by the
radical transcendence of the person’s ultimate value before
God above his social, physical, intellectual and cultural, and
even, in a tangible sense, moral, distinctions or shortcomings;
once we fall a prey to the illusive ideal of an absolute “ formal”
equality, that is, of a neutral and homogeneous medium of
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equal “rights ” and “ chances ”—we cannot help sliding down
the path that leads to the abyss of material equality, with its
concomitants of an impoverishing, oppressing, suffocating and
deadening uniformity. Nor can we escape that specific brand
of inequality, a “ new inequality ” replacing the “old ” ones,
which goes with totalitarian ““ mass ” government and with the
“ conditioning of man by man ” required by man’s unlimited
and wholesale “ self-determination.”

For the truth is that “ artificial ” sets of conditions deter-
mine, in a varying but always a high measure, the natural
qualities, dispositions and aptitudes of a given person, and in-
versely, the operation of “ natural ” distinctions “ naturally ”—
by itself, and inevitably—tends to react upon, to shape and to
modify the framework of * chances,” possibilities, means of
access, facilities and “ advantages.” There is no “ natural ”
distinetion which is not also a fruit of various * privileges,” and
none which is not generative of * privileges,” though these
may be both enhanced and counterbalanced by other “ privi-
leges.” The concept of an incessant “ competition ” based upon
an “equal start,” joined between social blanks who at every
moment come from nowhere, measure their * natural” or
“ purely personal ” distinctions with one another, with one of
the set “ climbing the top,” to vanish into the void a moment
later and reemerge for another “just” prize contest the
moment after—this concept cannot be thought out without
contradiction. On the plane of reality, it must either be re-
duced to the sane and sober postulate of ensuring certain basic
elements of equality and opposing certain barriers to an * exces-
sive” accumulation of advantages, or expanded into the dele-
terious insanity of a wholesale material, levelling equalitarian-
ism. This, too, entails some kind of contradiction—for the
subversive and omnipotent levelling power itself needs a dis-
tinct supremacy over the power of “ common men ” as such—,
but seen as a concept it reveals at any rate incomparably
greater self-consistency, and much less artificial blindness to
reality. In awareness of the fact that the “ artificial ” impact
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of a concrete social order on its constituent elements cannot be
eliminated, levelling equalitarianism demands a positive, whole-
sale, central management of that “ artificial * apparatus of con-
ditions for the promotion of entitative equality and the curb-
ing of such “natural” variations as may tend to engender
“ privileges.” In view of the discovery that equal and utterly
similar beings alone can ever have “ equal chances,” it leaves
behind the equality of chances to claim that of the beings
themselves.

4. EqQuArLiTy AND SIMILARITY.

The parenthetical idea of complete similarity in the last
sentence needs some expansion. For it must be admitted that
equality does not, in sheer logic, imply similarity or uniformity.
Two citizens who have roughly the same income and the same
political rights, nay, the same “ standing ” in the community,
may at the same time exercise entirely disparate occupations:
for instance, a moderately prosperous grocer and a fairly succes-
ful vielinist. Moreover, even allowing for an approximative
equality in the level of “education,” they may typify two
entirely different kinds of personality with most unlike out-
looks, tastes, and modes of life. But the accident of a quantita-
tive equality, as referred to income, power, social status, and
even “ culture,” is one thing and the deliberate endeavour to
secure a maximum of such equality throughout a given society
is another. The former is largely independent of similarity;
the latter is not. In order even to render possible a large-scale
measurement or computation of equality, we must impose a set
of common “ counters ” or “ denominators,” units of calculation
as it were, which involves the postulate of largely identical
standards of value or habits of valuation, and beyond that a
general preference for such types of value as lend themselves
easily to quantification, calculation and functional regulation.
Thus equalitarianism will inevitably tend to encourage and
breed a “ reductionist ” and “ materialist ” ethos; to exclude as
far as possible whatever is “ subtle,” ““ immaterial,” irreducibly
“ qualitative,” from the psychic medium of society. As soon
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as we recognize essentially different social “ types of virtue "—
“models ” or “ideals” of public validity, such as the monk
or the heros the entrepreneur or the scholar, the artist or the
artisan,—we have assented to Inequality. Howsoever we stress
the necessity and usefulness and, in the Christian view, the
fundamentally equal dignity inherent to all of them, we cannot
help accepting the principle of a hierarchical order among them,
placing, for instance, the musician above the shopkeeper, though
any shopkeeper may in most important respects be “ better ”
than any musician, and in general, any “ social inferior” in
most important respects be “ better ” than “ his betters.” Every
intrinsic difference between man and man contains the seeds of
a hierarchical tension and distance. In other words, it is preg-
nant with ’fneqt»auty And again, providing every one with an

“equal amount” is most naturally, evidently and verifiably
effected by providing every one with the same thing. Thus, in
social reality, wholssale mueﬂlty winds up in mass similarity—
which, in view of its being a p dum‘t of organizational %eehmque
rather than the sign of a spontaneous tribal homogenzity, may
as well be labelled “ unimmm*y Of course, if one man is par-
ticularly keen on sausages and willing to renounce his “* share ”
of fruit, while another prefers to live mainly on dumplings,
the resultant danger to equality is trivial and may safely be

neglected. It is not so with diversities per se implying a note
of quasi-essential distinction. A “{ree” farmer or merchant
does not fit into a “ society of workers”; still less does an
individual endowed with a “ liberal education.” Such eccen-
tricities, then, as * private profit” or “liberal education,”
must go.

At this point, however, a capital objection is suve to be
raised. Equalitarianism, it will be contended, is hostile neither
to the division of labour nor to personal genius, talents or
accomplishments, but merely to the social hierarchy of artificial
group privileges which perverts the division of labour and stifles
rather than brings to fruition,personal prowess or merit. Social
equality bids fair to set everybody to the task he is fit for,
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his respective fitness being henceforth unobscured by antece-
dents of birth and fortune. Likewise, 1t aspires to liberate
genius from the shackles of poverty and the handicap of a
humble origin. This is an undertaking entirely consonant with
the destruction of that fake culture which is merely an appur-
tenance of “ conspicuous leisure.” “ Acquisitive ” talents, it 1s
true, will no longer be appreciated, but “ creative ” talents will
be honoured all the more. Michelangelo to be relegated to the
turning-lathe? A vile calumny! He shall in future create much
greater works of art for working henceforth for the whole
people and no longer for popes and princelets. In the world
of Equality, creative genius is no longer condemned to manu-
facture all sorts of sham and trash for the amusement of the
idle rich, nor to observe conventions destined to prevent the
exposure of a social system based on class exploitation. True
art, true science, true individuality will flourish—so much the
more as, released from the bondage of irrational privilege and
particular interest, they will be devoted to the service of
Humanity, or in other words, to the welfare of the toiling
Masses.

The Common Man, then, is a very mysterious, not to say a
mystical fellow, who according to need is admirably fitted even
to ascend the highest peaks, inaccessible to a privilege-ridden
mankind, of Uncommonness. In the context of art, genius,
culture and other such gadgets enjoying too much prestige to
allow any verbal slighting of them, we are offered the “ mod-
erate ” equalitarianism of “fair competition.” Yet the chief
fallacy of the argument consists in the puerile assumption that
the qualitative equality of men, not merely as an accidental
fact but as the leitmotiv of a comprehensive social system, is
compatible with a wide and rich qualitative variation of
“ services ”: of “ functions,” capacities, achievements, sensibil-
ties, “ creations "—in a word, disposable values. The same
“ Common Man ” needs, in fact, many different kinds of things.
Therefore, while remaining the same Common Man, indeed
the more completely he remains so the better, he may at will
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“ differentiate ” himself into this or that kind of “ specialist,”
including any “ needed ” sort of “ genius,” through the instru-
mentality of training, “ education,” “ selection of talents ” by
psychologists’ boards, and similar procedures of functional
organization. Until the last moment, as it were, I am exactly
the same thing as the next man in the street—as good as the
other fellow, nor any whit better—, but at the last moment,
I suddenly undergo a course of special training and switch off
into producing those fruits of “ genius ” which the community,
as is mostly admitted, notwithstanding that clumsy and treach-
erous Common Man naturlaut, *“ La République n’a pas besoin
de savants,” * also needs.” Thus a blossoming out of personal,
mental, and artistic manifoldness appears to be expected on
the barren soil of institutions and ruling ideologies altogether
dedicated to the cult of equality and to the suppression of what-
ever category of social inequality might survive or threaten
to arise. Because society is enriched by a manifoldness of
qualities and achievements, the theorists of Progress imagine
that the graceful butterfly of personal dissimilarity can alight
directly on the drab fabric of social homogeneity with its
division of labour comparable to the presence of many
different-numbered departments in one huge bureau—without
needing the congenial framework of social hierarchy and the
“ fields of tension ” implicit therein. Yet, it will be suggested,
human manifoldness is not the same thing as social hierarchy.
Personal excellence does not in general correspond with titles,
wealth, and social classing. Man’s response to challenge, adver-
sity and humiliation may be a more fertile source of genius
and a more effective spur to high achievement than a position
of established mastery or leisured security. True; but what fol-
lows is only this—that in a hierarchic society (in the widest
sense of the term) there will be much disproportion between
men’s personal values and outward positions. Why should
there not be? “ The labourer is worthy of his hire,” by all
means, but that is not to say that wages or social “ success ”
ought to be an adequate measure of one’s “ inner worth.”

3
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There will be many talents rising from the ranks and a constant
necessity of revising and refilling the “ cadres of élites.” It
does not follow, however, that in a social system based on the
destruction of all hierarchy there will be a free unfolding of
“ natural inequality ” or indeed any possibility for talents to rise
or for personal distinction to develop. Social nobility is not and
never was—except in the imagination of imbecile snobs—an
equivalent of human and personal, of moral or intellectual
nobility; nevertheless, its existence is indispensable for the
existence such nobility, indispensable as a stimulus and a gross,
provisional measure of value. It becomes a pattern of orienta-
tion for society’s groping attempts towards experiencing, appre-
ciating and fostering intrinsic distinction. Nobility of diversity
remains a symbol for the recognition of dignity and a rampart,
inevitably sheltering, it is true, many bad things along with
the good— as does civilization or life itself. It is the organic
structural link between social unity and individual manifold-
ness. The equalitarians who enjoy paying lip-service to * indi-
viduality,” “ personality,” “ culture,” “ art,” “ creative minds ”
and what-not are, indeed, much like the immoralists afflicted
with “ sublime ” moods who believe that * true Christianity ”
consists simply in despising Pharisees and dining and wining
with publicans and adulteresses; who trifle with fancies con-
cerning the salvation of the soul, the beauty of the ritual and
the uplift of mystical experiences while confidently skipping
the unpleasant intermediary stratum of Decalogue morality.

55 €6

5. Tre FarLrLacy or THE “ MippLe Lever.”

A certain brand of equalitarians, resigned rather than enthu-
stastic, take delight or at least comfort m the “ mathematical ”
fancy that if on the one hand levelling breaks down the high
peaks of human worth—in respect of genius and character,
as well as of luxury and refinement—, on the other hand it raises
the low levels of human existence to an acceptable average
standard and thus ensures justice without diminishing the sum
total of human excellence and happiness. We may readily
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dispense with the fine connoisseurship of delicious dukes if in
compensation we are relieved from the presence in our midst
of illiterates, uncared-for consumptives, and persons ignorant
of the use of soap. The crude fallacy on which this argument
rests is the assumption of a constant “ sum total ” of “ goods,”
in the all-embracing sense of the term, which can be “ dis-
tributed ” in more unequal or more equal ways, or to use a
synonym, with less or greater justice. The trouble is, of course,
that the * realization,” *“ production ” or “ growth ” of all values
whatever implies the process of “ imitating ” and also of com-
paring, criticizing, sifting and correcting exemplars, or in other
words, a response to their “radiation.” Although in a sense
we may indeed be more preoccupied with a “ good average”
than with “ high peaks,” the latter are necessary for the “ good
average ” to form. Even the “ distribution ” of the material
wealth of the rich—according to the famous scheme of the
Rothschild of Paris who offered his whole fortune to the na-
tion, to the tune of one franc for each citizen—is far likelier
to damage than to benefit the material welfare of “the peo-
ple.” With “goods” more qualitative and less measurable,
levelling cannot but be much more unequivocally destructive,
To put it briefly and with no pretension to treat the matter
exhaustively, by taking away their “nobility ” from * the
nobles ” we cannot “ enncble ” the “ people ” but merely anni-
hilate a large part of the “nobleness” present in the “ people”
themselves. We may imagine that by so acting we respond
to the well-known phenomena of the village cobbler whose
shabby smock-frock hides the heart of a true gentleman and
the opulent Baron with a pageant of ancestors who is at bottom
nothing but a vulgar rake. What we really do is to dry up
the founts and to stifle the stimuli of * gentlemanliness,” so
far as it depends on a social background and frame of reference,
in the hearts of village cobblers as elsewhere. Moreover, we
eliminate at least one powerful leverage of moral and spiritual
obligation hitherto weighing upon the strong and fortunate not-
withstanding the cases of its apparent ineffectiveness. What
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“levelling ” brings about is not to raise the “ people ” to the
level of the wealthy and the highly “ educated,” nor even to
lower the *“ ruling classes” to the level of the people, but to
depress everything to a new “ common ” level which in the
most important respects will be decisively inferior to the old
level of the “ people.”

Not, however, explicitly or “ formally ” would this be so. On
the contrary, the “ progressive ” enthusiasts of Equality would
by no means content themselves with * levelling ” proper—with
equalization directed to an average middle level. The mastery
of the Common Man is destined to surpass infinitely the pos-
sessions and attributes of the  privileged ” masters of the dark
pre-proletarian, pre-historic past. And so much is actually true
that the Common Man is not a static and statistical reality of
to-day (or yesterday) but a goal of revolutionary “ becoming.”
The emancipation of the “ common people ” from the fetters
of social hierarchy is at the same time to be the creation of
the Common Man of to-morrow. Thus do we gain a first
answer to the riddle of the sovereignty of the Common Man:
not only is that sovereignty possible but it is inherent in the
Common Man’s very concept. He cannot even exist unless
he is sovereign; for the empirical common man vegetating or
struggling in the time prior to the integral triumph of the
Revolution is not yet * He ” but the mere * material ” prepara-
tory, the mere “ subject ” ordained to His self-realization.

8. Anx Awavysis or “ Opious ” INEQUALITY.

Let us, now, approach the problem of Equality from a new
angle, delicate though that aspect may seem to be. How does
equalitarianism relate to the elements of a “ new Inequality ”
superseding, and compensating for, the old hierarchical one?
For inequality is without doubt technically necessary for
keeping the social machine in function, and doubly so for
enforcing and securing a postulate of equality.

Are we really witnessing, as the emotional appeal of equali-
tarianism to our sense of “ justice ” would suggest, a displace-
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ment of “artificial ” inequality by “natural ” inequality purified
and emancipated? Such a statement is by no means borne out
by a study of the main facts or tendencies in question and of
their inward logic. What, after all, is most distasteful tc the
equalitarian temper? True, it is not sheer physical or mental
dissimilarity as such, nor even the fact of natural gradations
concerning physical strength, intellectual capacities and moral
character. But surely it is not, either, sheer wealth or power
as such. Democracy in its liberal phase largely tolerates, and
in a way, even favours and exaggerates, a “ plutocratic ” order
of society. The Communist system itself, though incompatible
with the existency of a wealthy class, seems well to accommo-
date itself, on grounds of expediency, with a very considerable
inequality of income levels. Again, the power of State official-
dom—that is, “artificial” power par excellence—has been
steadily rising along with the march of Equality, to attain a
degree next to omnipotence in the socialist paradises of Totali-
tarianism. The central target of the equalitarian attack is what
has rightly been described, not as wealth nor even as private
property, much less, power, but as privilege and what might
even more adequately be designated as nobility—precisely that
of which the Common Man 1s meant to embody a grandiose
and superior antithesis.

The essential idea of nobility is not unconnected but still
less identical with the historic fact of nobility in a * titled ™
or technical sense. The hereditary principle itself is only a
secondary, though important, symbolic aspect of it. The idea
means primarily, as in so many cases, what is signified by the
word: “ knowability.” Ideally speaking, the “noble” is a
“known,” a “noted” and “notable,” an “ intelligible” and
“ identifiable ” primary “factor” of society. Its opposite is
the “anonymocus” individual, the mere statistical unit. In
other words, he is an intrinsically eutonomous unit on the
social scene, the words * autonomy” and “ privilege” con-
veying, again, a very much kindred meaning. There is supposed
to be an indissoluble—or rather, a most intimate—bond be-
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tween the qualitative *° suchness ” of the “ noble ” and the place
he occupies in society: a conception familiar to Aristotle and
St. Thomas (who were also well aware of the existence of
“ natural slaves ” among the class of ““ masters,” and vice versa)
though not to all of their latter-day disciples. * Hereditary ”
transmission of “nobility "—which, for all its biological founda-
tion, is largely only a word for the unique formative action
of early education and coining influence of the family atmos-
phere—is a most natural corollary but not the inmost core
of the conception. His lineage constitutes “ the ncble ” as
little as does his title, or great wealth, or again, on the other
hand, acumen or wisdom and courage or probity or integrity
as such. A social reference, a social “ resocnance” as it were,
is originally inherent in the concept of nobility. Now “ nobility ”
is neither “mnatural” as the colour of the eyes or certain
mental dispositions nor ° artificial” as an office or rank
conferred by government or the brute fact of “ possession ”
taken in itself. Nor is it, as is, generally speaking, * self-
earned ~’ rank or wealth, an “ artificial ” advantage or distine-
tion owed to certain natural attributes specifically equipping
their bearer to acquire that advantage or distinction. What,
then, does nobility stand for? It represents value intrinsic,
distinctively “ qualitative,” pervading the essence of its bearer
as it were, and as such directly underlying a claim to social
prerogative or leadership. To recognize the ascendancy of
the “noble” means, not to “pay” for this or that definite
*“ service ” or certify behaviour in conformity with this or that
“rule” by an official stamp, but to submit to one’s “ better ”
precisely in so far as it is the matter of a quasi-natural “ better-
ness ” i view of social superiority and subordination.

To prevent gross misconceptions, it may be well to empha-
size that the excellence embodied by “ nobility,” as we here
use the term in the perspective of social philosophy, by no
means connotes supreme value or an optimum condition from
a supernatural point of view. The “true noble” might, but
need not, be a saint, and even less a priest. Even from a
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comprehensive natural point of view, morality as such is not
identical with and is more important for man than nobility
as such. Moreover, intellectual height and proficiency is not
identical with nobility, and it, teo, may be preferred. On the
other hand, the concept of nobilty should not be narrowed
down to that of mediaeval feudality or modern-age rural
squirearchy. The urban patriciate, not seldom endowed with
a “landed ” background to be sure, is also true nobility, and
there are other concrete manifestations of the phenomenon
as well. The modern capitalist “ higher middle class ”—the
Bildung und Besits represented by “ right-wing ” liberalism in
the German Reich of Bismarck and William II—does duty, in
a more or less diluted way, for a kind of “ nobility.”

A note of “ nobility ” is inherent in certain military, academic
and even trade-union milieux; the Church by its very essence
carries a connotation of social nobility, although it as essen-
tially cannot be the nobility par excellence.

We might define “ nobility ” as a quasi-natural, quasi-essen-
tial superiority that is necessarily not only in society but also
of society and so far inseparable from an aspect of artificialty,
not, however, by or from society. In other words, “ nobility ”
means the reception—if the term be permissible, the “intus-
susception “—by society of a structural principle of order that
is not of its own making or positing but originates in supra-
social, quasi “ entitative” human value. It is as though the
“noble ” were of a higher natural species—which, strictly and
metaphysically speaking, is what he most certainly and umn-
equivocally is not, being (essentially) just as liable to sin, sick-
ness and ignorance as any proletarian. Thus nobility expresses
the submission of Society, on the natural plane—in its vital
organization and government, that is to say, by contrast to its
recognition of the Moral Law with its Divine sanction, as
well as of Church authority formally presupposing the super-
natural—a recognition of what is higher and better than its
own “ thesis,” “ volition ” or “ appointment” may be. It is
not the noble himself that is thus “ better .and higher ” than
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the plain man, nor does the stress lie upon the latter’s “ sub-
mission ” to the former as such. What matters is the humility
displayed by society as a whole in accepting and elaborating
a manifold pattern of “ distinctions between higher and lower,”
as part of its own vital constitution. Society thus bows to
the directive claim of superior value, not determined by man
even in the sense of “ applying ” a recognizezd supra-human
principle of conduct to single cases, but supposed to appear
in the differentiation of the social tissue itself as a * semi-
natural ” growth.

Even according to the liberal ideology with its comic Car-
tesian perversity of idiom, the Prince is merely a constable
charged with “executing ” the laws enacted by the “legisla-
tive ” organ; but things are entirely different in reality. Not
only does a directing and ordaining function sui generis, irre-
ducible to either legislation and execution, reside in State
authority, whether it is monarchical or republican, parliamen-
tary or not, but State authority itself is never, except in the
limiting case of absolute totalitarian democracy, the only deci-
sive and directive social authority even in the purely natural
‘context, abstracting, that is, from the social locus of the Church.
Equalitarianism—in accordance with the formula of the French
revolutionists, “ Il n’y a que I'Etat et I'individu “—is mtent
on superseding all “intermediary bodies,” 7. e. the “ corpora-
tions,” and all autonomous authorities in society, i. e. élites,
nobilities, aristocracies, masters and owners, all privilege, all
private factors of public relevancy and mfluence, by a pure and
immediate Juxtaposition of the “ natural ” raw material of indi-
viduals (outfitted by nature with blue or brown eyes, greater
and less capacity for work, greater talents in one or in another
direction, etc.) with the artificial collective Reason in which the
sovereignty of all is incarnate, and which again Imposes on
Society a purely artificial scale of inequalities in the sense of
higher and lower civil and military posts. The central object
of its hatred is neither inequality as a mere “ given ” of nature
nor artificial inequality as such but the idea of a concrete
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natural order of Society’s life; of an artificial texture of social
relationships and appreciations reposing on a receptive incor-
poration of “ natural ” data of value rather than on the opinion
and will of an omnipotent collective Subject which merely
“ administers ” the human material as furnished by nature.

It is most characteristic, we may note in passing, that
equalitarianism, with the public constitution of the body
politic, the sphere of government and class relations, as its
primary habitat, should also have invaded such fields, more
remote from the political, the relationships of the sexes and
the domain of parental authority. Its main theme with regard
to the emancipation of women is really the superimposition of
artificial similarity upon natural dissimilarity in the place of
“ artificial ¥ mores shaped in reverent awareness of the natural
order and the elemental differences between the sexes which
it implies. The destruction of parental authority, linked with
the odd idea of the emancipation of youth (which, unlike the
status of woman or the “ depressed classes,” is a necessarily
transitory stage in human life) is obviously inherent in the drive
for totalitarian State regimentation. Although this idea is situ-
ated on a very different plane than the extirpation of nobility,
it strikes even more fundamentally at the root of the concept
of a social order pervaded with natural bases of authority.
Of course these cursory side-glances at highly important sub-
jects outside the range of our inquiry are only meant to com-
plete the proof that the equalitarian attack is by no mean really
aimed at an * artificial falsification” of the natural constitu-
tion of man.

To sum up—the “noble,” together with his feebler sub-
stitutes like the bourgeois, the owner, the gentleman, even the
petty bourgeois and the kulak or independent farmer, as well
as his collateral and rival the priest and monk, and such other
figures as the unsocial thinker or artist, aesthete or * erank,”
must disappear for reasons which at their deepest transcend
the scope of relationships within society and the plane of such
psychological motives as justice interpreted in terms of mathe-
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matical summetry or envy masquerading as justice. The
natural revolt of the slave or servant against the master, a
phenomenon which is often quite justified in its immediate
limits, is not the spiritual core of the equalitarian movement
in its secular grandeur, albeit grafted in various ways upon
that movement in its changing phases. Nor is the Common
Man simply a narrow-minded yokel or an inferiority-haunted
wretch who grudges the “ aristocrat ” his distinctions, capacities
or possessions. The “ noble ” with his tentative and analogical
pretension to typify a “ higher mankind ” or to adumbrate
an unfolding of man’s qualitative and intrinsic possibilities of
“height ” is merely a pawn in the game. He stands for the
idea of Man’s participation in values higher than those umni-
versally and actually obtainable for Man, and with it, for Man’s
bondage to an objective order of natural being which essentially
and metaphysically surpasses his power and outranges his
sovereignty. Equality is merely a function and facet of
“ Emancipation.” The war against nobility, that ostensibly
righteous social rebellion, sometimes made out to be aimed
at a restatement of the essential equality of men as a species,
long obscured and blurred by * unnatural” pretensions to
group superiority, is in truth an essential and metaphysical
rebellion levelled at something that towers infinitely above
kings, dukes, barons, squires, factory owners, generals and
admirals, fops or usurers.

7. Tur EguivocatioNn Asoutr THE * Praiy Man” ANp THE
“ Common Man.”

In a sense, the “ Common Man” may be defined as a
modernized, diluted and Westernized, a * stream-lined ” edition
of the Marxian proletarian; subservient, of course, to the
ultimate universal triumph of the authentic Easternized ver-
sion of that Hero of modern history as incarnate in a unique
and exclusive system of Power. The “ people,” as contrasted
with the “ aristocrats,” the proletarian, the “ common man ”—
they are all supposed to represent Man in his legitimate and
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universal but curtailed essence, versus a “tiny band” of
wicked and freakish * tyrants,” * exploiters,” * spoliators,”
“ profiteers,” ““ two hundred families” and so forth. The ide-
ological conception as such must not be judged simply on its
merits alone. It makes use of an appeal to our “loyalty
towards our own kind.” If we see a man wrestling desperately
with a ferocious bear or gorilla, or some more fantastic monster,
we do not stop to ponder whether it is the man or his opponent
which has sounder views or more justifiable aims, nor whether
the struggle might reasonably have been avoided. Rather we
hasten to aid our kindred creature as best we can. In a some-
what analogous mood of *““ axiomatic evidence ” must we take
the side of “ our like ” in the “ class struggle,” a “ social fact ”
equally independent of our own preference or contribution,
whether it be interpreted according to the stricter Marxist
or the looser “ people’s democratic ” scheme of concepts. Not
otherwise did the Nazis suggest to every “ Aryan” German
that in rejecting Nazism he would support, as against the
seventy million Germans of whom he was one, the few hundred
thousand Jews of whom he was not. Thus do happily coincide,
in the Leftist cause, our direct and automatic subjective self-
assertion with objective good—for our interest is identical
with that of Man—and with the prospect of certain victory—
for in the long run, numbers must tell.

While our righteous indignation is stirred up against the
“ selfishness ” of “landlords and capitalists "—irrespective of
their individual behaviour, and nothwithstanding the fact that
a wolf cannot live on thistles—in ourselves “ selfishness” is
made out to be not only permissible but actually a duty. It
is the motive power behind the process of world redemption.
The “ divine discontent ” that makes me crave for three rooms
instead of two or two radios instead of one is a “ revolutionary
force ” which deserves to be acknowledged not only but ven-
erated. Inversely, whatever personal sacrifices I submit to in
order to promote the Cause or whatever material and moral
hardships I endure under Socialism I must cheerfully consider
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as a service I do to “ myself ” or at any rate to “ my children.”
Here “ self-interest” and “idealism ” are not just brought
into an external and concrete mutual accord but, as it were,
qualitatively fused into one. The underlying assumption is
that there is a sort of substantial identity between my person
as a Common Man and Humanity as a whole. The doctrine
of the Common Man, with its connotation of a certain descrip-
tive similarity of kind common to most men (but not to all:
the reproved *“ minority” of the  privileged,” except for
possible cases of * conversion,” being set apart) i1s meant to
provide this bold construction with an apparent fundamentum
in re. A mere majority as such, as an arbitrarily stressed figure
of statistics, is not necessarily a reality commanding a group
loyalty. If the majority of men are dark-haired, they need
not constitute a unit of solidary interest as against the fair-
haired. If most people are frail and I am so myself, I may
vet hesitate to feel myself one with all the frail and to swear
enmity to those possessed with moral firmness. But we
Common Men are all, essentially, decent men “ like you and
me,” who recognize one another and belong to one another.
We are not the products of an existence based on violence,
theft, fraud, and parasitism. The white-collared workers who
speak and write for us sometimes describe us as “ the toiling
millions ” or even * the laboring masses,” thus revealing that
we are workers because we hate to be idle, whereas the frivol-
ous lazybones and the good-for-nothing profligate, happily only
a tiny minority, being loath to work, acquire wealth by inheri-
tance or “racket,” and live in abundance which they fataily
turn to an ill use at our expense.

The reality of the Common Man seems to draw nurture
from concepts, long in use without any specific subversive
intent attaching to it, like that of the “ average man,” the
“ plain man,” the *ordinary man,” or “the man in the
street ”—Dbeings which most of us, should we even have the
misfortune of belonging to the “ ruling classes,” are inclined
to be mildly fond of, though not perhaps to glorify or to
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elevate to the plane of heroics. Just as opposing the demands
made In the name of “ the People ” connotes or at least evokes
the idea of being * against the people,” indeed * against
people,” an enemy of the human race as it were, whoever is
unwilling to espouse the cause of the Common Man lays him-
self open to the suspicion of “lacking the common touch,”
of despising “ the ordinary run of men,” of being out of accord
with his fellow kind, and of callously, cruelly and crankily
regarding the great bulk of men as mere instruments destined
to serve the interests and whims of an allegedly  higher”
species of beings, exiguous in numbers. A predisposition deeply
rooted in the souls of sane men, legitimate and honourable in
itself, and in fact conservative much rather than subversive,
affection for the “plain man,” is thus being made into a
vehicle of utoplan revolutionism and perverted into an ideo-
logical bias utterly alien to its proper nature. Whatever the
* plain man,” the “ ordinary ” or “ average ” man etc., regard-
less of the shades of difference in the meaning of these and
similar terms, is, he is not identical with the “ Common Man ”
whose champions work on the “advancement” of liberal
democracy along the path that leads to totalitarian tyranny.
In attempting to elaborate the distinction, it would be unfair
to say, however, that while the “ plain man ” is a reality which
constantly surrounds us, the * common man > is a mere con-
struct of the subversive mind. For om the one hand, the
“ plain man ” also denotes something of an ens rationts, rather
than being a pure and simple collective noun made to designate
the Jones, the Brown and the Robinson we know, and on the
other hand, the “ common man ” is not a pure figment of imagi-
nation either. We must strenuously guard against the tempta-
tion to abase ourselves to the mental level of the subversive
ideologists in applying the demagogic trickery of * class ” inter-
pretation they use against their adversaries. Subversion is &
great, if evil, thing. It is by no means simply the “ group bias ”
or “ self-assertion” of a “tiny ” sect of ambitious crackpots
and gangsters eager for power. To be sure, these ideologists,
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agitators, sophists and tyrants or would-be tyrants do not
represent Man. Yet far from representing ““ only themselves,”
they do represent a perennial evil potentiality in Man, and
more particularly, a prominent aspect of contemporary semi-
Christian and post-Christian mankind. Accordingly, their
“ common man > possesses a sort of sociological reality just as
does the “plain man ” so often referred to in every kind of
discourse. Notwithstanding the verbal similarity of the terms
‘and a point of actual kinship between the two “ types,” how-
ever, the “ plain man ” and the “ common man ” are not the
same reality.

The point of actual kinship is obviously that of an absence
of particular distinctions. Actually, on closer examination,
we might find that we are able to describe unequivocally as
“ plain men ” much fewer people of our acquaintance than we
should have supposed. In any one we know well we are
likely to descry certain * umique ” and * distinctive ” traits.
On the other hand, in all commonplace situations almost all
of us behave in just the same commonplace way in which any
drab and humdrum specimen of the race would behave. It is
very much more difficult to make out what is really peculiar
to a “plain man” than what is peculiar, say, to a typical
district physician, a typical highlander, or a typical philosopher.
But we may try to encompass him in a set of negations. First,
he ocecupies no very conspicuous~and distinctive position in
society. He is “one of many,” no “ aristocrat” in any sense,
not rich but reasonably poor, obliged to earn his bread by
work, though not a downright pauper and not confronted with
strong temptations to espouse anarchistic attitudes, banditry
or other forms of criminality. Secondly, he is not set off
against the mass of his fellows by outstanding intellectual and
moral qualities either in a favourable or in an unfavourable
sense. He is not obviously a saint, though he may certainly
be God-fearing, not a genius, not a scientist nor an artist par
excellence, though he need not lack intelligence or imagination.
He is not a specialist wholly absorbed in his subject, nor a
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fanatic or an eccentric, although he may adhere to a conviction
with firm loyalty or pursue an aim stubbornly. He is not
mentally ill or definitely weak-minded. Thirdly, we have to
add two more negative characteristics related to each other,
which are perhaps less evident at first sight but most significant
in regard to the distinction we seek for between the “ plain
man ” and the “ common man.”

Whatever the “plain man ” is, he is not a mathematical
average of all human individuals living on earth, not the
abstract “ man who is naught but man” that would result
from rescinding all local, racial, cultural, professional or other
particularizing and limiting data. He is not man taken in his
absolute ““nakedness,” not a flavourless cosmopolitan “ unit ”
of humanity interchangeable with any other such * umnit.”
“Plain men” of different countries, different walks of life,
different traditions may resemble one another in that they
are “plain men,” and perhaps, on occasion, even recognize
one another as such with a measure of mutual sympathy.
They are, however, most dissimilar and alien to one another in
many important respects. Again, the “ plain man” is not—
certainly not permanently and predominantly—* group-con-
scious ” qud “ plain man.” His “ group-consciousness ” bears
on more restricted and distinctive bonds. His loyalties—how-
ever typical of him as a plain man-—have nothing to do with
a solidarity among “ plain men ” as such. His traditions, which
again it is natural for him to have, are not “plain man”
traditions. In other words, the plain man evidently fails to
cultivate and to assert himself, except in a secondary and
accidental, a * corrective ” fashion, in his quality or status as
a “ plain man.” He does not pretend to be Man n actu, to
incarnate the fulness of humanity, to. dispense with whatever
is outside the pale of “ plain manhood.” In other words, the
“ plain man ” is not his own paramount theme. Although he
may incline towards various ideclogies, democratic or other-
wise, he is not an ideologist of his own grandeur. In short,
the “plain man” is not primarily a believer in the “ plain
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man.” He may easily grow resentful at such “upper class”
prerogatives or advantages as happen, in given cases, to impair
his interests or wound his susceptibilities. He may not infre-
quently view this or that established authority with scepticism.
He 1s prone to enjoy gibes at one-sided scholars or experts.
Yet a tmdi_tianalist and even reverential attitude is no less
firmly rooted in him. More often than not, he inclines towards
snobbery. The last thing that would naturally occur to him
is to abolish “his betters,” in the broadest sense of the term,
and to actually step into their place.

The reason why the “ plain man > is legitimately regarded
as one “representative” type of humanity lies in his semi-
potential balance, sanity and universality. We say “ semi-
potential "~—for obvicusly, on the one hand, the plain man
is not a professor of “ balanced doctrines” in an actually
formulated, consistent, intellectually responsible sense and stiil
less a possessor of universal wisdom or skill but neither is
he a mere potential “reservoir ” of human qualities whose
superiority over this or that “ élite ” consists in the purely
negative fact of its not being yet “ committed,” “loaded ” or
“ signed ” in one determined direction or with one limited con-
cept of perfection. Just as, witness the Gospel, it is easier
for the poor than for the rich to attain heaven, the “ plain
man ~ not seldom gives proof of a kind of actual superiority
over the specialist, the refined and fully shaped intellect, the
man enslaved to one definite pursuit or preocccupation. For
it is true not of chattel alone that whatever distinctive good
we possess threatens to possess us too much. Therefore,
though it is nothing but wvulgar obscurantist mysticism to
believe that the ““plain man” can “govern himself” better
than a Prince and a State aristocracy can govern society, it is
indubitably true that a system of government in which the
“ plain man ” as such “has a say ” ¢s intrinsically better than
government by an esoteric caste of public officials no matter
how well bred, “cultured” and * public-spirited.” This is
what perennially validates Democracy in the sane sense of
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the term, as contrasted to its erection into a false religion of
secular messianism. Democracy, in that same sense, means
the participation, at various levels, of the broad strata of the
people in the shaping of public policy. For one thing, the
“ eminent ” representative of Man, in his “ actualized ” pre-
fection, whatever the specific nature and basis of his claim
to spiritual, social or technical authority, “ ultimately » origi-
nates in the “ plain man,” and “in the final analysis” acts on
behalf and for the sake of the “ plain man > rather than of any
human “ élite ” as such. Humanly speaking, he is but a servant
of the Common Good, which is shared by the multitude as a
whole. But there is more. He also needs the actual co-operation
of the “ plain man > so as to be reminded of his limits and of his
duty of subordination to the whole of which he is a part. He
needs this co-operation to be restrained from indulging too
freely his one-sided vargaries and predilections; to be supplied
with information and with impulses such as he cannot derive
except from the comments and suggestions of “ plain men ”
with their relatively untutored and therefore obviously less pre-
cise and less well stocked, but again some sense “ unwarped ”
and potentially richer minds. In a Christian society with
manifoldly developed and balanced hierarchies, the “ plain
man ” himself, although not formally established as such in
the status of an eminent “order” (many “ plain” men by
nature form, of course, part of this or that definite social
“order ” or “ corporation ”’) would constitute an “ élite ” sui
generis, of the highest importance if not explicitly of the highest
dignity.

€

8. How taE “ CoMmonN Man ” Dirrers FrROM THE
“ Prain Man.”

The “common man” for whom the “century” and the
kingdom of the earth are claimed is in many ways a different
kettle of fish. To be sure, the debased machine-serving and
machine-made middle-class or proletarian ““ plain man ” of the
industrial society marks an automatic transition towards him.
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