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The present posture of nations has made more
men the world over anxious about the future than
ever before. But anxiety needs to give place to
imaginative planning. Obsession with old theorics of
military power, defense or deterrence has prevented
the fullest exploration of alternative policies. To
replace methods which even in the past have often
failed, which are out of line with the new psychological
and technological situation, and which are negative
rather than contributing to the general spiritual.
and physizal welfare, many fruitful lines of thought
need following. And there arc many able thinkers
willing to help.

in several unexplored approaches to the current
human predicament.

—Henry J. Cadbury
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WAR WITHIN MAN — PART ONE

"THERE ARE MANY who believe that men are sheep; there
are others who believe that men are wolves. Both sides can muster
good arguments for their positions. Those who propose that men
are sheep have only to point to the fact that men are easily in-
fluenced to do what they are.told, even if it is harmiul to thcm-
selves; that they- have followed their leaders ‘inio wars which
bfﬁﬂght them nathing but destfuctién that they havc bgliéVEd flfl‘j
aru:l supp@rted by p{jwer frt::rn tht: narsh thrcats Df prlests aﬂd
_ kings to the soft voices of 'the hidden and not-so-hidden persuaders.
It seems that the majority of men are suggestible, half-awake chil-
dren, willing to surrender their will to anyone who speaks with a
threatening or swect enough voice to sway them. Indeed., he who
has a conviction strong enough to withstand the opposition of the
ﬁrﬁwd is the excaptiaﬁ rather than the, f'ul:;: an E}Ziﬁptiﬁn’ gften

It is on thli:’- as*:u,rnptu;in that men are shér:p that t*‘lg Gfgat-
Inquisitors -and the Dictators have built their systerns. More than
that, this very belief that men are sheep and hence need leaders who
make the decisions for them, often gave the leaders the sincere con-
viction that they were fulfilling a moral duty—even though a tragic
one—if they gave man what he wanted: if they were leaders who
took away from him the burden of responsibility and freedom.

But if most men have been sheep, why is it that man’s life is

so different from that of sheep? His h:stf"*ry has been written in
' 3



WAR WITHIN MAN _
blood; it is a history of continuous vinlence, in which almost in-
vafiably fcm:f: hag bLC‘ﬁ 'UStZﬂ to biZI"il’;i man*% will Tjid T'iL.lSE Pd%hd
nate m:l!mns of J;—w:a? Dld Stahn altjm::- ;xterrﬂmatg nnlhijn:s Df
pfjlitical tsncmiz:-:.’? T‘hr:!év: men were not alénc théy had ﬂ‘léUSﬂﬁﬂ‘%

cmi}! w:ll;ngly, but wn;h plz:asurt:i Di} we nD!: see man’s inhumamtjy
to man everywhere—in ruthless warfare, in murder and rape, in
the ruthless cxpleitation of the weaker by the stronger, and in the
fact that the sighs of the tortured and suffcring creature have so
often fallen on deaf ears and hardened hearts? All these facts have
led thinkers like Hobbes to the conclusion that homo homini lupus
(man is a wolf to his fellowman); tht:y have led many of us today
to the assumption that man is vicious and destructive by nature,
that he is a killer who can be restrained from his favorite paqtlmc
only by fear of more powerful killers.

Yet th; arguments c}f both sxdes‘ k‘:av‘c: us pu?iled Tt is true

a,m;i sadlsts as ruthlgss as 51:3,1111 ancj thlgr were; ygt ;hcsé are thcz:
exceptions rather than the rule. Should we assume that you and T
and most average men are wolves in sheep’s clothing, and that our
“true nature” will become apparent once we rid oursclves of those
inhibitions which until now have prevented us from acting like
beasts? This assumption is hard to disprove, yet it is not very con-
vincing. There are many opportunities for cruelty and sadism in
everyday life in which people could indulge without fear of retalia-
.tion—yet many do not do so; in fact, many react with a certain
sense of r‘evulsian whe*n they meet c:ruelty and sa‘digfﬁ

puz;ﬂmg cantradzgtmn we deal w1th h;ré‘? Shgu]d we assume that
the simple answer is that therc is a minority of wolves living side
by side with a majority. of sheep? The wolves want to kill: the
sheep want to follow. Herce the wolves get the sheep to klll to
murder, and to strangle, and the sheep do so not because they enjoy
it, but because they want to follow; and even then the killers have
to invent stories about the nobility of their cause, about the defense
against savage enemies, about revenge for bayonneted children,
raped women, and violated honor, to get the majority of the sheep

4



MAN, SHEEP OR WOLF

act like wolves. This answer sounds plausible, but it still leaves
many doubts. Does it not imply that there are two human races,
as it Wf;rc-sth;., wolves and the sheep? Furthermore, how is it that
sheep can be so easily persuaded to act like wolves if it is not in
their nature, cven providing that violence is presented to them as
a sacred duty? Our assumption of wolves and sheep may not be
tenable; is it perhaps true after all that the wolves represent the
essential quality of human nature, only more overtly than the
majority do? The answer to this question is of crucial importance
today, when nations contemplate the use of the most destructive
forces for the extinction of their “enemies” and do not even secem
to be deterred by the possibility that they themseclves may be extin-
guished in the holocaust. If we are convinced that human nature
is inherently prone to destroy, that the need to use force and vio-
lence is rooted in it, then our resistance to ever-increasing brutali-
zation will become weaker and weaker. Why resist the wolves when
we are all wolves—only some more so than others?

I believe that there are specific answers to thése questions,
and that we do not have to be satisfied with general and abstract
speculations about the inherent goodness versus evilness of man.
Depth psychology has offered us ample clinical material and useful
hypotheses which can help us to establish the following facts:
there is a special type of personality, not rare, yet not the rule,
which loves destruction and death. Men who belong to this type
find their most intense satisfaction when they can kill or ‘torture;
. all of their energies arc directed to the aim of destructicn although

the: often do not permit themselves to be aware of the nature of
this passion. This *‘necrophilous,” death-loving orientation can be
described and understood 'in its dynamics, its manifestations, and
its genesis. Such inquiry leads ur to see that destructiveness is
neither /e nature of man, notr is it contrary to his nature; that
it is alsc not one pole of a Manichaean-Freudian dualism of good
and evil. 1 shall try to show that the pleasure in destruction is a
“secondary ' potentiality,” a perversion which occurs necessarily
when the ;‘:ﬁﬁiary? life-favoring potentialities fail to develop. There
are those in whom destructiveness has become the dominant pas-
sion—they are the true killers; there are the many in whom the
passion for destruction remains secondary in strength to the life-
5



WAR WITHIN MAN
furthering tendencies, yet is strong enough to be arnused by the
killers under special circumstances. Finally there are those in
whom the life-loving tendencies are so strong and dominant that
no circumstances wili make them join the killers. The following
pages are devoted to the detailed examination of the most malig-
nant type of destructiveness, the one rooted in the love of death:
necrophilous hostility. There are other and more frequent sources
of hostility which T shall not deal with in these pages but which I
want to mention at least: 1) hostility as a response to a threat to
one’s life, dignity, property, etc.; this hostility may be called re-
active hostility: it is a hostility in the defense of life; 2) destructive-

ness which is the compensation for a deep sense of poweriessness

and impotence. It is to be found in a person who feels incapable of
influencing or changing people and circumstances by reason, love,
example, etc., yet who cannot tolerate the resulting feeling of im-
potence, and who uses force, and thus gives himself the illusion of
strength. Force is the universal coin which is used to hide and to
deny impotence. Hostility of this type may be called compensatory
hostility.




NECROPHILIA
AND BIOPHILIA

X wourp not know of a better ‘ntroduction to the heart
of the problem we arc about to discuss than a short statement
occasion was a speech by General Millin Astray at the Uni-
versity of Salamanca, whose Rector Unamuno was at the time of
the beginning of the Spuanish Civil War. The general’s favorite
motto was “Viva la Muérte!” (Long live death!) and one of his
fo'lowers shouted it from the back of the hall. When the general
had finished his speech Unamuno rose and said: **. . . Just now

the uncomprehending anger of others, 1 must tell you, as an expert
authority, that this outlandish paradox is repellent to me. Ceneral

Milldin Astray is a cripple. Let.it e said without any slighting
undertone. He is a war invalid. S0 was Cervantes. Unfortunately
there are too many cripples in Spain just mow. And soon there
will be even more of them if God does not come to our aid. It
pains me to think thaft General Millin Astray should dictate the
‘pattern of mass psychology. A cripple who lacks the spiritual great-
ness of a Cervantes is wont to seek ominous- relief in causing
mutilation around him.” At this Millin Astray was unable to
restrain himself any longer, “Abajo la Inteligencia!” (Down with
intelligence) he shouted. “Long live death.” There was a clamor
on: “This is the temple of the intellect. And I am its high priest. It

7



WAR WITHIN AAN

is yau wht:) rsrc:inn; its 'ﬂcrcd prCll‘lCt% Ynu will win, 13CL'1LI%L volu
F{)r tD convince you n;gd to perauad; And in Grdcr to persu i;ls:
you would nced what you lack: Reason and Right in the struggle.
I consider it Tutile to exhort you to think of Spain. T have done.”
Unamuno, in spcaking of the neccrophilous character of the

cry “Long live decath™ touched upon the core of the problem of
cvil. There is no more fundamental distinction betwaen men, psy-

chologically and morally, than the one between those who love death
and those who love life, between the necrophilous and the biophil-
ous. Tkis is not meant to convey that a person is necessarily
either entirely necrophilous or entirely biophilous. There arc, per-
haps, a few who are totally devoted to death and those who are,
are insane. There are not so many who are entirely devoted to
life, and those who are strike us as having accomplished the high-
est aim man is capable of. In most of us both the biophilous and
the necrophilous trends are present, but in different blends. What

matters, here as always in living phenomena, is which trend is
stronger, so that it determ i es man’s behavior, not the complete
_absence or presence of onc of the two orientations.

1

Necrophilia.

Literally. necrophilia mezans “the love of the dead,” (as
biophilis means the love of life). The term is customarily used to
denote a sexual perversion, namely the desire to possess the dg d
body (of a woman) for p u ';:n:s €5 Gf ssxual 1ntcr€:aur%e}
bid desire to be in the
a sexual perversion presents c::rnly t‘;m more I’j\?i"‘ft ami :;:laar pn:tu_re
of an orientation which is to be found without sexual admixture

in many people. Unamuno saw hs clearly when he applied the
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word “‘necrophilous” to the g neral’s speech. He did not mﬂp]y

1 Quoted from H. Thcm’msi The Spanish Civil Hf’m: Harper Ia}i"::nlt‘;zzr'si
New York. 1961, 'p. 354/5. Thomas quotes Unamuno’s speech from L. Por-
tillos translation of this speech. published in Horizon and reprinted in
Connolly The Golden Horizon., 397-409. Unamuno remained under houss
arrest unlil his death a few months later.

=}{i"1fl Ehlng* leaz;hflld ;md others have given many exanmiples of
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NECROPHILIA AND BIOPHILIA

that the general was obsessed with a sexual perversion, but that
he hated life and loved death.

Strangely cnough, necrophilia as a general orientation has
never been described in the psychoanalytical literature, although
it is related to Freud's anal-sadistic character, as well as to his
death instinct. Wiile I shall try to point to these connections later,.
I will now proceed to give ardescription of the necrophilous person.

He is one who is attracted to and fascinated by all that is
dead; to corpses, to decay, to feces, to dirt. Necrophiles are the
people who love to talk about sickness, about burials, about death.
They come to life precisely when they can talk about death, A
clear example of the pure necrophilous type was Hitler. He was
fascinated by destruction, and the smell of dcath was sweet to
him. While in the years of success it may have appeared that he
wanted only to destroy those whom he considered his snemies,
thc days of the Goetterdaemmerung at the end showed that his
dEEpQSt salisfat:tiﬁﬁ iay i witi‘le*’aﬁing tﬂtal aﬁd absﬁ]ute fiéstmc I‘iﬂn'
A I‘Qpi)ft from the FlfSt Wgrld War, wh;lg not pmvgn, makgs ggad :
sense: a soldier saw Hitler standing in a trance-like mood, gazing
at a decayed corpse and unwilling to mo«vs away.

, The necrophilous dwell in the past, never in the future. Their
feelings are essentially sentimental, that is, they nurse the memory
of feclings which they had ygstgrdglyﬂgr believe that they had.
They are cﬁ]ﬂ distant dévgtg’es of H‘lz'zw 1nd :::rdEr The;r Vilués

l!fg: not Ilfc: but death Excltes and se! sﬁes lhem

Characteristic for the necrophile is his attitude toward force.
Forcce is, to quote Simone Weil's definition, the capacity to trans-
form a man into a corpse. Just as sexuality can create life, force
can destroy it. All force is, in the last aralysis, based on .the power
to kill. I may not kill a person but only deprive him of his freedom;
I may only want to Lumiliate him, or take away his possessions—
but whatever I do—behind all these actions stands my capacity to
L:l]l and my wﬂlmgnrsss to ku[i The le:nfer Df dgath necessarlly ]DVE‘S

but Ii} dastrﬁy jt the use Df fiifﬂl; is m::t a Eransztary action forced
upon him by circumstances—it is a way of life.
9



WAR WITHIN MAN
This explains why the necrophile is truly enamored of force.
Just as for the lover of life the fundamental polarity in man is that
~ between male and female, for the necrophile there exists another
and very different polarity; that between those who have the power
't:::: kill and those who lack this power. For him there are only two
‘“*sexes:” the powerful ones, and the powerless ones; the killers
and the killed. He is in love with the killers and hates thosc who
-are killed. Not rarely this “‘being in love with the killers” is to be
taken literally; they are his objects of sexual attraction and phan-
tasies, only less drastically so than in the perversion mentioned
above, or in the perversion of necrophagia (the desire to eat a
corpse) a desire which, incidentally, can be found not rarely in
the dreams of necrophilous persons. I know a number of drcams
of necrophilous persons in which they have sexual intercourse
with an old woman or man by whom they are in no way physically
attracted, but whom they fear and admire for their power and
~ destructiveness., Often the person in thf: sexual dream is one who
“consciously is hated or feared. ' ) “

If onc wants to understand the mﬁu:zncc: of a man likz Hitler
“or Stalin, it lies precisely in their unlimited capacity and willing-
ness to kill. For this they are loved by the necrophiles. Of the rest,
many were afraid of them, and so preferred to admire, rather than
_to be aware of their fear; many others did not sense the necrophil-
“ous quality of these leaders, and saw in them the builders, saviors,
good fathers. if the necrophilous icaders had not pretended that
they were builders and protectors, the number of people attracted
to them would hardly have been sufficient to help them to seize
power, and the number of those repelled by them would probably

soon have led to their downfall, -
Closely related to nccrophilia is sadism. Sadism is d!ﬁérf;nt
from the wish to kill inasmuch as the sadist does not want so much
the physical destruction of his victim as the sensation of complecte
control and. power over him, Through sadism a living being is
transformed into a thing—not, as in Killing, into a “*dead” corpse—
‘but into a “living” corpse, into a thing that has no will of its own,
into the sadist’s thing. In one necrophilous person the wish to kill
‘may be dominant—in another the wish to torture—yet they are

10




NECROPHILIA AND BIOPHILIA
~usually both present and necessarily so, because they are rooted
in thg same crri::ntatiﬁn

turgd, lunz:tlt::nal manner. Th:z DPPGS!tE c:jf,thls prmgzple of llfa is
all that which does not grow, that which is mechanical. The necro-
philous person is driven by the desire to transform the organic
into the inorganic, to approach life mechanically, as if all living
persons were things. (A woman, for the necrophilous person, is
essentially a machine—in dreams represented as an automobile;
his approach to her is mechanical; he knows the right buttons to
push, he enjoys his power to make her “race,” and he remains the
cold, watching observer.) All living processes, feelings and
thoughts are transformed into things. Memory, rather than experi-
ence; having, rather than being, is what counts. The necrophilous
person can relate to an object—a flower or a person—only if he
possesses it; hence a threat to his possession is a threat to himself;-
if hf; l:;scz% paasessian ht: loses Ef_irlt"if.‘fwiih thf: wc:rlci T‘hat is why

t]mn pgsscssmn even thr::ugh by losing lxh: hc whcs pm%cascs hd‘?.
ceased to exist, He loves order and control, and in the act of mak-
ing order he kills life. He is actually afraid of life, because it is
disorderly and uncontrollable by its very nature. The woman who
wrongly claims to be the mother of the child in the story of Solo-
mon’s judgment is typical of this tend=ncy; she would rather have
a properly divided dead child than ¢ living one. To the necrophil-
ous person ju‘;tic;’; means correct divisiﬂn, and thc:y are willing ti)
for them are 1dcjls=gvcrythmg that thr;atﬁns ]aw and order is felt
as a satanic attack against their supreme values.
The necrophilous person is attracted to darkness and night.
In mythology and poetry (as well as in dreams) he is attracted
. to caves, or to the depth of the ocean, or depicted as being blind.
(The trolls in ‘Ibsen’s Peer Gynt are a good example; they are
blind, they live in caves, their only valuc is the narcissistic one of
something “home-brewed™ or home made.) All that is away from,
‘or directed against life, attracts him. He wants to return to the
darkness of the womb, and to the past cf inorganic or animal exist-
ence. He is essentially oriented to the past, not to the future which

11




WAR WITHIN MAN

he hates and is afraid of. Rclated to this is his craving for certainty.
But life is never certain, never predictable, never controllable; in
Gfdf:t" to mak:: Iiﬁ: ::::sntmlhblc it must b::: tmnsﬁ:rmcd into dcath;

Thf; m:‘t:mphlltjug p:ragn can Gl‘tfzn be rccggmzc:d by his looks
and his gestures. He is cold, his skin looks dead, and often he has
an cxpression on his face as though he were smelling a bad odor.
(This cxpression could be clearly seen in Hitler’s face.) He is
orderly, obsessive, punctual. This aspect of the necrophilous per-
son has been demonstrated to the world in the figure of Eichmann,

Eichmann was fascinated by order and dcath. His supreme values
were obedience and the proper functioning of the organization. He

transported Jews as he would have transported coal. That they

were human beings was hardly within the ficld of his vision, hence
even the problem of his having hated or not hated his victims is
irrecicvant, He was the perfect burcaucrat who had transformed
all life into administration of things. | -
In this description of the necrophilous orientation | might
have given the impression that all the features described here are
‘necessarily to be found in the necrophilous person. It is true that
such divergent features as the wish to kill, the worship of force, the
attraction to death and dirt, sadism, the wish to transform the
organic into the inorganic through “order,” are all part of the
same basic orientation. Yecet as far as individuals are concerned,
there are considerable differences with regard to the strength of
these respective trends. Any onc of the features mentioned here
may be more pronounced in on¢ person than in another; further-
more, the degree to which a person is necrophilous in comparison
with his biophilous aspects, and finally the degree to which a per-
son is aware of the necrophilous tendencies and rationalizes them
varies considerably from person to person. Yet the concept of the
necrophilous type is by no means an abstraction or a summary of
various disparate behavior trends. Necrophilia constitutés a funda-
mental orientation; it is the one answer to life which is in complete
opposition to life; it is the most morbid and the most dangerous
among the orientations (o life of which man is capable. It is the
true perversion; while living, not life but death is loved; not growth,
but destruction. The necrophilous person, if he dares to be aware

12
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NECROPHILIA AND BIOPHILIA

of what he feels, expresses the motto of his life when he says:
"Long live death!™ # .

Love of Life (Bmpkllm)

The opposite of the nr;s:rtjphllﬁus orientation is the bhio-
‘philous one; its essence is love of life in contrast to love of death.
‘Like necrophilia, biophilia is not constituted by a single trait, but
represents a total oricntation, an entire way of being. It is mani-
fested in a person’s bodily processes, in his emotions, in his
thoughts, in his gestures; the biophilous orientation expresses itself
in the whole man. The most elementary form of this orientation is
expressed in the tendency of all living organisms to live. In con-
trast to' Freud’s assumption EDI’]ELI‘I’]II’lg the “decath instinct,”
(whn:h I shall discuss later on in detail), I follow the assumption
made by many hmlag;sts and ph;lﬁst:phers that it is an inherent
quality of all living substance to live, to preserve. its existence; as
Spinoza expressed it: “Everything, insofar as it is in itself, en-
deavours to persist in its own being.” * He called this endeavour of
everything to persist in its own bEmg, the very essence of the thing
in question.® ' :

We observe this tendency to live in all living substance
around us; the grass that breaks through the stones to get light and
to live; the animal that will fight to the last in order to escape
death; man, who will do almost anything to preserve his life.

ThE téi‘ldﬁﬁﬂy to preservg llf nd to ﬁght agamst d::ath is the
hvmg substam:i:! Inasrnu::h as it is a téndgn y ttj prészsrvehfa and
to fight death, it represents only ore aspect of the drive toward life.
The other aspect is a more positive one: living substance has the
tgndzngy to integrate and" to unite; it tends to fuse with dlﬁersnt

4 The reader familiar with Freuds cuncepl wﬂl LLI’L:-HI'IIY have noticed
that my description of the ﬁEL‘.l’ﬂphllE‘lLl‘i character corresponds to a ldl‘gﬂ
extent to Freud's picture of the “anal character.” I shall not enter here into
a diszu;siaﬁ ljf this Eﬂﬁﬁef:tlt}ﬁ %uf’ﬁ::n: lt tn say that T_ EQE&!LIEI’ thg ‘{mal
whxch the _ﬂEél‘ﬁijiﬁl?]GiLi?: ‘charnctrzr cansmutcs thg extreme and most I’!’if’lllj;naﬁt )
manifestation.

4 Spinoza, Ethies 111, Prop. VL

§ Ibid.. Prop. VIL
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WAR WITHIN MAN
and opposite entities, and to grow in a structural way. Unification
and integrated growth are characteristic of all life processes, not
only as far as cells are conce ned but alsc:r with regard to feeling
and thinking.¢

‘The most elementary expression of this tsndgncy is the fusion
between cells and organisms, from non-sexual cell fusion to ‘sexual
union among animals and man. In’ the latter, sexual union is based
on the attraction between the male and female poles. The male-
female polarity constitutes the core of that need for fusion on
which the life of the human species depends. It seems that for this
very reason nature has provided man with the most intense pleasure
irl thfz fusit:un of the twg pCﬂES Biﬁiﬂgically, the fESiﬂt r;:f‘ this-; f'usic‘m

life, is rujt ngsgssarily one whlf:h psyr:h:slagu:ally EXPresses bn:)=
philia. 1t seems that there is hardly any intense emotion which
can not be attracted to and blended with the sexual instinct, Van-

ity3 thﬁ dESiTE‘ fiZif’ w&alth ﬁjr adiisnthg arid even ﬂ“iE attrﬂﬁtian tt::c

'sarwce Why thlS Shgu]d be 50 IS a mattar cjf Spcc’;glatlané Clna is
tempted to ihink that it is the cunning of nature to make the sexual

mstm:t 50 pllable that lt wﬂl be ﬂ’lﬁblll_' d by' any kiﬁ_d L")f intﬁﬂSE

ever tht: reasons, ﬂ]E far;t Gf the bli:ndlng bEtWEEn Scxual dzt:sm‘:_

and destructiveness can hardly be doubted. (Freud pointed to this
mixture, especially in his discussion of the blending of the death
instinet with the life instinct, as occurring in sadism and masochism.)
Sadism, masochism, necrophagia and coprophilia ;mi: ‘perversions,
not because they deviate from the customary standards of sexual
behavng but prgclsdy bEE‘aUSE thay s;gmfy thg one fundamental

Tht: full Hﬂfﬁldll‘lg Df bIDphlllﬂ is t:j be fDurid in thg productive

i Thls definition is tSSEﬂtlEl}y the same as that whn‘:h Freud has given to
the life instinct.

7 Many rituals which deal with the separation of the clean (life) from
the unclean (death) emphasize the importance of avoiding this perversion.
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orientation.® The person who fully loves life is attraz:—ted by the
process of life in all spheres. He prefers to construct, rather than
to retain. He is capable of wondering, and he prefers to see some-
thing new to the security of finding the old confirmed. He loves
the adventure of living more than he does certainty. His approach.
to life is functional rather than mechanical. He sees the whole
-rather than only the parts, structures rather than summations. He
“wants to mold and to influence by love, reason, by his example;
not by force, by cutting things apart, by the bureaucratic manner
of administering people as if they were things. He enjoys life and
all its manifestations, rather than mere excitement.

Biophilic ethics has its own principle of good and evil. ij d
is all that serves life, evil is all that serves death. Good is reverence
for life,® all that enhances life, growth, unfﬁldmg Evil is all that
st:ﬂes ]]fE narrows 1t d::an ::uts it mt{; plﬁEEE ng 15 v1rtunug am:l

.;l,bund.;mc:: of ;1,11 thmés (Dcut ‘3’8 47) Tha conscience gf the
biophilous person is not one of forcing oneself to refrain from evil
aﬁd to dij grxsd Tt is not thg Supar Egc} dESCﬁbEﬂ by ngu’d whic’h

agamst gngsglf ft:jr the sakf; Df virtue. The bmphxlﬂus conscience
is motivated by its attraction to life and joy; the moral effort con-
sists in strangthgnmg the life- lm'mg side in oneself. For this rcason
the biophile does not dwell in remorse and guilt which are after all
“only aspects of self-loathing and sadness. He turns quickly to life

and attempts to do good. Spinoza’s Ethics is a striking example

for biophilic morality. “Pleasure,” he says, “in itself is not bad
but gcscdi cc:ntfariwisa pain ih i'tseif is Ead 10 Aﬁd in thf:. same |

dgrn isa mtdltﬂtlt}ﬂ m::t c';f dﬁath but gf llfe » 11

R Cf the dls:usman of the prgducth orientation in Mmz for Hmnélf, l.c.

" This is one of the main theses of Albert Schweitzer, one of the great.
representatives of the love of life—hoth in his writings and in his person.

19 Erhies, 1V, Prop. XLI,
11 Ibid., Prop. LXVII.
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The Interrelation §étween the Two Orientations:

Eros

and Death Instinct

I have tried to give a picture of the necrophilic and the
biophilic orientations in their pure forms. These pure forms are, of
course, rare. The pure necrophile is insane; the pure biophile is
saintly. Most people are a particular blend between the necro-
philous and the biophilous orientations, and what matters is which
of the two trends is dominant. Those in whom the necrophilous
orientation gains dominance will slowly kill the biophilic side in
" themselves, usually they are not aware of their death-loving orien-
tation; they will harden their hearts; they will act in such a way
that their love of death seems to be the logical and rational response
to what they experience. On the other hand those in whom love
for life still dominates will be shocked when they wake up and sec
how close they are to the *‘valley of the shadow of death,” and
this shock might awaken them to lifé. Hence it is very important to

understand not only hﬁw ‘strong the necrophilic tendency is in a
person, but also how aware he is of it. If he believes that he dwells

in the land of life when in reality he lives in the land of death,
he is lost to life since he has no chance to return, ,

The description of the nccrophilous and biophilous orienta-
tions raises the.question how these concepts are related to Freud’s
concept of the life instinct (Eros) and the death instinct. The simi-
larity is quite easy to sec. Freud, when he tentatively suggested the
existence of the duality of these two drives within man was deeply
impressed, especially under the influence of the First World War,
by the force of the destructive impulses. He revised his older theory
in whif:h thc s‘exual instinct had bcen appgsed tC! thc‘: egﬁ instim’:ts

of the h}'pﬁth&alh that both the stnvmg for hff; and the strwmg fcn*

death are inherent in the very substance of life, In Beyond the
Pleasure Principle (1920), Freud expressed the view that therc
was a phylogenetically older prmt:lple which he called the “repeti-
tion compulsion.” The latter operates to restore a previous condi-
~ tion and ultimately to take organic life back to the original state

:}f mgrgamc ﬁxistanca “lf’ it is true ” said Fr::ﬁci in thg Ngw I‘m 0=
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in an umrnagmablc way, life rose out of inanimate mattﬂr then,

m ﬂccgrd;m::: wﬂh our hypr::tht:g;s an instinct must have at that
and tcs re- thablzzh th::: inorganic state r}f Ihmgs If in th:s instinet
we recognize the impulse to self-destruction of our hypotheses,
then we can regard that impulse as the manifestation of a dearh
instinct which can never be absent in any vital process.” 1* The
death instinct may be actually observed in the destructive instincts,
either turned outwards against others, or inwards against ourselves,
and aftf;ﬁ blgﬁded with fhe "'xual iﬁstiﬂr:t as i‘n sadisﬁ:: and maso-

analytu: llteratufﬁ: althgugh not by Frf:.uc:l hlrns::lf) has thf:, fuflCtan
to separate and disintegrate that on which it operates, Eros has

the functlgn to bind, integrate and unite organisms among thém-
selves ‘and cells within the organism. Each individual's life, then,
is a battlefield for these two fundamental instincts: “‘the effort of
Eros to combine organic substances into ever larger unities” (per-
haps a substitute for an instinct towards pgrf&ztign which Freud
does not acknowledge) and the efforts of the death instinct which

tcnds to undr} pfeclsgly what Ems is trymg to at::gmphsh Frﬁud_

Df thg rcpetitlfms Eﬂmpulsmn whn:h in 1t5i=:lf was at bs:st. an un-
pmven ;pgculatmn In fac:,t none of th_e: afguméﬁts in favar‘ f_)f his

ing ::antradlctgry data M st ]mng bgmgs seem 1o ﬁght for life

with an cxtraordinary energy, and only exceptionally do they terd

to destroy themselves. Furthermore, destructiveness varies enor-
mously among mdlvldusls and by no .means in such a a way that
the variation is only one between the respective outward and the
inward directed manifestations of the death instinct. We see some
persons who are characterized by an gspﬂ;‘:lally intense passion to
destroy others, while the majority do not exhibit this degree of
destructiveness, yet on the other hand, they also do not cxhibit
any marked tendency for self-destruction, masm:hlsm i"l‘iESS etc.

g _F‘r::ud New Insziu:mrv Lt'cmrm on st;im Annlyw. W W,
Norton Co., New York, 1933.
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WAR WITHIN MAN
1 suggest a dévelopment of Freud's theory in the following
direction: Eros and destruction, the affinity to life and the affinity
to death is, indeed, the most fundamental .contradiction which
exists in man. This duality, however, is not one-of two inherent
instincts, relatively constant and always battling with each other
until the final victory of the death instinct, but it is one between
the' primary and most fundamental tendency of life—that to per- *
severe in life **-—and its contradiction which comes into' being
when man fails to develop his life instincts. In this view the “death
instinct” is a malignant phenomenon which grows and takes over
to-the extent to which Eros does not unfold. The death instinct
represents pathology and not, as in Freud’s view, part of normal
biology. The life instinct thus constitutes the primary potentiality
In man; the death instinct a second potentiality,** The primary
potentiality develops if certain conditions are present just as a
seed grows only if the proper conditions of moisture, temperature,
etc., are given. If the proper conditions are not present, the ne-

crophilous tendencies will emerge and dominate the person.
What are the conditions which are responsible for necrophilia?
From the standpoint of Freud's theory one must expect that the *
strength of the life and death instincts (respectively) remains con-
-stant, and that for the death instinct there is only the alternative
of its being turned outwards or inwards. Hence environmental fac-
- tors can only account for the direction which the death instinct
takes, either outwards or inwards. If, on the other hand, one follows -
the hypothesis presented’ here, one must ask this question: which
factors make for the development of the necrophilous orientation,
in general, and more specifically, for the greater or lesser intensity

of the death-loving orientation in a given individual or group?
To this most important question I do not have a satisfactory
answer, nor do I find in the psychoanalytic literature. satisfactory

I

13 Freud takes care of the abjection that if the death instinet is so
strong people would normally tend to commit suicide, by saying that “the
organism wishes to die in its own fashion.” “Hence arises the paradoxical
situation that the living organism struggles most energetically apgainst events
(dangers, in fact) which might help it to attain its life’s goal rapidly—by a
kind of short circuit.” (Beyond the Pleasure Principle, |.c. p- 51.)

4 CFf. my analysis of desiructiveness and the distinction between primary
and secondary potentialities in Man for Himself, Ch. V, A. . '
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::rf th{: thegrétxzal r:oncgpts und&r whlc;-h desiructw;nsss s ;:ats-
gorized. Further study of this problem is, in my opinion, of the
utmost importance. Nevértheless I can venture some tentative an-
swers which I have arrived at on the basis of my clinical experience
in psychoanalytic treatment and on the basis of observation and
analysis of group behavior. The most important condition for the -
development of the love of life in the child is for him to be with
people who love life. Love of life is just as contagious as love of
death. It communicates itself without words, explanations, and cer-
tainly without any preaching that one ought to love life. Tt is
E‘iprES&d in gzstuf-es more thén’ in ideas in the tone t::f vaicg
t:zf_ a person or gmup, mthgr than in tht: f::fﬁ;:lal prmclples and rulgs &
according-to which they organize their lives. Among the specific
conditions for the development of biophilia I could mention the
following: warm, affectionate contact with others during infancy;
freedom and absence of thrf:ats the possibility of making proper
use of one’s potentialities; st;mulatmg influence of, and response
~to others; conditions of life which permit a person freedom of
thought and action, and the creative use of his powers of work,
The very opposite of these conditions furthers the development of
nﬁcraphllla growing up among death- li‘:ﬂ!lﬁg people, lack of stimu-
latmn frlght cgnditmns Whlt:h maka lle IQLIE]H]EEEI anﬂ Llnll”ltEF

: human rﬁlatzéns among pﬁﬁplé ,
As to thi: .m::'zal ggndititjﬂs for thi,: dwélﬁpment of blﬂphllla

trands 1 haw: ]ust mmtmned w;th regard ta mdmdual davelap—
ment. It is possible, however, to speculate further about the social
conditions, even thﬂugh the fﬁllgwmg remarks are fmly a begin-
ning rather than an end of such speculation.

Perhaps the mast obvious factor to be mentioned here is that
of a situation of abundance versus scarcity, both ccgnamn‘:ally and
“psychologically. As long as most of man’s energy is taken up by
thE defense :jf hls hff: agalnst attat:ks or to ward isff starvation, thg

impﬁrtant SE{.‘.lal :gnditmn fDI‘ the, d&v&lﬁpment of blaphzha ht:s in
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WAR WITHIN MAN

the abolitior. of injustice. By injustice T do not refer here to the
hoarding concept of justice-injustice according to which it is con-
sidered justice if everybody has exactly the same and as injustice
if this is not the case; T refer by injustice to a social situation in
which one social class exploits another, and imposes conditions on
it which do not permit the unfolding of a rich and dignified life:
or in other words, where one social class is not permitted to share
with others in the same basic experience of ]wmg, in the last analy-
sis, by IHJUSIICE I refer to a social situation in which a man is not
an end in himself, and becomes the means for the em’:ls of another
man. Fmally, a significant condition for the development of buzr-
philia is fféédz}m But “freedom from” political shackles is not a
sufficient condition, If love for life is to develop, there must bt;':
freedom *“to;” freedom to create and to construct, to wonder and to
venture. Such freedom requires that the lndlwdual is active and
responsible, not a slave, nor a well-fed’cog in the machine.

Summing up, love for life will develop most in a society in
which there is security in the sense that the basic conditions for a

dignified life are not threatened, justice in the sense that nabady‘
can be an end for the purpose of another, and freedom, in the

sense that each man has the pﬁssxblhty to be an active and respon-

- sible member of society. The last point is of particular importance.

Even a society in which security and justice are present might not
be conducive to the love of life, if the creative self-activity of the
individual is not furthered. It is not enough that men are not slaves;
if social conditions further the existence of automatons, the result
will not be love of life, but love of death. Mofe abaut this last
point will be said in the pages dealing with the problem of ne-
crophilia in the nuclear age, specifically in relation to the prahlem
of a bureaucratic grgamzdtmn of society.

Some Objections :
However, before we discuss the problem of the role of
necrophilia in contemporary society, I want to take “up some objec-
tions which may be directed against the whole concept of ne-’
crophilia as it has been developed so far, :
Even though I pointed to the various kinds of non- necroph-
ilous hostility in the bégmnmg of thig paper, this question mlght
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arise. Have we not confused hcstllxty, dgstruct;v&ngss and necro-

-philia? Are all destructiveness -and violence necrophilous, or, on

the other hand, can destructiveness and violence be used in the
Service of life rather than in that of death? _

The man who kills in order to live is dﬁterrnmed by his im-
pulse to live, and not because he is fascinated by death. The ne-
crophilous person, on the other hand, is attracted ito death, not
because he wants to live—but precisely because death is sweet to

‘him. Perhaps we did wolves an injustice by implying that they are

the symbol for death-loving men. Tt seems, indeed, that only man
is capable of de ve]c*ﬁmg the ultimate perversion: not that of de-
structivencss in' thg service of life, but of lwmg iin the service of

:'f_’lgath that only man can turn away from life, enjoy the atmospliere
of death, enjoy being a sadistic ts}rturgr of his fellowman.

Why should this be s07? Is man, then, more evil than a beast of
prey? Was Hobbes too charitable to man when he called him a
wolf? | | | |

TﬁdEEd we must assume that mans capaclty fC)f s:ruslty

ammal does not hav: nor is Freud’s assumptlﬁn i!f the dr:ath
instinct convincing, especially if we consider that it would be even
harder to find evidence for the death instinct in animals than it
was for Freud to find such evidence in man.

Pirhaps man'’s c:apaclty fDl"‘ cruc]ty, for taking p]gasure in

thr&at&n him ‘He wants tf: transcend 1‘!15.1':{313 as a t‘_’:i‘t;':atura,:i as an
object of circumstance; he wants to make sense of his life, to be
active rather than passive. But it is difficult to make sense of life,
it is difficult not to be overwhelmed by the sense of powerlessness
and the significance of one’s own existence, it is difficult to tran-
scend the role of a creature, cast around by uncontrollable circum-
stances. Tt seems that man, when he senses his failure to transcend
his situation by creating, tries to transcend it instead by destroying.
In destroying life he transcends it; in the act of destruction he
21



WAR WITHIN MAN |
proves himself superior to that which he could not create: life.
By imposing his unrestrained will on another living creature he
becomes a god; he can forget the sense of his own powerlessness
in the thrill of his own power, Fascination with death and torture -
is thf; rﬂag:tmn i}f Ihﬂ man whﬁ has faﬂgd in Imng; it is the expres- |

_crlpple wha wcxulc;l rath:r see IIfE dastrﬁyéd than faf:ﬁ hls own
crippledness. : :

Some will say that violence and force in the service of life
are necessary, and not evil. Others will insist that even in the case
of defending life the use of violence remains evil. But even the
latter will agree that to use violence in order to rob, a;gpl::ut and
humiliate is different from the use of violence in order to protect
onesclf from being robbed, exploited and humiliated.

It must bﬁ addgd that tthE is plEaSUI'E‘. in’ ﬁg’htlng and even in
does not fall undﬁr the abgv& mﬂntlcrngd ::atﬁgs:ru:s, Examplﬁs fgr
this are to be found in a certain developmental stage ‘of children.
and in many primitive people. Without being able to enter into a
full d:sﬁussmn i?f thls phengm&ngn hEI‘E I want to pmnt to saveral

and that means c:ift&n ﬂ”lﬁ_‘. m&mber of : a I‘IElgh rlng tnhe_ls not |
experienced as being fully human, and thus one does not identify
with him. Hence killing people is experienced as being rather
‘similar to killing animals; it does not have the same emotional
impzi::t and meaﬁiﬂg which killing has if tnge &xiats f'u]l identiﬁza=-

Eﬁl’s cnter mtc: t’hg psyc:hglﬁglsal plcturé among thcrse are ESPE“
cially the pride in the skill of fighting, the narcissistic satisfaction
- in victory, etc. We can observe this among primitive tribes today
as wzll as amgng HEII‘I'IEI‘S hgraes They seem to en]cxy sktll and

Stl]l see another mut1v&-=thal_: gf c;uri:;is_.lty. Acts whlch appeat as
‘sadistic and destructive are often motivated by the desire to know
‘an object; at a certain stage of development knowing is still
achieved by taking apart rather than by loving.

There is still another problem. Even though killing may serve
- the aim of life, it is never good—and often it is only a fiction when
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NECROPHILIA AND BIOPHILIA
it is said that the opponent threatens life or frgedgm and hence killa
ing is necessary. :
Who is to decide when killing is done f(;‘il’ freedom and when

it is done for reasons of conquest or oppression? Certainly, to take

recent examples, the Czur, the Kaiser, Clemenceau, and Lloyd
George all ordered killing in the name of freedom; even Hitler,
when ordering the indiscriminate hangmg of men, women, and
- children as a reprisal for attacks by guerillas, ju‘%tlﬁéd it as an act
for the protection of the Germans from being enslaved by their

enemies, Furthermore, it is dangerous because any political vio- -
lence today will easily end in nuclear war—and thus in the end of -

freedom. Any glorification of violence is not only dangerous, it is

also based on an untruth. Dying is never sweet except for the

necrophilous pervert, and killing never leads to the realization of
what is human. Killing is always a violation of that which is human,
both in the killer and in the killed. It is condoned by many as being
in the service of life, but it must always be atoned for because it

always is a crime against life; it always hardens the heart of the

killer, it always violates his humanity.
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WAR WITHIN MAN — PART THREE

WHAT ARE the implications of these theoretical consid-
erations for our age, and especially with regard to the psychological
motives for war?

1 shall not be concerned here with all the aspects of modern
war, many of which have existed for previous wars as they do for
- nuclear war, but only with one very crucial psychological problem
pertaining to nuclear war. Whatever the rationale of pr&vmus
wars might mave been—defense against attack, economic gain,
liberation, glory, preservation of a way of life—such rationale does
not hold true for nuclear war. There is no defense, no gain, no
liberatiﬁng no gic:r—y, w’hen at the very “best” half of one’s country’s
destmyed “and a barhai' brutaiizéd life remains in which those
still alive will envy the deadiiﬁ

‘Why is it that in spite of all this, preparations are made for
nuclear war without any more widespread protest than that which
exists? How can we understand that people with children and
grandchildren do not stand up and protest? Why is it that people
Whi} havE rﬁuch tD live Fﬁr or 5O it wsuld seem, are SCJbEi"I}f con-

15 T can not accept those theories which try to persuadt: us that a) the
sudden destruction of 60 million Americans will not have -a profound and
devastating influertze on our civilization and/or b) that even when nuclear
war has started, such rationality will continue to exist among the enemies
that they will conduct the war Ef:ﬂ:ﬂl‘dlﬁg to a set of rules which will prevent
mass desiruction. '
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of them gives a satisfactory explanation unless we include the fol-
lowing: that people are not afraid of total destruction because they
do not love life; or even, because many are attracted to death.

This hypothesis seems to contradict all obvious evidence. Was
there ever a culture with more love of pleasure, with more love of
excitement and with greater opportunities for the majority to
enjoy pleasure and excitement? But even if we admit that people
never had more excitement and pleasure than today, this would
ot exclude the fact that there is little love of lifetoday and perhaps
a great deal of attraction to death.

In order to explain this apparent paradox 1 must refer to the
previous analysis of the life-loving and death-loving orientations
respectively. Life is structured growth, and by its very nature not
subject to strict control or prediction. In the realm of life others
can be influenced only by the forces of life, such as love, stimu-
lation, example. Life can be experienced only in its individual
manifestations, in the individual pETSCﬁﬂ as well 4s in a bird or a
flower. There is no life of “the masses,’ thgre is no life in abstrac-
tion. But our industrial civilization is not organized for life. Our
approach to life is mechanical. Qur main aim is to produce things,
and in the process of this idolatry of thinas we transform ourselves

lﬂ

\n\ \

into things. People are treated as numtkers. The question here is.
not whether they are treated nicely and are well-fed (things, too,
can be trea Ed nicely); the question is whether people are things
or living I:z ings. People love mechanical gadgets much more than
living beings. The approach to men is intellectual-abstract. One is
intérEstEd in p& ple as objects, in theif QGITII‘II on properties, in the
.of mass beha in living individuals. All this
gaes tx:vg&t_her with the increasing role éf bureaucratic methods. Ir
giant centers of production, giant g;t;es, giant countries, men are
1 i things; they themselves and their
admu‘nst atgrs are transformed fntcj things, and obey the law of
le to be a thing; he is killed WhEH th.

he:ﬁmgs a thlP,g, he EEQQmES desperate and wants to kill all lif
Consider the role that killing plays in our amusements. Thex
movies, the comic strips, the newspapers are full of excitement
becau;m thf;y are f ll cjf p orts C.if destruction, sadism, *futality,
t ind
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WAR WITHIN MAN
nothing excites them more than to see or read of killings, whether
it is murder or the fatal accident in an automobile race. Is this not
an indication of how deep this fascination with death 'has already
grown? Or think of expressions such as being “thrilled tf_r death”

or “dying to” do this or that, or the expression “it kills me.” Briefly

intellectualization, quantification, abstractification, burcaucratiza-
tion, and reefication—the very characteristics of modern industrial
socicty are applied to people rather than to things; they arc not the
principles of life but those of mechanics. People living in such a
wystem must ﬁecegsaﬁl}f betzarne; more distaﬁt to ]ifE: and more

of excitement _fgr thcz joys of life and’ live unc_lar the lllusmn that
they are very much alive when they only have many things to own
and to use. The lack of protest against nuclear war, the capacity
of our “atomologists” to discuss with gusto the balance sheet of
total or half-total destruction, shows how far we have already gone
into the “valley of the shadow of death.”

These features of necrophilous orientation exist in all modern
industrial societies, regardless of their résp&;t;tl‘!t; political structures.
What communist state-capitalism has in common in this respect
with corporate capitalism is more important than the ways in which
tht:y dlﬁ'ér stth SystEms have in common the bUFEEHCTStIC mechan-

'T’hg afﬁmty between thg ngcrgphﬂgus s:{:mtempt fﬁf ]!fE and the
admiration of speed and all that is mechanical was expressed very
distinctly and probably for the first time in Marinetti’s “Manifesto
of Futurism™ (1909). The following excerpts will make this clear:

I. We shall sing the love of danger, the habit of energy
and boldness.

2. The essential elements of our poetry shall be courage,
daring and rebellion.

3. Literature has hitherto glorified thoughtful immobility,
ecstacy and sleep; we shall extol aggressive movement,
feverish insomnia, the double quick step, the somersault,

the box on the ear, the fisticuff..
4. We dEEIE that the world’s splendour has been en-
riched by a new beauty; the beauty of speed. A racing
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with explosive breath . . . a roaring motor-car, which
looks as though running on a shrapnel is more beautiful
than the Vicrory of Sumothrace.
5. We shall sing of the man at the steering wheel, whose
ideal stem transfixes the Earth, rushing over the circuit
of her orbit.
6. The poet must give himself with frenzy, with splendour
and with lavishness, in order to increase the enthusiastic
fervour of the primoridal elements.
7. There is no more beauty except in strife. No master-
piece without aggressiveness. Poetry must be a violent
onslaught upon the unknown forces, to command them
to bow before man.
8. We stand upon the extreme promontory of the cen-
turies! . . . Why should we look behind us, when we _
have to break in the mysterious portals of the Impossible?
Time and Space died yesterday. Already we live in the
absolute, since we have already created speed, eternal
and ever-present.
9. We wish to glorify war—the only health giver of the
world—militarism, patriotism, the destructive arm of the
Anarchist, the beautiful Tdeas that kill, the contempt for
woman. . :
10. We wish to destroy the museums, the libraries, to
fight against moralism, feminism and all opportunistic
and utilitarian meannesses.
11. We shall sing of the great crowds in the excitement
of labour, pleasure and rebellion; of the multi-coloured
and polyphonic surf of revolutions in modern capital
cities; of the nocturnal vibration of arsenals and work-
shops beneath their violent electric moons; of the greedy
stations swallowing smoking snakes; of factories sus-
pended from the ‘clouds by their strings of smoke; of
- bridges leaping like gymnasts over the diabolical cutlery
of sunbathed rivers; of adventurous liners scenting the
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horizon; of broad-chested locomotives prancing on the
rails, like huge steel horses bridled with long tubes; and

screw is like the flapping of flags and the applause of an
enthusiastic crowd.8 , .

To speak of the necrophilous quality of our industrial civiliza-
tion does not imply that industrial production as such is neces-
sarily contrary to the principles of life. The question is whether the

dominant ones. Obviously, so far the industrialized world has not
found an answer to the question which is posed here: how is it
possible to create a humanist industrialism as against the bureau-
cratic mass industrialism which rules our lives today?

The danger of nuclear war is so imminent that it seems prob-
able that man will have arrived at a new barbarism before he has
even a chance to find the road to a humanist industrialism. Yet not
all hope is lost; hence we might ask ourselves whether the hypothe-
sis developed here could in any way contribute to finding peaceful
solutions. I believe it might be useful in several ways. First of all,
an awareness of our pathological situation, while not yet a cure,
is nevertheless a first step. If more people became aware of the
difference between love for life and love for death, if they became
aware that they themselves are already far gone in the direction of
necrophilia, this shock alone could produce new and healthy
reactions. Furthermore, the sensitivity toward those who recom-

for them into disgust. Beyond this, our hypothesis would suggest
one thing to those concerned with peace and survival: that every
effort must be made to weaken the attraction of death and to
strengthen the attraction of life. Why not declare that there is
only one truly dangerous subversion, the subversion of life? Why
do not those who represent the traditions of religion and human-
ism speak up and say that there is no more deadlier sin than the
love for death and the contempt for life? Why not encourage our

16 Initial Manifesto of Futurism (1909), p. 124.
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best brains, scientists, artists, educators, to make suggestions on
how to arquse and stimulate love for life as opposed to love for
gadgets? 1 know, love for gadgets brings profits to the corporations
—love for life requires fewer things—hence is less profitable.
Maybe it is too late. Maybe the ncutron bomb which leaves whole
cities intact, without life, is to be the symbol of our civilization.
But, again, those of us who love life will not bow down to the
principles of death before we have inhaled for the last time.1?
Finally these considerations suggest that the apathy which is
furthered by the conviction that man’s evilness is a necessary part
of his nature might be diminished by the awareness that the love
given and constant potentialities, but that it is the failure to make
sense of life which produces the thrill in death and destruction. In-
deed, love for life and love for death are not a dualism inherent in
man, they rather constiwute his basic choice; but it is a choice which
he makes not when he has arrived at the act of final destruction but
many steps before this last one; he makes this choice each time

life, every act which neglects life, which is indifferent to and which
wastes life is a step toward the love of death. This choice man mus:
make at every minute. Never were the consequences of the wrong

choice as total and as irreversible as they are today. Never was the
warning of the Bible so urgent:
“I have put before you life and death, blessing and curse.
Choose life, that you and your children may live.”
Deut. 30:19

171 suggest an empirical program of research: 1) construct a good
depth questionnaire which permits the differentiation of the necrophilic from
the biophilic-orientation. 2) Apply this questionnaire to a stratified sample
of the United States population, and find out 3) what the percentage of both
main orientations and the most important mixtures in between them are
among the U. S. population. 4) Correlate the psychological orientation with
political attitudes, especially those to war and peace, to find out whether the
thesis presented here is corroborated by the statistical evidence. 5) Study the
correlations between the necrophilic and biophilic orientations with other
factors, socio-economic status, education, occupation, hobbies, religious in-
terest, philosophy of life, etc., in order to see which factors seem to have a
causal relation to the two orientations, respectively. 6) Form pilot groups
and study which conditions and changes lead to a change in orientation.
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W itH EACH of the previous studics in the Bevond Deter-
rence series, a seminar has been held in which experts representing
varying points of view discussed at length and in direct personal
exchange the issues raised in the central essay. For several tech-
nical'rﬁ-ascms and paftidliy in a 'zzpirit caf cxperimentatiaﬁ thf: com-

to expreza hlh views on Dr Framm Essay in wrlt;ng ThlS fc:)rrnat

. has the advantage of providing an opportunity for more carefully

reasoned statements and a coherence of comment from each par-
ticipant. On the other hand, the quality of personal exchange and
sharing of thoughts among the commentators has been lost.

The statements by cach of the commentators are printed with-
out editorial change, as is the answer to these comments by Dr.
Fromm. The working title of the essay in manuscript form about
which the commentators wrote their statements was “On the
Psychological Causes of War.” This title has been changed and
certain other minor changes plus a few minor additions to the
essay have been made by the author subsequent to the reading
by the commentators. However, these changes have not substan-
tially modified the content, the point of view or the emphasis of
the original essay.

Gordon Christiansen
Direcror of Studies,
 Peace Education Division, AFSC
BY ‘*
JEROME D. FRANK
ROY W. MENNINGER
HANS J. MDRGENTHAU
F!TIR!H A. SDEDKIH
THOMAS MERTON
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Doctor Jerome Frank, psychiatrist, educa-
tor;, professor of psychiatry and acting
psychiatrist-in-chief, Henry Phipps Psy-
chiatric Clinic, Johns Hopkins University.

| :BR FROM M has wntten a prgrful sermon on gt@d and
sdigmfz3 whlch rnaktz more sense to IﬂQdEi’I’l man thaji _terrns sur:h
as sin and salvation. His forceful reminder of the strength and
pervasiveness of fascination with death and blood lust is a welcome
and needed corrective to the popular shallow optimism that views
humans as essentially altruistic aand affiliative, encouraging the
f"’alse hape that remﬁval ::sf ecanﬂmi: aﬁd csthgf ffustfatir;ms (whi::h
wa:uld autcjmatmaﬂy Igad tcs ]:!EECE
Thg dlscussmn Df se:nself:ss k‘illing as an eﬁ’ﬁft by ‘man to

rﬂat;tm: and ‘ccmpensatar}r hc::stiltty on thE one hand and
“nccrophilic” hostility on the other are especially illuminating.

How much Dr. Fromm’s portrayal corresponds to the actual
state of affairs is perhaps an irrelevant question, since this paper
is, after all, an attempt to persuade rather than a scientific docu-
ment. However, to promote discussion it may be well to mention a
few reservations, which are made very tentatively because I am not
nearly as well informed as Dr. Fromm about history, economics
and politics. | ,

First, the delineation of necrophilic and biophilic personality
typﬁs is essentially a literary ex ecfse with an honorable lineage
tracing back at least to Theophrastus. The skill of the writer
makes them convincing, but they are, after all, abstractions, and

it would take a lot of research to test their validlty,
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Many would question the assumption that modern industrial
society promotes necrophilia. How do we know that necrophilia
was not as prominent an aspect of pre-industrial socicties? Cer-
tainly, bouts of senscless killing and wars of extermination have
erupted periodically since the dawn of history. '

In fact, one could turn the argument around and assert that
cople on earth have been as sensitive to the welfare of others,
espectful of their individuality, and as considerate in their per-
sonal relationships as Americans today, and this has made us more
aware of the dehumanizing forces that have always been present.
Perhaps our fascination with violence and our willingness to com-
mit genocide on distant groups may be intensified by the suppres- -
sion of hostile impulses in our own relationships.

Furthermore, the emphasis on violence may be primarily
another manifestation of the search for emotional arousal in our
culture, also seen in the barrage of sexual stimuli and rising rates
of delinquency, alcoholism and addiction. The hunger for excite-
ment may be just as basic a human propensity as necrophilia and
the source of just as much mischief when life becomes so comfort-
able that it is boring. Under less favorable living conditions, the
na’:d for stlmulatlﬂn (Whl(;h may be prgsent in all hvmg argamsms

0 pe
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na

o

tudgs s:}f lle Wg hava t@ create our thrzlls artlﬁclally

Some of these questions might be clarified by the suggestion
for a research program described in the footnote on page twenty-
nine. Such a survey, preferably conducted in several countries,
would be of great practical as well as theoretical value.

Dr. Fromm’s analysis may not give sufficient weight to the
great power of group standards in influencing the individual’s
choice towards necrophilic or biophilic behavior. As far as their
own natures go, I believe that most of the SS men who publicly
burned little children alive, and the Hindus who abjured violence
in the face of death would be interchangeable. (Indeed, some of
the same Hmdus th: fi)llawed Ganﬂhi participated in the Hiﬂdu=
then in de!tll:il‘l tD strer;gthénmg blciphlhc and weakemng necro-
philic trends by the means Dr. Fromm suggests, a more practical

approach may be to try to strengthen group standards that oppose
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war and foster resort to non-destructive measures for resolution
of international conflict. This can be done (and is being done)
through mass media, and efforts to influence political leaders and
other standard-setters directly.

COMMENT ON
WAR WITHIN MAN

Professor Paul J. Tillich, theologian
and author; the visiting John Nuveen
Professor of Theology, University of
Chicago.

My pasic criticism of the paper of Dr. Fromm is di-
rected against the title! It says: “The Psychological Causes of
War.” 1 The war is caused by the encounter of power structures, the
bearers of history and its dynamics. These conflicts are unavoidable
as long as there is no overarching unity within which the particular
power structures have found a common center. Whether this is an
inner historical possibility is an open question. A nuclear war con-
tradicts the meaning of war, since it cannot create a large unity, but
desiroys the bearers of centered historical action, Therefore it is
quite imaginable that by a silent or open agreement, all involved
will abstain from using it, even if a war situation is given. And it is
a clear ethical demand that nobody should start such a war, which
is not a war, but a mere catastrophe. These assertions about the
cause of war and the nature of atomic war are implicitly a rejec-
tion of the attempt to explain war by a particular psychopatho-
logical perversion, even if this perversion is interpreted as an ex-
treme expression of a universally human tendency. There are cer-
tainly suicidal and sadistic tendencies in men’s estranged nature
(Dr. Fromm rightly denies that they belong to men’s essential
nature) and such tendencies can use the war situation in order to
be actualised. But it is a confusion of cause and occasion if they
are made responsible for the outbreak of war.

* This title was since changed.
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HANS J. MORGENTHAU

Professor Hans J. Morgenthau, professor of poli-
tical science and modern history, director for
Study of American Foreign Policy, University of
Chicago.

WhEeN FrRancis I of France was asked why he always
made war apainst Charles V of Austria, he is reported to have
answered: “Because we both want the same thing: Italy.” I submit .
that this statement points to a more adequate understanding of in-
ternational conflict and war than Dr. Fromm’'s psychological analy-
sis. 1 shall not raise here the issue of the intrinsic plausibility and
soundness of Dr. Fromm’s psychological arguments and limit my-
self to saying that I have grave doubts about them. They appear to
me to amount to a kind of psychological metaphysics rather thzn
an empirically founded scientific analysis. Yet even if Dr. Fromm's
psychological arguments were as plausible and sound as one mignt
wish, they would still be invalidated as an explanation of interna-
tional conflict and war because they reduce an autonomous sphere
of human action to a mere effect of psychological causation. In
other words, my methodological position differs radically from
Dr. Fromm’s., He approaches the political world with the perspec-
tive and the method of “psychologism,” while 1 try to understand
political phenomena as such, endowed with autonomous objec-
tive meaning regardless of their psychological origin.

“Psychologism” tried in the 18th and [9th centuries to explain
the principles of ethics and logic in terms of their psychological
origins. Later on, especially under the impact of the work of Freud,
all spheres of human thought and action, until then believed to be
endowed with independent objective meanings, were subjected to a
causative treatment. I remember vividly the attempts at explaining,
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for instance, the art of Leonardo da Vinci in terms of the author’s
homosexuality and Goethe’s love poetry in terms of the author’s
early masturbation!

What all “psychologisms™ have in common is the confusion
between causation and valuation, between origin and meaning.
This confusion precludes the understanding of any phenomena as
such; for the phenomena, say, of art, literature, politics, and religion
are seen as the mere cpiphenomena of certain psychological
causes. Political phenomena, in particular, have an objective mean-
ing which is independent of the psychological causes assigned to

individual psychological qualities, have had a vital interest in the
domination of Poland, and the rulers of other nations have from
time to time contested that domination. That contest could have
taken, and actually did take, the form of war if a contesting ruler
felt both strongly and strong enough to challenge the Russian
domination of Poland by force of arms. Or in the absence of such
either through the division of the object of the conflict or through
compensations elsewhere. :

The statesman has the never-ending task to seek the accom-
modation of apparently irreconcilable interests by redefining and
compromising them. There is no other way of preserving peace in
a world of sovereign nations. If this way has become too risky in
view of the availability of nuclear weapons then the rules of the
game itself must be changed and the multinational world be trans-
formed into a world state. I can see nothing *“psychologism” con-
tributes to either of these tasks. By diverting attention from the
real issues of politics and by draining the political phenomena of
independent objective meaning, “psychologism” actually stands in
the way of sound thought and action in matters political.
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Doctor Roy Menninger, psychiatrist, re-

Kansus.

Doctor FroMmM has made a considerable effort to relate
the psychological nature of man to the social phenomenon of war.
He has moved through the familiar channel which begins with
man’s aggressiveness, but has distinguished his contribution from
the more traditional views of personality by a new dichotomy. His
characterizations of a “death-loving” and “life-loving” orientation
have a superficial resemblance to the familiar psychoanalytic no-
tions of aggressive and erotic instincts. But one wonders at first
why it is necessary to introduce new terminology for old pheno-
mena, Doctor Fromm appears to have gone beyond hypothesizing
the presence of certain drives he thus relabels to the elaborate
characterization of personality types whose orientation is directed
towards death on the one hand, and life on the other.

Nominally an objective and thoughtful view by a student of
the human personality, Doctor Fromm’s descriptions tread danger-
ously close to a theological moralism. His way out of the wolf-
sheep dilemma, presumably by suggesting some kind of synthesis of
the two, seems only to heighten the dilemma even more. His effort

to characterize the typical personalities in such stark and extreme
terms leads one to the uncomfortable conclusion that there are in
fact two species of people: the good and the bad, those for life and
those against. If one is to conclude that the object of living is to
expunge those “alien” wishes for death, as Doctor Fromm suggests,
there is little to distinguish this “modern” view from the medieval
concept of converting the diseased or the deviant by exorcising
the devil that lies within.
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Doctor Fromm's dichotomy departs from traditional pﬁyt;h(’j-
analytic thﬂugnt by suggesting that the dcath instinct—his “death-
loving” drive—is exclusively negative, murderous and destructive.
In a like manner, its opposite is conccived as being &qually pure.
This picture hardly conforms to the complex patterns of human
btzhaviar whic:h :‘;‘{':li‘lfﬁjiit thf‘:. ::Iinir:iaﬁ Wc:: are accustgm;d to gu‘:ing
sglf agsgrtlvanass, amb;t@us prfzmgtlﬂn,swkmg, passwt_: aggrgsswg
resistance, overt violence, and unprovoked murder, for example.
Though all these are reflections of what may be called the aggres-
sive drive, they range widely from extremes of personal and social
effectiveness, to the worst sort of destructive urges which Doctor
Fromm describes. One may similarly outlinc a range of attitudes
and behaviors which reflect the erotic drive, from extremes of de-
structiveness to those idealized heights of life- -loving of which Doc-
tor Fromm speaks. Altruistic sclf-sacrifice, generous tolerant ac-
ceptance, greedy material acquisition, narcissistic self-aggrandize-
ment, and cuthanasia of a dearly beloved but suffering spouse are
exarnples of the variability of drive expression.

Examination of each of these modes of behavior would sug-
gest that they are composed of mixtures of both the aggressive and
the erotic drives towards need-fulfiliment, modified by mechanisms
of the personality in conformity with countervailing pressures from
its own conscience and from the environment.

It seems to me that any view of the nature of man which hopes
to reflect the way he is rather than the way we wish him to be must
account for this great interwoven complexity of the aggressive and
erotic drives. Most behaviors are influenced in their goal, their in-
tent, their need-fulfilling efficiency, and their object of attention by

both drives, aﬂd rarely by one or the other alone, The proportions

of the “mix” can of course vary from individual to individual, but
also from time to time and circumstance to circumstance within the
same person. Ruthless behavior of the executive and his efforts to
keep his company alive and competitive may be psychologically
akin to his vigorous and successful game of squash. To insist that
his aggressive behavior, in the office or on the squash court, is
therefore a sign of a wish for or an interest in death, and therefore
“bad,” is to reduce the complexities of a dynamic process to ‘an
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inadequate and gvgrsnmpl:ﬁgd formula, It is unquestionably useful
to consider that many subtly destructive behaviors are an ex-
pression of a “death instinct,” Such clinical examples as the dia-
betic who r&fusgs to take insulin, the chronic alcoholic who “drinks
himself to death,” the poly-surgical patient or the severely acci-
dent-prone individual, may all be cases in point. But the labeling
of the great range of mamfgstatmns of aggresswlty—pr&sumably all
arising from the samc instinctual origins, but many of which are
constructive rather than dsstruﬁtlvz%gprn@s us of discriminating
-nuances by lumping them all in the same pot.

Apart from the inapplicability to clinically TECDgI’Il?Ed pheno-
mena which such a simplification produces, I was struck by the pre-
sumptions which this view makes about death itself. The implica-
tion emerges that since destruction leads to death, destruction is
thercfore equivalent to death. Destruction is something we have
witnessed but no one has experienced death and returned to de-
scribe it. It Is quite possible that this identity is not accurate. There
are those, for example, who consider death to be the natural and
‘appropriate outcome to a busy and rewarding life; for others, death
may be a surcease from pain and a longed-for rest. The analﬁg:gs
of death and sleep do not pass unnoticed. To presume simply that
death equals badness is to create an ethic which confuses and dis-
tracts a logical inquiry. It is not to talk about reality, since 1t is a
- reality about which we know nothing.

This opposition of life with death leaves no room for the con-
sideration of the role of anxiety. It fails to consider that anxiety it-
sclf, mobilized by real or perceived threat, can lead to all manner
of destructive outcomes which are simply motivated by an urge to
defend, no matter how benighted that urge may be. To declare anx-
iety, Ihl:l'EfDI'E “death- lﬂVmg“ would be to ignore its pawzrfully
constructive effects, It is a frequently observed fact that a major
difference between a constructive and destructive outcome may De
a quantitative one: too much anxiety may paralyze, or lead to im-
petuous action and hence to damage or even destruction. Only a
little less anxiety may however mobilize appropriate corrective ac-
tion with a constructive outcome. It is not clear how this subtle,
variable and highly responsive phenomenon can be casily dlEth(‘js
mized as “death-loving” or “life- h:wmg »
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Doctor Fromm presses us to accept a “two species of man”
view of mankind with his declaration that the generally acknowl-
edged “solution” of synthesis of these polar drives is the “funda-
mental perversion.” This rejection of the synthetic solution requires
that we sue for psychic divorce, rudely disassociating from within
the very forces which have so powerfully stimulated so much of
human endeavor which is creative. There are many who believe
that the magnificent creations of art, literature, and philosophy, to
mention just a few, are the result of the Hegelian synthesis of intra-
psychic conflict, On a more pedestrian plane, one may cite the
response to one’s own unacceptable impulses by developing its
opposite: the industrial magnate turned philanthropist, the messy
child who becomes orderly and careful, and so on. There is much
to be said for the creative role of conflict, both within the person-
ality and within the society. '

T::z !wg in a psyf:hn: wrjrld whETE all is “gnc&d and purg wherﬁ

mdalenc& and an 1ndiﬁ"arengé tcj Evérythmg else. The danggrs of
satiety are fully as great as those of dEpIIVEﬁlﬁﬁ Struggle is life
and life is an incessant sequence of struggles.

This struggle to meld contradictory pressures is in fact con-
sidered lost when the individual resorts to a total embrace of one
pressurc and a total denial of the other. Impulsive people, egocen-
tric, infantile people, ascetic and schizoid people all represent fail-
ures in various degree. of this vital synthetic process, Resolution of
this struggle amounts to more than drawing moralistic definitions
of the “good” and urging their adoption. |

Eeyand this tij Eantrast thE: aﬁéct‘ ‘f man so sharply fat&s‘ us
be sgmannc if thesa pcjlarltles are all we are allgwed C)rn: cannot
gbvmusly dic for one’s country, because this, according to Doctor
Fromm, is love of death rather than love of country, Onc cannot
die for the defense of one’s family, because this is the love of
death, not a wish to preserve one’s family. One can no longer hold
the notion that to give one’s most treasured possession for a cause
or a belief is honorable; to be so wasteful of life is to be death-
loving, and by Doctor Fromm’s ethic, bad, no matter how vaunted
or grand the abstraction which motivated it. To reduce the ethics
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of human response to such a simple paradigm does violence to
our views of ethics itself, quite apart from its failure to objectify -
the forces within the human personality. |

Lastly, I am-troubled by the notion, as Doctor Fromm seems
to imply, that “preparations for nuclear war” are merely an expres-
sion of attraction to death. It is possible for example that the fear
of being weak or of being over-run may stimulate a belief that these
‘dangers could somehow be avoided by strength. At a national level,
this belief is translated into armies, and weapons of all kinds,
including the ultimate nuclear weapons. To characterize this under-
standable concern for safety and self-preservation as “death-loy-
ing” because, if extended to its contemporaneous extreme, it could
lead to death, is to confuse the means with the end. To judge a
process by its outcome is surely one method of describing it, but
it does not seem to be an adequate way of characterizing the well-

springs of fear which may give rise to it.

The paradox is even greater, since most of those who genu-
inely support the very elements of our national nuclear war-making
capacity which could lead to their own destruction are also genu-
inely desirous of avoiding nuclear catastrophe. This paradox of
serving life by relying upon weapons of death is a psychological
question which sorely needs to be better understood. Its explica-
tion is needed if we arec to propose reasonable alternatives that
people can not only see, but also accept. The psychological di-
lemma of reacting to thr.at by mounting counter-threat, even at
the cost of one’s life, is not an easy one to resolve, and jt leaves
me dissatisfied to resolve it by a semantic description of this
behavior as an example of “death-loving.” I would suspect that we
must descend to more complex levels of abstraction within the
human psyche if we are to see to the bottom of this perplexing
and potentially annihilating paradox. | '

Though I find much in Doctor Fromm’s psychology and
ethics with which to disagree, I strongly concur that the psychology
of previous wars no longer applies when one turns to a discussion
of thermonuclear war, It is a fact that most people have failed to
grasp the enormous magnitude of difference from “old-style” to
“new-style” war. This phenomenon, often characterized as “denial,”
may be more complicated than that. The development of attitudes
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appropriate to a phenomenon are dependent upon some experience
with it. There are few of us, indeed, and perhaps none, who have
a realistic conception of “megaton” in spite of our verbal facility
about it, Although our critical times demand that we press our
Uﬁderstaﬁdiﬁgﬁf the forces which threaten us, it may exceed

human limits to expect most people rapidly to dEVEIQP new con-
ceptions about phenomena they have never experienced and can
scarcely imagine. There are times when mere cognitive compre-
hension is inadequate to the task. One may well ask here how
“Eiﬁﬂﬁi}ﬁﬂl Iegrning” can bE: ac:quirad abaut a thiﬁg 0. terr‘ible-' as

Thﬁ:rz; is here an mhgri:nt prﬁbl&m in _prgwclmg pcs:xple with Engugh
awareness of the dimensions of this reality in vital, emotional terms
that will enable them to think seriously of alternative solutions to
those now predominating.
It would seem to me that the eventual Eapaclty to recognize
tht: potential destructiveness that can come from the reliance upon
nuclear defense” can arise only when people discover that streéngth
means other things than the capacity to destroy. In the immediate
lives of most of us, “strength of character” is recognized as being
stronger than the gun carried by the fearful and insecure adolescent.
By what means such concepts as “strength of character” can be
translated into national terms and then suffused into national be-
havior is a question for which I have no answer, But it seems
apparent that the failure to find a lasting belief in sources of
strength other than weapons alone can lead only to the devastating
outcome that all of us consider so possible.
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PITIRIM A. SOROKIN
Professor Pitirim A. Sorokin, professor

Center in Creative Altruism, Harvard Uni-

versity.

Just Now 1 do not have time for a serious discnssion
of E. Fromm’s paper. In brief, I. am in agrecment with his
position in regard to the threatening explosion of a new World

War but I have a serious doubt in regard to his variation (much -

better one) of the Freudian theory of death-instinct. Neither the
necrophilic ncsr_'bir::philis: “instincts” can really account for why
some persons become killers while others sacrifice their lives to save
the life of a fellow man, Nor why the rate of the grave forms of

murder: of matricide, patricide, uxorcide, etc. of all the kings

and absolute rulers of England, France, Russia, Germany, Turkey,
Tapan, Italy, Ancient Roman Empire and so on is from twenty to

fifty times higher than the rate of the ruled population. (See the

actual figures in my Power and Morality.) Shall this be explained
by the theory that the necrophilic instinct is so many times stronger
and more frequent among the kings and rulers than among the
ordinary population? ‘ - 2

Likewise, the Freud-Fromm theory does not account at all
for why the curves of movement of wars and revolutions and their
casualties greatly fluctuate from period to period in the history of
Greece, Rome, and each of the Western countries, (See the move-
.ment of wars and internal revolutions and their casualties in Greco-
Roman and the Western history from 600 B.C. to the present time
in my Social and Cultural Dynamics, vol. 111.) This theory like-
wise does not explain at all why the twentieth century happened
to be the most murderous and bloodiest century out of all the
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preceding twenty-five centuries of Greco-Roman and Western his-
tory—measured by the absolute and pr pﬂrtmnatg itumber (per
1,000,000 of respective populations) killed in wars, rgvalutmns
riots, individual crimes of this century.

“Instincts” are supposed to be constant and not liable to vary
greatly. As such, they cannot and do not explain at all an enormous
ﬂuctustir}n :jf mass am‘;j individuai murderg t:f man by man in

at various parmds t}f its hlstisry _S;mzlarly thsy dc& rut:t satzsfaf;tgnly
account for why some individuals are becoming murderers and
necrophiliacs while an overwhelming majority of human beings
remain free from such crimes.

These remarks mean that Freud-Fromm’s theory is quite
inadequate for these explanations. Causation of wars, civil wars,
and enormous contrasts in the rate of killing of human beings in
different groups and periods is much more complex and less well
known than the Freud-Fromm hypothesis suggests.

Some of the factors of making human beings more loving
and less sociocultural- -murderous, indicated by Fromm, are more
sound and correct; but his outline of these factors is too general
and vague and mﬁﬁmplgte At the present time, I believe, we pos- -
sess a more adequate knowledge of these factors than are
sketched by Fromm. (Seec my The Ways and Power of Love.)

Finally, the typological portraits of the necrophiliacs and bio-
philiacs, drawn by Fromm, need also serious corrections, For in-
stance, many ascetic saints (Occidental and Oriental) would fall
into Fromm’s “necrophiliacs” (especially such persons as St.
Francis of Assisi); meanwhile, factually, most of them were the
sublime apostles of love, and of “the reverence for life.” According
to Fromm's typology, almost all Buddhists beginning with Gautama
Buddha and most of the Buddhists of the first five centuries of
Buddhism, have to be put rather into the class of the necrophiliacs; -
meanwhile, they have had so great a reverence for life that they
refused to kill even poisonous snakes,

These brief remarks can possibly explain why Freud-Fromm’s
theory of psychological causes of war appears to me doubtful and
inadequate in its scientific validity.
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COMMENT ON
- WAR WITHIN MAN

THOMAS MERTON
Father Thomas Merton, clergyman, au-
thor; member of Cistercians of the Strict
Observance, Master of Novices, Abbey
of Qur Lady of Gethsemani, Trappist,
Kentucky.

IN MAKING my contribution to this discussion which -

appears to me both urgent and intelligent, I shall have to resort to
metaphorical language because I want, in a few lines, to point
~towards dimensions that transcend psychology. I fully agree with
Erich Fromm’s analysis, but I would like to try to carry it further,
in my own field. |

The Christian concept of man a concept which is held in-

common by all the religions which can be called “higher” or “mysti-
cal,” is one which sees man as a spiritual, or self transcending

his fulfillment or self realization merely on the level of his own
nature. Even the most satisfactory exercise of those biological
functions which preserve and propagate the life of the species is

is also psychologically mature and rewarding. As long as man acts
only as a member of the human species, within his limits as an indi-
vidual subservient to the inescapable finalitics of his common
“nature,” he is still subject to the deepest and most radical form of
spiritual alienation. He is not fully “free” because he is not able to
transcend his specific individuality and function on the level of
a spiritual person with all the perfection and autonomy implied by
that concept.

In other words, it seems to me that we must remember the
need to explore the full spiritual depths of such concepts as “life”
and “love of life,” “freedom” and so on. This will necessarily imply
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THOMAS MERTON
at ths: same tirm: a dccpminﬁ and in some way an appaﬁ:ﬁt ::’cjfﬁ=
analyﬁls i:if aln;natu;m_ as 1_t_ is hmtzd _at h::re anf_i davfclclpt.d more
fully in his other books. But I think the concept needs a great deal
of further exploration, beyond the limits of sociology and psychol-
ogy, even of depth psychology. .

1 think it has too often been forgotten that there are rwo
aspects of that vast, mysterious area of our being which we call
the uncgnscigus T‘her’e is the psychasamaﬁc area which is S0 tcj
ﬁmtgly more spmtuﬂ ar‘id metaphyszcal sub%tratum in man’s ,_bcsmg;
which the Rhenish mystics called the “ground” or “base” of the
soul, and which  the Zen Masters continually point to, but which -
they refuse to describe except by incomprehensible and paradoxical
térms lik:: yr;sur r;sr’iginai fac:e bi‘-fﬁff:. 'yﬂﬂ wéra bc;rn ’ SG to put

almgst tgtally nc:gl:::;ted lmpc;rtan_s:c fjf E:;r;pl::vrmg th15 _spmtual u_r.l?
conscious of man. There is no real love of life unless it is oriented
-to tht; dismvgry r::f ané’s trua, spiritu;ﬂ self beygﬁd and ﬂbEVE thcz

perhaps the most fruitful avenue gf apprgach at least fgr one in
my own field: namely, the clear recognition of the- ambiguities
and ambivalences generated by false personalism. I refer to the
fateful error of reducing the “person” or “spirit” to the individual
and empirical ego, the “sclf-as-object,” the self which we observe
as it goes about its biological business, the machine which we
regulate and tune up and feed with all kinds of stimulants and
- sedatlv;s tanstaﬂtij trying to makt it run ﬁmrz and more smﬁsthly,

and anxlety-allaymg cammgdltles ;
A medieval writer of great ﬁnessé Guigo the Earthusiaﬁ,
points out the state of idolatry and alienation of a man who is in
all things * SLI]:!]ECI to what he himself d&stmy‘”"that is to the
plea‘;ure% and gl“ltlﬁﬁatlﬂﬂs whlch ﬂ’lE transient and Exterlgr SE]E

crux of th& pI‘Gb]EITl the hape of ﬁndmg hfe and _]gy m 1 the 1 mere
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processes of natural existence leads to the contradiction which tries
to construct and create in acts which have at least an 1mpin:tly
dESIl’LICtIVE‘. character. The self-affirmation that sprlngs from *“using
up” something or someone else in the favor of one’s own pitiable
transmncy, leads eventually to the outright destruction of others
in open despair at our own evanescence. '

So Guigo says: “He who loves nothing destructible has no
place in himself where he can be wounded by the man of power
and he becomes inviolable, since he loves inviolable values as they
ought to be loved.” One might add that such a one has no neced
and no mcantwg to defend hims&lf vialent]y ﬁl’ to déstmy FT& dfms

yllablgs whu:h C‘igd uttr.:rs at thEll’ ]ZII'DI_’JEI‘ tlmtz” and passes on.

When our gmpm:al ego is taken, without further quahﬁﬁa—
tion, as the true “person,” the true “self,” as the being who.is the
genuine subject of life, freedom, joy, and fulfillment, or indeed of

religious salvation, then we arrive at the most tragic frustrations

and errors, because this implies a radical alicnation of our true
bung While recognizing the great importance of depth p sychology
(we cannot get along without it today!) 1 would like to say—and
I am sure all analysts worthy of their salt will agree—that con-
siderable mystification is involved in the complacent and beatific
sort of counselling that aims only to remove “guilt feelings” and
' adju*f.t thé EH’IPITIE&I self to a scn:léty of whlch Frﬂmm has hEI‘E and
we r_:sugfzr to- EXPEI’IEHEC angulsh in the fabulfjus li‘l‘ESpQﬂSlbllltlES
and panics we are generating every week of the Cold War. The
trouble is rather our moral obtuseness and our spiritual ms&ns:btl-
ity to fundamental human values. '

It would seem that we ought to pay a great deal more atten-
tion than we do to the traditional spiritual and contemplative wis- |
doms which prescribe disciplines (in the deepest sense of “disciple-

~ships™) to help man transcend his empirical self and find his “true
-self” in an emptiness that is completely “awake” because com-

pletely free of useless reflection, This is a realm of paradox and

risk, because there are false and unsatxsfsctary spmtualltzgs which
do not go far enough, which indulge in Platonic Dverslmpllﬁcatlﬁns |

— wh:r:h ﬁbje::t:fy that which can only be graspéd as sub_]&f:t and
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THOMAS MERTON
even then is
erate divisive contempts which flower in destructiveness. In other
words there is great danger in facile and thoughtless verbalizations
of spiritual reality. All true spiritual disciplines recognize the peril
of idolatry in the irresponsible fabrication of pseudo-spiritual con-
cepts which serve only to delude man and to subject him once
again to a deeper captivity just when he seems on the point of
tasting the true bliss and the perfect poverty .of liberation. The
supreme risk- in this quest for liberation resides in the paradox of
transcendence itself. For the Transcendent is also at the same time
" Immanent, and the mystery is that while man’s spiritual liberation
consists in a self renunciation and self. recovery “beyond himself,”
it is also at the same time a fantastic awakening to the truth and
‘transcendent valuc of one’s ordinary self. T know that this apparent
- contradiction is thoroughly outrageous and I have perhaps no real
* excuse for introducing it in so short a piece of writing, except that
even the longest and most complex explanation would not serve
to clear. it up. All I can say is that for those who are interested,
there are documents of all kinds which say that the highest and
most “biophilic” expression of man’s extraordinary capacities is
precisely in this ‘‘ecstasis” in which the person is at once totally
empty (of Sﬁpafatenass and material individuation) and totally
full, realizing himself in unity not only with all being(s) but with
the very sourée and finality of Being. It is the paradox of D. T.
Suzuki’s formula that zero equals infinity, or the rodo y nada of
St. John of the Cross. Hence 1 want to say that the highest form
of life is this “spiritual life” in which the infinitely “fontal” (source-
111{::.) Erzat!vuy t:f our bz,,,,g in Bt:mg is sgmehgw attamﬁd and

s lost as soon as it is “grasped.” Some spiritualities gen-

“around us. _Thg t:gmmr:m jargc:n of rghglgﬂs tends to speak of this
sometimes as “contemplation,” sometimes as “liberation,” some-
times as “salvation,” sometimes as “divinization.” The words are
~not indifferent, because they do have definite 1rnplzr;at1cms some
of which can easily be unfgrtunatﬁ: . N
Now I think the point is this: where Fr__ mm speaks of abwz= :
darzce as against scarcity, saying abundance is a passlblg support
for a biophilic orientation, I think there are unresolved ambiguities
left lying around, and they have explosive possibilities. 1 agree by
47 E
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all means that it is necessary to make wise use of all the tEChmquEs
which man now has at his disposal to eliminate want, misery and

injustice from the face of the earth. But our conquest of matter is
illusory if it is at the same time only a more radical and more

total subjection of ourselves to matter. When we had to struggle _
against a hostile nature, the challenge enabled us to preserve intact -
a life-giving and central integrity. Now that matter has yielded to-

us, we have also yielded ourselves to it so that we no longer expect
life and joy from our own spiritual “center” but from things which
arc outside us and alien to us. I think we have to recognize the
hollowness (Fromm himself certainly does) of the kind of material
and depersonalized abundance which we presently enjoy in the
United States. Not only does this tend to stifle and corrupt the real
spiritual depths of man’s being, not only does it Aimprison him in

every possible kind of spiritual delusion, but I think the very

frustrations and self contradictions of materialistic affluence,
coupled with frantic and useless activism, do much to explain the
death-wish of our warfare, economy and culture,

We live in a socicty that tries to keep us dazzied with baubles,
in a bright cloud of lively and joy- loving slogans. Yet nathmg is
more empty and more dead, nc:thmg 1s more insultingly insincere
and destructive than the vapid grins on the billboards and the
moron beatitude in the magazines which assure us that we arc all

in bliss right now. I know of course that we are fools, but I do not

think any of us arc fools enough to believe that we are now in
“heaven, even thaugh thg Russians are breaking their necks in order
to become as rich as we are, I think the constant realization that
we are exhausting our vital spiritual energy in a waste of shame,
the lnsscapabls disgust at the idolatrous ‘mendacity of our commer-
cial milieu (or the ‘various  other apocalyptic whoredoms that
abound elsewhere on the face of the earth) is one of the main
sources of our universal desperation, Other writers have analyzed
this with great finesse, and indeed since the phenomenon is more
subtle and more sophisticated in Europe than in America, I can
only refer to thGSE who have done such a good job on it over there.
Gabriel Marcel is, I think, a case in point. Better still, pﬂrhaps the
less well known and more explosive Leon Bloy, who saw the whole
hmg w;th a devastdtmgly prﬁphctlc ilanty some ﬁi‘ty y::a!‘h Aago..
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THOMAS MERTON

I might doubtless be expected to conclude with gestures of
éﬂngratu!atiisn in 'thv:; dircctian of pgpuiar reiiéign I am '1fraid this
inner s_plnt and tLII.‘I’IEd hlm over, hlg;: Samsmnj with his hatr cut fo
and his eyes dug out, to turn the mill of a self frustrating and sclf
destraying culture. The cliches of popular religion have in many
cases becﬁme cvery bit as hﬁllaw and as fal” as thii)séi:}f f:;crap
50 Easzly ?Eflfy thc t:.l;l_lms madi_: abgut ’Lh_ES pmducti Thg sin of
religiosity is that it has turned God, peace, happiness, salvation
and all that man desires into products to be marketed in a spe-
ciously attractive package deal. In this, I think, the fault lies not
with the sincerity of preachers and rallglau% writers, but with the
worn out presuppositions with which they are content to operate.
The religious mind today is secldom pertinently or prophetically
critical. We enjoy our routine and parochial indignations, but I
wonder if we have not settled down too comfortably to accept the
greater prevarications that the Gospels or the Prophets would have
us reject with all the strength of our being. T am afraid the common -
combination of organizational jollity, moral legalism and nuclear
zrusading wiil nr;:rt pass muster as serious rgligicn It cartainly has

ga:ﬂerally Lmdt:rstﬁc:d by t:hui‘t:hmf:n than thgbe whg fESE:Flt fﬁltgmﬂs
institutions are perhaps likely to realize. There is no question that
Pope John XXIII, in his efforts to foster a general spiritual renewal .
of the Catholic Church by the Second Vatican Council, has been
aware of where the trouble lay, But even then, I think that the
most profoundly and properly spiritual issues still lie too deep for
common observation and-interest, and are certainly far too mysteri-
ous to be captured in the concise and technical terminology of an
ecumenical council,

Still I would like to conclude on a note of hope. It is pre-
cisely because I believe, with Abraham Heschel and a cloud of
witnesses before him, that “man is not alone,” that I find hope even
in this mast tﬂESpEfE’lt& situatigﬁ Maﬁ dc:n;,s not hava to transcgnd
Hs:: ha:s. rathgr,; tc; rcspgnd tt: thc rﬂystermus grace gf a Splrlt
whlch is at once mﬁmtﬁly grtzatgr than hls own and yet whlch at
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the same time, offers itself as the total plenitude of all Gifts, to be
in all reality his “own spirit.” | -

Returning to Guigo the Carthusian: our response to the Spirit
of life is itself a living and dynamic progress, a continual attune-
ment to all the “syllables of the great song.” Our violence and
destructiveness come from the fact that we cling madly to a single
syllable, and thus wish the whole song to stop dead while we enjoy
what we imagine is final and absolute. But the “most wise Singer”
1s not singing for ourselves alone and we must accept the fact that
some of His notes and words are fot others and seemingly ‘“‘against
us.” We must not rcact destructively against the notes we do not
like. We must learn to respond not to this or that syllable, but to
the whole song. S R _

However, the response is not automatic. It demands a great
purity of devotion to trust and to life. The delusions of a fat society
glutted with the profits begotten by its own death wish, hardly
~ dispose us to respond to the Creator Spiritus, the Cantor sapien-
tissimus, without a fundamental reorientation  of our thought and
life. All have the duty to contribute whatever they can to this
reorientation. T do not think the word reorientation: is strong
cnough, What is required is a spiritual upheaval such as we seldom
see recorded in history. But such things have happened, and let us
hope we have not gone so far that they will not happen again.
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WAR_ WITHIN MAN

ERICH rROMM

THE criTICISMS of this paper concern mainly two points.
The first one, expressed by Hans J. Morgenthau and Paul Tillich,
is that wars are not to be understood psychologically, but as politi-
cal phenomena as such, “endowed with autonomous objective
meaning regardless of théir psychological origin.” Morgenthau
argues against “psychologism” trying as a method to understand
political phenomena. Paul Tillich similarly says that “war is caused
by the encounter of power structures, the bearers of history and -
its dynamics,” - '
- I am in full *1gréem§nt with both commentators in their
ﬁntlclgmg the fallacy of “psychologism” in the understanding of
social and political phenomena and in their plea for the study
and understanding of the social, economic and political facts which
lead to certain political results. I wondered why both Morgenthau
and Tillich understood me tg take a position which is opposite to
mine and in fact quite close to theirs. One reason for this mis-
understanding might lie in the origit:al title. Had it been “On The
Causes of War,” the assumption that 1 want to explain war by
psychology would be quite justified, But the original title was “On
the Psychological Causes of War,” by which I meant to refer to
those psychological factors which contribute to the causes of war.
I see from the reaction of Morgenthau and Tillich that the title was
unwisely chosen and that is why I have changed it to “War Within
Man,” But it was probably not only the bad choice of a title. whlch_’-
led to the misunderstanding, [ %péak of destructiveness in its
- various forms and particularly ‘in.the form of necrophilia, as a
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factor causing war. It would have been better to say making war
possible. This is precisely what 1 mean: certain human drives,
fears, hates nd suspicions are necessary to make war possible. If
all men loved life, had reverence for life, were independent and
critical, the human basis for war would be lacking, just as an all
destructive war could not be conducted without destructive wea-
pons. 1 believe that thése psychological factors must be studied
and that they vary in degree and quality in each particular situation.
Yet they have always existed and hence can be counted on when-
ever cconomic and pt:)h ical conditions lead to wars. My concern
is that the human factor remains a significant one among the con-
ditions which make war possible even if human destructiveness is
by no means “the cause” of war,

While 1 feel pretty close to the position of H. J. Morgenthau
and P. Tillich, even when they seem to feel distant to mine, I can
not say the same about Dr. Roy W. Menninger's commentary. 1
am sorry that it ascribes to me a position which I explicitly did not
take in the paper. Dr. Menninger says that my paper leads to the
“uncomfortable conclusion: that there are in fact two species of
people, the good and the bad, those for life and those against.” In
ﬁﬁnt’rast to this I wratg in thé’ paprt;‘f' “Thesa pure f'e::rm% (c;f necro-

insane; the pura b!ﬁsphllé is Samtly. Mgst pcc:plﬁ: are a partzc;ula,r
blend between the necrophilous and- biophilous orientations and
what matters is which of the two trends is dominant.” In another

point too Dr. Menninger ascribes views to me which are contrary

to what IT-wrote. He is quite right in saying: “‘we are accustomed

to seeing human aggressivity manifest itself in a virtual spectrum
of behaviors.” But I did not doubt this. On the contrary 1 wrote,

“the fﬁll{:Wlng pages are devoted to the detailed examination of
the most intense and fundamental type of destructiveness, the one
rooted in the love of death: necrophilous hostility. There arc
chgf sources of destructiveness which I shall not deal with in

these pages but which I want to mention at least.” Another point in

Dr. Menninger’s commentary is even further away from what I
wrote. Dr. Menninger argues that *‘the implication emerges that

since destruction leads to death, destruction is thercfore ‘equivalent
“to death” ., . “to pfésumg 51mply that death Equals bac:lngss is

I”mJ
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This is indeed true. In fact, to assume that “death equates badness”
is in my opinioh simple nonsense. What puzzles me is why Dr.
Menninger assumes I wrote such nonsense. I thought 1 had made
it clear that I speak of an orientation which loves to destroy and
which is attracted by death and decay. How can this be understood
as meaning that death, the fate common to all men,.is bad. Or
how could it be understood to mean that to die for the defense of
one’s family or one’s country is love of death when I wrote very
explicitly that “hostility as a response to a threat to one’s life, dig-
riity, pfapﬁrty etc.” is fundamentally differz:ﬁt fﬁ:sni what I ﬁessriba

to create an ethic which confuses and distracts a logical inquiry.”

TIE:E:TGphlIlEL Wlth absem:t: of i‘:ﬁﬂﬂli.’t ,
Professor Sorokin raises very interesting questlgns the answers
to which, 1 believe, lead us back to the questions raised by H. 7.
Morgenthau and P. Tillich. Why are graver forms of murder so
much more frequent among kings and absolute rulers than among
those whom they ruled? Certainly, the reason is not likely to be’
that they were more necrophilous but that the stakes for which
they fDught were vgry hlgh and murder lﬁ many cases thg Dﬁ]}’

philxa d:j ngt 3;{1:»]3111 Why thr: tWﬁﬁtlEth century is so r’riuz:h more
murderous than the preceding twenty-five centuries. The reason
seems to lie in the fact that modern weapons are so much more

destructwe and thisis a result f}f thg pragress Gf sciﬂnsa zmd tech=

been my lI’ItEnleﬂ to axplatn all aggresswg acts as a rgsult t:nf
necrophilia but to dgsgnbﬁ necmph;ha as one of the dlf'ferent kinds
of psychic motivations resulting in destructive acts. Finally, one
. more remark. I am puzzled why Professor Sorokin thinks that men
- like St. Francis of Assisi or the Buddha would “have to be put
rather in the class of the necrophiliacs.” They were men of the
greatest compassion and reverence for life, and their teaching that
salvation is to be attained by overcoming the greedy" attachment to
~life, has nothlng to do with satisfaction in death and destruc:tnjn
I appreciate very much ]E:rf:}rne Frank s comments. There is
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no problem of misunderstanding and hence of unnecessary argu-
ment but there is some difference of opinion. He raises two very
relevant questions. One with regard to my statement that our con-
teinporary industrial society tends to create necrophilia because
of its bureaucratic character, which tends to transform men into
things. He rightly says that no people have been as sensitive to the
welfare of others as we are. This is true, but only with a qualifica-
tion, that the contrary is true too. The murder of many millions of
innocent civilians by the Nazis, the killing of hundreds of thousands
of civilians in the air raids on Hamburg, Dresden, Tokyo, Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki has not aroused the sensitivities of vast num-
bers of people. Could one Dreyfus case—in our time, produce

anything like the indignation and sympathy which the Dreyfus -

case aroused in the whole Western World over sixty years ago?
Perhaps this contradiction can be explained by the fact that we
live still in the tradition of political and social progress which

swept the Western World since the end of the last century and at"

the same time we are already the captives of a new, dehumanizing,
totally alienated society which is just at the beginning of its
development,

Another form which Jerome Frank méntions is the fact that
we may have reached a point where “life becomes so comfortable
that it is boring.” This is close to what I had in mind in writing
about the necrophilic traits in modern society. When life ceases to
be interesting and stimulating then there is a propensity to seek
destruction as a form of transcending this unbearable boredom. I

hope that empirical studies liké the one T suggestéd can help to
clarify these problems.

Finally I appreciate the fact that I erome Frank has mentioned

" a point which I had omitted. It is indeed true that human behavior

depends largely on the power of group standards and that the
majority of people could behave like devils or like saints, depend-
ing on what the group standards are. This statement implies that
the socioeconomic. and political structure of a society and the

resultlng chmcé c:f the:r rgspeztlvg alités is af demswe zmpgrtancg

Phllla rn_eant Gnly tc: dgs;‘:mbe one type {‘jf human Qrientatmr which

18 actua]ly one fﬂrm gf severe pathalt:;g whu:h can ba Vafy impor- -
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tr:b gam pr:twer@ (Thﬁ bést kngwn example yat is Lhat of Hltlzr)
- To read Thomas Merton’s comments was deeply satisfactory.
First of all bf:causa hf: e:xpfz:SSES with c;larlty aﬂd f:iﬂjfagé rﬂany
ﬁr.ld that T‘hﬁmas Mertan rt:ac:ts; ‘with a spmt of true. :hanty to
what he reads. Not only that he does not distort things and ignore
chgrs whlch h ave bééfl sald He tries to tfanscénd tha w:;rds Gf
m;glzz mean if he were fu,l[y aware of the consequences of hlS owrn
ideas. Much as we differ in our religious concepts, I feel that more
important than conceptualization (even though 1 do not mean to
say that it does not matter) is the experience of that which can not
bE: verbalizﬁd Th(’jﬁ‘ias M::rti:m is a true rghglt:us humanlst who
bEhlI’ld hl_s tht:mghts; I want to stress brleﬁy hgw mugh I agree wﬂh
Thomas Merton’s emphasis on *‘the overwhelming and almost
totally neglected importance of exploring this spiritual unconscious
of man.” 1 bclievc that any rsal changc: in man dﬁpends on this dis—

one’s sp;ntuai unconscious.”
I am glad that Thomas Merton discussed my con c:épt of abun-
daﬁc&'aﬁd s:ariity I ar:tuaﬂy fgr to 1t mjt iny materlal bgt

dance ca_nba a curse inst:_ad of a blessing wh&n it is transformed
from a means for a dignified life.to an end in itself. When man
makes an idol of consumiption, he betrays life; he betrays himself.

- Let me conclude with a reference to Thomas Merton’s state-
ment toward the end of his commentary. I too find hope in the

fact that man is not alone. The humanism expressed in Thomas

Merton’s comment is a greeting from man to man, a gregtmg be-

yond the barriers of separating thoughts, it is an afﬁrmancm of the

humanity in which we all share.
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“In the nuclear age deterrence is a policy which is more likely than
not to result in unprecedented disaster for the human race. It is
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w!m:h can léad us out {f!f ‘ﬁe t:r::[d H”a; If is of g.fp&:tal ;mpartczm:e

::hfmge.s in pubhf: opinion cz;zfi in §f3!££}‘ Cé?iifd have such a prf::famzd
and beneficial effect for all mankind. 1 very rmuch hape that the
- series of studies Beyond Deterrence, publf,sizf:fi b_y ‘the ﬂmgm:fm
Friends Service C‘f?mmztiefe will be ;mdféd by as wide an audiénce

as it deserves.” R
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