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FOREWORD

THue authors apologize for the title which
they have lightly yet respectfully plagiarized.
Their small book may contain some ideas ‘that
are not alien to Kant. More than modesty makes
us refer to a footnote in the Critique of Pure
Reason: “the ‘I think’ expresses the act of deter-
mining my existence.” We like to apply this sen-
tence not as Kant did here to the transcendental
subject only, but also to the empirical one. ,

The first essay is by a philosopher steeped in
the analytical tradition, an authority on Kant,
and, if interested in social theory and history, al-
lergic to any emanations from the spirit of Hegel.
The last essay is also by a philosopher, an authori-
ty on Hegel, who considers the contemporary
analytical tradition dangerous, where it is not
nonsense. The author of the middle essay is a
sociologist trained in a tradition that regarded all
philosophy as absurd and dangerous. That we
have managed to produce a book together is in
itself some small tribute to the spirit of toleration.

Inhabitants of the larger Cambridge academic
community, we often met and as friends passion-
ately argued some of the issues discussed in the
following pages. Some time ago we agreed to set
down our thoughts about tolerance and its place
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in the prevailing political climate. Though we
have read and pondered one another’s writings,
and modified our own views according to our
respective degrees of stubbornness, we have not
sought in any way to merge them. The reader
will have no difficulty in ﬁnding where we dis-
agree.

On the other hand, from very different start-
ing points and by very different routes, we ar-
rived at just about the same destination. For each
of us the prevailing theory and practice of toler-
ance turned out on examination to be in varying
degrees hypocritical masks to cover appalling
political realities. The tone of indignation rises
sharply from essay to essay. Perhaps vainly, we
hope that readers will follow - the steps in the
reasoning that produced this result. There is,
after all, a sense of outrage that arises in the head
as well as the heart.

R.P. W.
B. M.
H. M.

BEYOND TOLERANCE

BY ROBERT PAUL WOLFF

THe virtue of a thing, Plato tells us in the
Republic, is that state or condition which en-
ables it to perform its proper function well. The
virtue of a knife isits sharpness, the virtue of a
racehorse its fleetness of foot. So too the cardinal
virtues of wisdom, courage, temperance, and

'_justice are excellences of the soul which enable

a man to do well what he is mea‘nt'to do, viz.,.to
live. EE i
- As each artifact or living creature has its char-
acteristic virtue, so too we may say that each
form of political society has an ideal condition, in
which its guiding principle is fully realized. For
Plato, the good society is an aristocracy of merit
in which the wise and good rule those who are
inferior in talents and accomplishment. The prop-
er distribution of functions and authority is called
by Plato “justice,” and so the virtue of the Pla-
tonic utopia is justice. : -
Extending this notion, we might say, for ex-
ample, that the virtue of a monarchy is loyalty,
for the state is gathered into the person of the
king, and the society is bound together by each
subject’s personal duty to him. The virtue of a




REPRESSIVE TOLERANCE

BY HERBERT MARCUSE

THis essay examines the idea of tolerance
in our advanced industrial society. The conclu-
sion reached is that the realization of the objec-
tive of tolerance would call for intolerance
toward prevailing policies, attitudes, opinions,
and the extension of tolerance to policies, atti-
tudes, and opinions which are outlawed or sup-
pressed In other words, today tolerance appears
: agam as what it was in its orlgms, at the begin-
nmg of the modern penod—a partlsan goal, a sub-
versive hberatmg notion and practice. Converse-
ly, what is proclalmed and practiced as tolerance
today, is in many of its most effective manifesta-
tions serving the cause of oppression.

/ The author is fully aware that, at presem: ‘no

power, no authority, no government exists which
would translate hberatmg tolerance into prac-
tice, but he believes that it is the task and duty of
the intellectual to recall and preserve. historical
possibilities which seem to have become utopian
possibilitiesethat it 1s his task to break the con-
creteness of oppression in order to open the men-

This ‘essay . is dedlcated to my students at Brandeis
University. .
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tal space in which this society can be recognized

as what it is and does.

Tolerance is an end in itself. The elimination
of violence, and the reduction of suppression to
the extent required for protecting man and ani-
mals from cruelty and aggression are precondi-
tions for the creation of a humane society. Such
a sOciety does not yet exist; progress toward it is
perhaps more than before arrested by violence
and suppression on a global scale. As deterrents
against nuclear war, as police action against sub-
version, as technical aid in the fight against im-
perialism and communism, as methods of pacifi-
cation in neo-colonial massacres, violence and
suppression are promulgated, practiccd;{vand de-
fended by democratic and authoritarian govern-
ments alike, and the people subjected to these
governments are educated to sustain such prac-
tices as necessary for the preservation of the
status quo. Tolerance is extended to policies,
conditions, and modes of behavior which should
not be tolerated because they are 1mped1ng, if
not destroying, the chances of creating an exist-
ence without fear and misery. '

" This sort of tolerance strengthens the tyranny
of the majority against which authentic liberals
protested. The political locus of tolerance has
changed: while it is more or less quietly and con-
stltutlonally withdrawn from the opposmon it
is made compulsory behavior with respect to
established policies. Tolerance is turned from an
active into a passive state, from practice to non-
practice: laissez-faire the constituted authorities.

Herbert Marcuse 83

It is the people who tolerate the government,
which in turn tolerates opposition within the
framework determined - by the constituted
authorities.

Tolerance toward that which is radically evil
now appears as good because it serves the cohe-
sion of the whole on the road to affluence or
more affluence. The toleration of the systematic
moronization of children and adults alike by
pubhc1ty and propaganda, the release of destruc-
tiveness in aggresswe driving, the recruitment
for and training of special forces, the impotent
and benevolent tolerance toward outright decep-
tion in merchandising, waste, and planned ob-
solescence are not distortions and aberrations;
they are the essence of a system which fosters
tolerance as a means for perpetuatmg the strug-
gle for existence and suppressing the alternatives.
The authorities in education, morals, and psy-
chology are vociferous against the increase in
]uvemle delinquency; they are less vociferous
agamst the proud presentation, in word and deed

and pictures, ‘of ever more powerful missiles,
 rockets, bombs——the mature delinquency of a

whole c1v1hzat10n

~According to a dialectical proposition it is
the whole which determines the truth—not in
the sense that the whole is prior or superior
to its parts, but in the sense that its structure
and function determine every partlcular con-
dition and relation.  Thus, within a repressive
society, even progressive movements threaten
to turn into their opposite to the degree to

: which they accept the rules of the game. To take
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a most controversial case: the exercise of politi-
cal rights (such as voting, letter-writing to the
press, to Senators, etc., protest-demonstrations
with a priori renunciation of counterviolence)
in a society of total administration serves to
strengthen this administration by testifying to
the existence of democratic liberties which, in
reality, have changed their content and lost
their effectiveness. In such a case, freedom (of
opinion, of assembly, of speech) becomes an in-
strument for absolving servitude. And yet (and

only here the dialectical proposmnn shows its -

full intent) the existence and practice of these
liberties remain a precondition for the restoration
of their original oppositional function, provided
that the effort to transcend their (often self-im-
posed) limitations is intensified. Generally, the
function and value of tolerance depend on the
equality prevalent in the society in which toler-
ance is practiced. Tolerance itself stands subject
to overriding criteria: its range and its limits can-
not be defined in terms of the respectlve society.

In other words, tolerance is an end in itself only
when it is truly universal, practiced by the rulers

as well as by the ruled, by the lords as well as by

the peasants, by the sheriffs as well as by their

victims. And such universal tolerance is possible
only when no real or alleged enemy requires in

the national interest the education and training

of people in military violence and destruction. As
long as these conditions do not prevail, the con-
ditions of tolerance are “loaded”: they are deter-
mined and defined by the institutionalized in-
equality (which is certainly compatible with

f=3
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constitutional equality), ie., by the class struc-
ture of society. In such a society, tolerance is
de facto limited on the dual ground of legalized
violence or suppression (police, armed forces,
guards of all sorts) and of the privileged position
held by the predominant interests and thelr con-
nections.” ~

These background limitations of tolerance are
normally prior to the explicit and judicial limi-
tations as defined by the courts, custom, govern-
ments, etc. (for example, “clear and present
danger,” threat to national security, heresy).
Within the framework of such a social structure,
tolerance can be safely practiced and proclaimed.
It is of two kinds: (1) the passive toleration of

-entrenched and’ established attitudes and ideas

even if their damaging effect on man and nature
is evident; and (2) the active, official tolerance
granted to the Right as well as to the Left, to
movements of aggression as well as to movements
of peace, to the party of hate as well as to that of
humanity. I call this non-partisan tolerance “ab-
stract” or “pure” inasmuch as it refrains from

- taking sides—but in doing so it actually protects

the already establlshed machmery of dlscnmma-'

tion.

The tolerance which enlarged the range and
content of freedom was always' partisan—intol-
erant toward the protagonists of the repressive
status quo. The issue was only the degree and
extent of intolerance. In the firmly established

- liberal society of England and the United States;

freedom of speech and assembly was granted
even to the radical enemies of society, provided
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they did not make the transition from word to
deed, from speech to action.

Relying: on the- effective background limita-
tions imposed by its class structure, the society
seemed to practice general tolerance. But liber-
alist theory had already placcd an important con-
dition on tolerance: it was “to apply only to
human beings in the maturity of their factlties.”
John Stuart Mill does not only speak of children
and minors; he elaborates: “Liberty, as a princi-
ple, has no apphcatlon t~ any state of things
anterior to the time when mankind have become
capable of being improved by free and equal
discussion.” Anterior to that time, men may
still be barbarians, and “despotism is a legitimate
mode of government in dealing with barbarians,
provided the end be their improvement, and the
means justified by actually effecting that end.”
Mill’s often-quoted words have a less familiar
Aimplication on which their meaning depends
the  internal connection between liberty and
truth. There is a sense in which truth is the end
of liberty, and liberty must be defined and con-
fined by truth. Now in what sense can liberty
be for the sake of truth? Liberty is self-deter-
mination, autonomy—this is almost a tautology,
but a tautology which results from a-whole series
of synthetic judgments. It stipulates the ability
to determine one’s own life: to be able to deter-
mine what to do and what not to do, what to
suffer and what not. But the subject of this au-
tonomy is never the contingent, private individ-
ual as that which he actually is or happens to be;
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it is rather the individual as a human being who is
capable of being free with the others. And'the
problem of making possible such a harmony be-
tween every individual liberty and the other is
not that of finding a compromise between com-
petitors, or between freedom and law, between
general and individual interest, common and pri-
vate welfare in an established society, but of
creating the society in which man is no longer
enslaved by institutions which vitiate self-deter-
mination from the beginning. In other words,
freedom is still to be created even for the freest
of the existing societies. And the direction in
which it must be sought, and the institutional
and cultural changes which may help to attain
the goal are, at least in developed civilization,
comprebensible, that is to say, they can be iden-
tified and projected, on the basis of experlence,
by human reason. '

In the interplay of theory and practice, true
and false solutions become distinguishable—
never with the evidence of necessity, never as
the positive, only with the certainty of a rea-
soned and reasonable chance, and with the per-
suasive force of the negative. For the true posi-
tive is the society of the future and therefore
beyond definition and determination, while the
existing positive is that which must be surmount-
ed. But the experience and understanding of the
existent society may well be capable of identify-
ing what is not conducive to a free and rational
society, what impedes and distorts the possibili-
ties of its creation. Freedom is liberation, a spe-
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cific historical process in theory and practice,
and as such it has its right and wrong, its truth
and falsehood. :

- The uncertainty of chance i in this distinction
does not cancel the historical objectivity, but it
necessitates freedom of thought and expression
as preconditions of finding the way to freedom—
it necessitates tolerance. However, th's tolerance
cannot be indiscriminate and equal with respect
to the contents of expression, neither in word
nor in deed; it cannot protect false words and
wrong deeds which demonstrate that they con-
tradict and counteract the possibilities of libera-
tion. Such indiscriminate tolerance is justified in
harmless debates, in conversation, in academic

discussion; it is indispensable in the scientific en-

terprise, in private religion. But society cannot
be indiscriminate where the pacification of exist-
ence, where freedom and happiness themselves
are at stake: here, certain things cannot be said,
certain ideas cannot be expressed, certain policies
cannot be proposed, certain behavior cannot be
permitted without making tolerance an instru-
ment for the continuation of servitude.

The danger of “destructive tolerance” (Bau-
delaire), of “benevolent neutrality” toward art
has been recognized: the market, which absorbs
" equally well (although with often quite sudden
fluctuations) art, anti-art, and non-art, all possi-
ble conflicting styles, schools, forms, provides a
“complacent receptacle, a friendly abyss” (Ed-

gar Wind, Art and Anarchy (New York:

Knopf, 1964), p. 101) in which the radical im-
pact of art, the protest of art against the estab-

Ay
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lished reality is swallowed up. However, censor-
ship-of art and literature is regressive under all
circumstances. The authentic oeuvre is not and
cannot be a prop of oppression, and pseudo-art
(which can be such a prop) is not art. Art stands
against history, withstands history which has
been the history of oppression, for art sub]ects
reality to laws other than the established ones: to
the laws of the Form which:creates a different
reality—negation of the established  one even
where art depicts the established reality. But in
its struggle with history, art subjects itself to
history: history enters the definition of art and
enters  into the - distinction: between art and
pseudo-art. Thus it happens that what was once
art becomes pseudo-art. Previous forms, styles,
and qualities, previous modes of protest and re-
fusal cannot be recaptured in or against a differ-
ent society. There are cases where an authentic
oeuvre carries a regressive political message—
Dostoevski is a case in point. But then, the mes-
sage is canceled by the oeuvre itself: the regres-
sive political content is absorbed, aufgeboben in
the artistic form: in the work as literature.
Tolerance of free speech is the way of im-
provement, of progress in liberation, ot because
there is no objective truth, and improvement
must necessarily be a compromise between a
variety of opinions, but because there is an ob-

jective truth which can be discovered, ascer-

tained only in learning and comprehending that
which is and that which can be and ought to be

.done for the sake of improving the lot of man-
- kind. This common and historical “ought” is not




90 Repressive Tole_ance Herbert Marcuse 4 91
immediately evident, at hand: it has to be un- - geons and at the stake: that of Arnold of Brescia,
covered by  “cutting through,” “splitting,” : of Fra Dolcino, of Savenarola, of the Albigensi-
“breaking asunder” (dis-cutio) the given materi- : ans, Waldensians, Lollards, and Hussites. Toler-
al—separating right and wrong, good and bad, 4 ance is first and foremost for the sake of the
correct and- incorrect. The subject whose “im- heretics—the historical road toward bumanitas .

“provement” depends on a progressive historical appears as heresy: target of persecution by the
‘practice is each man as man, and this universality o powers that be. Heresy by itself, however, is no
is reflected in that of the discussion, which a token of truth.
priori does not exclude any group or individual. ; The criterion of progress in freedom accord-
But even the all-inclusive character of liberalist ing to which Mill judges these movements is the
tolerance was, at least in theory, based on the Reformation. The evaluation is ex post, and his
proposition that men were (potential) individu- list includes opposites (Savonarola too would
als who could learn to hear and see and feel by have burned Fra Dolcino). Even the ex post
themselves, to develop their own thoughts, to evaluation is contestable as to its truth: history
grasp their true interests and rights and capabili- corrects the judgment—too late. The correction
ties, also against established authority and opin- | does not help the victims and does not absolve
~ign. This was the rationale of free speech and as- 2 : their executioners. However, the lesson is clear:
sembly Universal toleration becomes: question- : intolerance has delayed progress and has pro-
able when its rationale no longer prevails, when : longed the gagghm_agldmumoilnnocents for .
tolerance is administered to ma : hundreds of - years Does this clinch the case for |
doctrinated md1v1duals who parrot, as thelr own, indiscrimina 2 ce? Are there his- ) /7 b
the opinion of their masters, for whom heterono- ; torical conditions in which such toleration j wm\
my has become autonomy , = pedes liberation and multiplies the victims who ™\

The telos of tolerance is truth. It is clear from are sacrificed to the status quo? MS—

the historical record that the authentic spokes- .criminate guaranty of political rights and hber-
men of tolerance had more and other truth in _,mre551ve> Can such tolerance serve to
mind than that of propositional logic and aca- contain quahtatlve social change>
demic theory John Stuart Mill speaks of the I shall discuss this question only with refer--
truth which is persecuted in history and which - ence to political movements, attitudes, schools of
does not triumph over persecution by virtue of thought, philosophies which are “political” i
its “inherent power, ” which in fact has'no inher- o the widest sense—affecting the society as a Whole

~ ent power “against the dungeon and the stake.” , demonstrably transcending ,che.spherﬁegf_ﬂggva—
~ And he enumerates the “truths” which were S _cy. Moreover, Ipropose a shift in the focus of
cruelly and successfully liquidated in the dun- the discussion: it will be concerned not only, and
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not primarily, with tolerance toward radical ex-
tremes, minorities, subversives, etc., but rather
with tolerance toward majorities, toward official
.and public opinion, toward the established i pro-

) eedom, Tn this case, the discussion
can have as a frame of reference only a demo-
cratic society, in which the people, as individuals
and as members of political and other organiza-
tions, participate in the making, sustaining, and
changing policies. In an authoritarian system, the
people do not tolerate—they suffer established
policies.

Under a system of constitutionally guaranteed
and (generally and without too many and too
glaring exceptions) practiced civil rights and
liberties, opposition and dissent are tolerated un-
less they issue in violence and/or in exhortation
to and organization of violent subversion. The
underlying assumption is that the established so-
ciety is free, and that any improvement, even a
change in the social structure and social values,
would come about in the normal course .of
events, prepared, defined, and tested in free and
equal discussion, on the open marketplace of
ideas and goods.* Now in recalling John Stuart

* I wish to reiterate for the following discussion that,
de facto, tolerance is 7ot indiscriminate and “pure” even
in the most democratic society. The “background limita-
tions” stated on page 85 restrict tolerance before it be-
gms to operate. The antagonistic structure of soc1ety
rigs the rules of the game. Those who stand against the

established system are a priori at a disadvantage, which

is not removed by the toleration of their ideas, speeches,
and newspapers.
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Mill’s passage, I drew attention to the premise
hidden in this assumption: free and . equal discus--
sion can fulﬁll the function. atmbuted to.it onIy
if it is ratio nal—expression a and development of
independent thinking, free from indoctri
mapipulation, extraneous authority. The notion
of pluralism and countervallmg powers is no sub-
stitute for this requlrement One mlght in theory
construct a state in which a multitude of differ-
ent pressures, interests, and authorities balance
each other out and result in a truly general and
rational interest. However, such a construct bad-
ly fits a society in which powers are and remain
unequal and even increase their unequal weight
when they run their own course. It fits even
worse when the variety of pressures unifies. and
coagulates into an overwhelming whole; inte-
grating the particular countervailing powers by
virtue of an increasing standard of living and an
increasing concentration of power. Then, the
laborer, whose real- interest conflicts with that
of management, the common consumer whose
real interest conflicts with that of the producer,
the intellectual whose vocation: conflicts Wwith
that-of his employer find themselves submlttmg
to a system against which they are powerless and
appear unreasonable. The ideas of the available
alternatives evaporates into an utterly utopian

dimension:in which it is at home, for a free so-

ciety.‘is indeed unrealistically and undefinably
different from the existing ones. Under these

¢
2

oinmes

circumstances, whatever improvement may oc-

cur “in the normal course of events’ and with-
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out subversion is likely to be improvement in
_the direction determined by the particular inter-

—=>ests which control the whole.

By the same token, those minorities which
strive for a change of the whole itself will, under
optimal conditions which rarely prevall be left
free to deliberate and discuss, to speak and to
assemble—~and will be left harmless and helpless
in the face of the overwhelming majority, which
militates agamst qualitative social change. This
ma]onty is firmly grounded in the increasing
. satisfaction of needs, and technological and men-

/ tal coordination, which testify to the general
\ helplessness of radical groups in a well-function-
ing social system.

Within the affluent democracy, the affluent
discussion prevalls, and within the established
framework, it is tolerant to a large extent. All
points of view can be heard: the Communist and
the Fascist, the Left and the Right, the white
and the Negro, the crusaders for armament and

for disarmament. Moreover, in endlessly drag-f

gmg debates over the media, the stupid opinion

is treated with the same respect as the mtelhgent :

one, the misinformed may talk as long as the in-
formed, and propaganda rides along with edu-
catlon, truth with falsehood Thls _pure tolera~

democratic argument that nobody, neither group
nor individual, is in possesslon of the truth and
capable of defining what is right and wrong,

ood and bad. Therefore, all contestmg opinions

must be submitted to “the people” for its deliber-.

ation and choice. But I have already suggested
b :
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that the democratic argument implies a necessary
condition, namely, that the people must be capa-
ble of deliberating and choosmg on the basis of
knowledge, that they must have access to au-

thentlc mformatlon and that, on this basxs thelr

thought. '

In the contemporary penod the democratic
argument for abstract tolerance tends to be in-
validated by the invalidation of the democratic
process itself. The liberating force of democracy
was the chance it gave to effective dissent, on the
individual as well as social scale, its openness to
qualitatively different forms of government, of
culture, education, work—of the human exist-
ence in general The toleratlon of free dlscussxon
and the equal rlght of opposntes was to define
and clarify the different forms of dissent: their
direction, content, prospect. But with the con-

centratlon of economic and polmcal power a and

uses technology as an instrument of domination;
eﬂ’ectlve dissent is blocked where it could freely

emerg_ﬁ m the formation of opinion, in informa-
tion and communication, in speech and assembly.
Under the rule of monopolistic media—them-
selves the mere instruments of economic and po-
litical power—a mentality is created for which
right and wrong, true and false are predeﬁned
wherever they affect the vital interests of the so-
c1ety This is, prior to all expressxon and com-
munication, a matter of semantics: the blockmg
of effective dissent, of the recognition of that

which is not of the Estabhslf“‘““f V\?h"“h MB"égms
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in the language
‘tered. The meamng of words is rigidly stabilized.
Rational persuasion, persuasion to the opposxte is
all but precluded. The avenues of entrance are
closed to the meaning of words and ideas other
than the established one—established by the pub-
licity of the powers that be, and verified in their
practices. Other words can be spoken and heard,
other ideas can be expressed, but, at the massive
scale of the conservative majority (outside such
“enclaves as the intelligentsia), they are immedi-
ately “evaluated” (i.e. automatically understood)
in terms of the public language—a language
which determines “a priori” the direction in
which the thought process moves. Thus the
process of reflection ends where it-started:
the given conditions and relations. Self—vahdat-
ing, the argument of the discussion repels the
contradiction because the antithesis is redefined
in terms of the thesis. For example, thesis: we
work for peace; antithesis: we prepare for war
(or even: we wage war); unification of oppe-
sites: ‘preparing for war is working for peace.
Peace is redefined as necessarily, in the prevail-
ing situation, including preparation for war (or
even war) and in this Orwellian form, the mean-
ing of the word “peace” is stabilized. Thus, the
basic vocabulary of the Orwellian language op-
erates as a priori categories of understanding:
preforming all content. These conditions invali-
date tbeJog_c of tolerance \m the

sion through dlscu551bn and the equal presenta-
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. 3 . ..
- tion of opposites (even where it is really equal)

easily lose their liberating force as factors of un-
derstanding and learning; they are far more
likely to strengthen the established thesis and to
repel the alternatives.

Impartlahty to the utmost, equal treatment of
competmg and conflicting issues is indeed a basic
requlrement for dec1snon—mak1ng in the demo-
cratic process—it is an equally basic requlrement
for defining the limits of tolerance. But in a de-
mocracy with totalitarian organization, obj
tivity may fulfill a very d;ﬂerent function, name-
ly, to foster a mental attitude whlch tends tc to ob—

,amformatlon and mdoctrmatlon rlgﬁt and wi‘“(mg

In fact, the geglslon between,oppos,ed, opinions
has been made before the presentation and dis-
cussion get under way—made, not by a cbnspiré
acy or a sponsor or a publisher, not by any dic-
tatorship, but rather by the “normal course of
events,” which is the course of administered
events, and by the mentahty shaped in this
_course. Here, too, it is the whole which deter- -
mines the truth. Then the decision asserts itself,

without any open v1olat10n of ob]ectxvuy, in
such things as the make-up of a newspaper (with -
the breaking up of vital information into bits
interspersed between extraneous material, irrele-
vant items; rbele‘gating of some radically negative
nngws\rg%gg rrrrrrrrrrrrrr e place), in the juxtapositior of
gorgeous ads with unmitigated horrors, in the
mtroducnon and interruption of the broadcast-

ing of facts by overwhelmmg commercxals. The

result is'a neutralzzatzon of opposxtes, a neutrali-
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zation, however, which takes place on. the firm
grouands of the structural limitation of tolerance
and within a preformed. mentahty When a mag-
azine prmts side by side a negative and a posrtrve
report on the FBI 1t fulﬁlls honestly the require-
that the posmve wins because the image of the
institution is deeply engraved in the mind of the
ple. Or, if a newscaster reports the torture

_and murder of civil rights workers in the same
/ unemotional tone he uses to describe the stock-

market or the weather, or with the same great

emotion with which he says his commercials, -

then such ob]ectlvrty is spunous——more it of-

where one should be enraged by refralnmg from

accusatlon where accusation is in the facts them—

‘ ‘selves I"hl ;tolerance expressed in such 1n}par-

tlalrty serves to minimize or even absolve pre-

ty y has anything to do with truth, and if truth is
more than a matter of logic and science, ‘then this this

kind of objectivity is false, and this kind of toler-
ance inhuman. And if it is necessary to break the
established. universe of meanmg (and the prac-
tice enclosed in this universe) in order to enable
man to ﬁnd out what is true and false, this de—

tabulae msae, they are 1ndoctr1nated,bythe con-
ditions under which they live and think and
which they do not transcend. To enable them to
become autonomous, to find by themselves what
is true and what i is false for man in the exrstlng
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society, d Muld have to be freed from’ the

‘recognized as. mdoctnnatron) But thxs means

that the trend would have to be reversed: they
would have to get information slanted in the op-
posite direction. For the facts are never given
immediately and never accessible immediately;
they are established, “mediated” by those who

made them; the truth, “the whole truth” sur-:

passes these facts and requires the rupture with
their appearance. This rupture—prerequisite and
token of all freedom of thought and of speech—
cannot be accomplished within the established
framework of abstract tolerance and spurious ob-

S

jectivity because these are precisely the factors‘/

which precondition the mind against the rupture.

The factual barriers which totalitarian de-
mocracy erects against the efficacy of qualitative
dissent are weak and pleasant enough compared
with the practices of a drctatorslup which claims
to educate the people in the truth. With all its

lxmxtatlons and dlstortlons democratlc tolerance

‘whether this is the only alternat ive. I sha pres-
ently try to suggesf’“he direction in which an
answer may be sought. In any case, the contrast
is not between democracy in the abstract and
dictatorship in the abstract.

Democracy is a form of government whlch fits
very different types of society( this holds true
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even for a democracy with universal suffrage
and equality before the law), and the human
costs of a democracy are always and everywhere
those exacted by the society whose government
it is. Their range extends all the way from nor-
mal exploitation, poverty, and insecurity to the
victims of wars, police actions, military aid, etc.,
in which the society is engaged—and not only to
the ‘victims within its own frontiers. These con-
siderations can never justify the exacting of dif-
ferent sacrifices and different victims on behalf
of a futare better society, but they do allow

weighing the costs involved in the perpetuation k

of an existing society against the risk of promot-
ing alternatives which offer a reasonable chance
of pacification and liberation. Surely, no gov-
ernment can be expected to foster its own sub-
version, but in a democracy such a right is vested
in the people (i.e. in the majority of the people).
This means that the ways should not be blocked
on which a subversive majority ty could develop,
and 1f they are blocked by orgamzed repressron

= apparently undemocrat1 c means. They would i in-
_clude the withdrawal of toleration of speech and

assembly from groups and movements which
promote aggressive policies, armament, ‘chauvin-

ism; discrimination on the grounds of race and
rehglon or which oppose the extension of publlc

services, social security, medical care, etc. More-

over, the restoration of freedom of thought may

necessitate new and rigid-restrictions on teach-

ings and practices in the educational institutions

which by thelr very m methods and concgpts,m‘
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verse of dlscourse and behavror——thereby pre-

« cludlng a prlorr a rational evaluation of the al-

‘ternatives. And to the degree to which freedom

of thought involves the struggle against inhu-
manity, restoration of such freedom would also
imply intolerance toward scientific research in
Wmts, of abnormal

etc.’ I shall presently discuss the question as to’

ho is to decide on the distinction between lib-

erating and repressxve human a and inhuman

teachmgs and practrces I have already suggested

'that this distinction is not a matter of value= pref—

erence but of rational criteria; -

“While the reversal of the trend in the educa-

tional enterprise at least could ‘conceivably ‘be -

enforced by the students and teachers them-

selves, and thus be self-rmposed the systematlc

withdrawal:of tolerance toward regressive and
repressive opinions and movements could only

~be envisaged as results of large-scale pressure

which would ‘amount ‘to an upheaval. In other
words, it would presuppose that which is still to

be accomDhshed the reversal of the trend How-

ever, resistance at partrcular occasions, boycott
non- partrcrpatron at-the local and small—group
level may perhaps prepare the ground The sub-

versive character of the restoration of freedom

appears most clearly in that dlmensmn of society
where false tolerance and free enterprise do per-

haps the most serious and lastlng damage name-

ly, in business and pubhcrty Against the em-

phatlc insistence on “the part of spokesmen for-

r«a
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labor, I maintain that practices such as planned
obsolescence, collusion between union leadersh
and management, slanted publicity are not sim-
ply imposed from above on a powerless rank and
file, but are tolerated by them—and by the con-
sumer at large. However, it would be ridiculous
to speak of a possible withdrawal of tolerance
with respect to these practices and to the ide-
ologies promoted by them. For they pertain to
the basis on which the repressive affluent society
rests and reproduces itself and its vital defenses
—their removal would be that total revolution
which this society so effectively repels.

To discuss tolerance in such a society means
to re-examine the issue of violence and the tra-
ditional - distinction between - violent and non-
violent action. The discussion should not, from
the beginning, be clouded by ideologies which
serve the perpetuation of violence. Even in the
advanced centers of civilization, violence actual-
ly prevails: it is practiced by the police, in the
prisons and mental institutions, in the fight
against racial minorities; it is carried, by the de-
fenders of metropolitan freedom, into the back-

ward countries. This violence indeed breeds vio-

lence. But to refrain from violence in the face of
vastly superior violence is one thing, to renounce
a priori violence against violence, on ethical or
-psychological grounds (because it may atago-
nize sympathizers) is another. Non-violence is
normally not only preached to but exacted from

the weak—it is a necessity rather than a virtue,

and normally it dees not seriously harm the case
of the strong. (Is the case of India an exception?
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There, passive resistance was carried through on

a massive scale, which disrupted, or threatened
to disrupt, the economic life of the country.

Quantity turns into quality: on-such a scale, pas-

-be non-violent. The same holds true for the Gen-

eral Strike.) R,obespierre’s‘ distinction between
the terror of liberty and the terror of despotism,
and his moral glorification of the former belongs
to the most convincingly condemned aberra-
tions, even if the white terror was more bloody
Fhan the red terror. The comparative evaluation
In terms of the number of victims is the quahti—
fying approach which reveals the man-made hor-
ror throughout history that made violence ‘a
necessity. In terms of historical function, there is
a difference between revolutionary and reaction-
ary violence, between violence practiced by the
oppressed and by the oppressors. In terms of
ethics, both forms of violence are inhuman and
evil—but since when is history made in accord-
ance with ethical standards? To start applying
them at the point where the oppressed rebel
against the oppressors, the have-nots against the
haves is serving the caude of actual violence by
weakening the protest against it.

Sive resistance is no longer passive—it ceases ‘tO’S -

Comprenez enfin ceci: si la violence a com-
mencé ce soir, si Pexploitation ni Toppression
n'ont jamais existé sur terre, peut-étre la non-
violence aﬁiichée peut apaiser la querelle. Mais
si le régime tout entier et jusqu’a vos non-
violentes pensées sont conditionnées pai‘ une
oppression millénaire, votre 'passivité ne sert

20
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qua vous ranger du coté des oppresseurs.
(Sartre, Preface to Frantz Fanon, Les Dammés
de la Terre, Paris: Maspéro, 1961, p. 22).

The very notion of false tolerance, and the dis-
tinction between right and wrong limitations on
tolerance, between progressive and regressive
indoctrination, revolutionary and reactionary
violence demand the statement of criteria for its
validity. These standards must be prior to what-
ever constitutional and legal criteria are set up
and applied in an existing society (such as “clear
and present danger,” and other established defini-
tions of civil rights and liberties), for such defi-
nitions themselves presuppose standards of free-
dom and repression as applicable or not applica-
ble in the respective society: they are specifica-
tions of more general concepts.'By whom, and
according to what standards, can the political
distinction between true and false, progressive
and regressive (for in this sphere, these pairs are
equivalent) be made and its validity be justified?
At the outset, I propose that the question cannot
be answered in terms of the alternative between
democracy and dictatorship, according to which,
in the latter, one individual or group, without
any effective control from below, arrogate to
themselves the decision. Historically, even in the
most democratic democracies, the vital and final

decisions affecting the society as a whole have

been made, constitutionally or in fact, by one or

several groups without effective control by the

people themselves. The ironical question: who
educates the educators (i.e. the political leaders) -
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also.applies to democracy. The only authentic
alternative and negation of dictatorship (with
fespect to this question) would be a society in
V\{hlch “the people” have become autonomous in-
dividuals, freed from the repressive requirements
cf a struggle for existence in the interest of dom-
ination, and as such human beings choosing their
government and determining their life. Such a
society does not yet exist anywhere. In the mean-
time, ,the question must be treated in abstracto—
abstraction, not from the historical possibilities,
but from the realities of the prevailing societies.
I suggested that the distinction between true
a.nd false tolerance, between progress and regres-
sion. can be  made rationally on empirical
grounds. The real possibilities of human freedom
are relative to the attained stage of civilization.
They depend on the material and intellectual re-
sources available at the respective stage; and they
are quantifiable and calculable to a high ‘degree.
So are, at the stage of advanced industria] socie-
ty, the most rational ways of using these re-
sources and distributing the social product with
priority on the satisfaction of vital needs: and
with a minimum of toil and injustice. In other
words, it is possible to define the direction in
which prevailing institutions, policies, opinions
would have to be changed in order to improve
the chance of a peace which is not identical with
cold war and a little hot war, and a satisfaction
of needs which does not feed on poverty, op-
pression, and exploitation. Consequently, it is al-
so possible to identify policies, opinions, move-

~ments which would promote this chance, and
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those which would do the opposite. Suppression
of the regressive ones is a prerequisite for the
strengthening of the progressive ones. ;
The question, who is qualified to make all
these distinctions, definitions, identifications for
the society as a whole, has now one logical an-
swer, namely, everyone “in the maturity of his
faculties” as a human being, everyone who has
learned to think rationally and autonomously.
The answer to Plato’s educational dictatorship
is the democratic educational dictatorship of free
men. John Stuart Mill’s conception of the res
publica is not the opposite of Plato’s: the liberal
“too demands the authority of Reason not only
as an intellectual but also as a political power. In
Plato, rationality is confined to the small num-

ber of philosopher-kings; in Mill, every rational »

human being participates in the discussion and
decision—but only as a rational being. Where so-
ciety has entered the phase of total administra-
tion and indoctrination, this would be a small
number indeed, and not necessarily that of the
elected representatives of the people. The prob-
lemis not that of an educational dictatorship, but
that of breaking the tyranny of public opinion
and its makers in the closed society.
However, granted the empirical rationality of
the distinction between progress and regression,
_and granted that it may be applicable to toler-
ance, and may justify strongly discriminatory
tolerance on political grounds (cancellation of
the liberal creed of free and equal discussion),
another impossible consequence would follow. I
said that, by virtue of its inner logic, withdrawal
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of tolerance from regressive movements, and dis-
criminatory tolerance in favor of progressive
tendencies would be tantamount to the “official”
promotion of subversion. The historical calculus
of progress (which is actually the calculus of the
prospective reduction of cruelty, misery, sup-
pression) seems to involve the calculated choice
between two forms of political violence: that on
thc part of the legally constituted powers (by
their legitimate action, or by their tacit consent, '
or by their inability to prevent violence), and
that on the part of potentially subversive move-
ments. Moreover, with respect to the latter, a
policy of unequal treatment would protect radi-
calism on the Left against that on the Right. Can
the historical calculus be reasonably extended to
the justification of one form of violence as
against another? Or better (since “jnstiﬁcation”
carries a moral connotation), is there historical
evidence to the effect that the social origin and
impetus of violence (from: among the ruled or
the ruling classes, the have or the have-nots; the
Left or the Right) is in a demonstrable relation
to progress (as defined above)? e
‘With all the qualifications of a hypothesis
based on an “open” historical record, it seems
that the violence emanating from the rebellion of
thc oppressed classes broke the historical con-
tnuum of injustice, cruelty, and silence for a
brief moment, brief but explosive ehough to
achieve an increase in the scope of freedom and
justice, and a better and more equitable distri-

‘bution of misery and oppression in a new social

System—in one word: progress in civilization.
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The English civil wars, the French Revolution,
the Chinese and' the Cuban Revolutions may
illustrate the hypothesis. In contrast, the one his-
torical change from one social system to another,
marking the beginning of a new period in civili-
zation, which was not sparked and driven by an
effective movement “from below,” namely, the
collapse of the Roman Empire in the West,
brought about a long period of regression for

long centuries, until a new, higher period of .

civilization was painfully born in the violence of
the heretic revolts of the thirteenth century and
in the peasant and laborer revolts of the four-
teenth century.! : i T
With respect to historical vrolence emanatmg
from among ruling classes, no such relation to
progress scems to obtain. The long series of dy—

nastic and 1mperlahst wars, the liquidation of‘{
Spartacus in Germany in 1919, Fascism and Na-

zism did’ not: break but rather tightened and

streamlined the continuum of suppressmn I said’

emanating “from among ruling classes”: to be
sure, there is hardly any organized violence from
above that does not mobilize and activate mass
support from below; the decisive question is, on
behalf of and in the interest of which groups and

institutions: is-such: violence released:’ And the

answer is not necessarily ex post' 1in the historical
examples just mentioned, it could be and was
ant1c1pated whether the' movement Would serve

In modern txmes, fasc1sm has been a consequence.. of :

the transition to industrial society without a revolution.
See ' Barrington Moore’s Social Origins of Dictatorship
and-Democracy (Boston: Beacon Press, 1966):

the eed at the stage

Herbert Marcuse : ' 109

the revamping of the old order or the emergence
of the new:.

Liberating tolerance, then, would mean in-
tolerance against movements from the’ nght
and toleration of movements from the Left. As
to the scope of this tolerance and intolerance:

. it would extend to the stage of action as well
as of discussion and propaganda, of deed as well
as of word. The traditional criterion of clear.and
present danger seems no longer adequate to-a
stage where the whole society is in the situation
of the theater audience when somebody cries:
“fire.” It is a situation in which the total catastro-
phy could be triggered off any moment, not on-
ly by a technical error, but also by a ratlonal
miscalculation of risks, or by a rash speech of
one of the leaders. In past and different circum-
stances, the speeches of the Fascist and Nazi
leaders were the immediate prologue to the mas-
sacre. The distance between the propaganda and
the action, between the organization and ‘its re-
lease on the people had become too short. But
the spreading of the word ‘could have been
stopped before it was too late: if democratic
tolerance had been withdrawn when the future
leaders started their campaign, mankind would
' hance of. avmdmg Auschw1tz and)a

The whole post—fascxst period is one of clear
and present danger Consequently, true acxﬁca—

print, and picture. Such extreme suspenswn of

the right of free speech and free assembly is in-
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deed justified only if the whole of society is
in extreme danger. I maintain that our society
is in such an emergency situation, and that it has
become the normal state of affairs. Different
opinions and “phxlosophles can no longer com-
pete peacefully for adherence and persuasion on
rational grounds: the “marketplace of ideas” is

orgamzed and delimited by those who determine
the national and the individual interest. In this
society, for which the 1deologlsts have pro-
claimed the “end of ideology,” the false con-
sciousness has become the general consciousness
—from the government down to its last objects.
The small and powerless minorities which strug-
gle against the false consciousness and its bene-
ficiaries must be helped: their continued exist-
ence is more important than the preservation of
abused rights and liberties which grant constitu-

tional powers to those who oppress these minori-"-

ties. It should be evident by now that the exercise
of civil rights by those who don’t have them pre-
supposes the withdrawal of civil rights from
- those who prevent their exercise, and that libera-

tion of the Damned of the Earth presupposes

suppression not only of their old but also of their
new masters. ,

Withdrawal of tolerance from regressive
movements before they can become active; in-
tolerance even toward thought oplmon, and
word, and ﬁnally, intolerance in the opposite di-
rection, that is, toward the self—styled conserva-
tives, to the polmcal Right—these anti-democrat-
ic notions respond to the actual development of
the democratic society which has destroyed the

L
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basis for universal tolerance. The conditions un-
der which tolerance can again become a liberat-
ing and humanizing force have still to be created.

When tolerance mainly serves the protecuon
and preservation of a repressive society, when it
serves to neutralize opposition and to render
men immune against other and better forms of
life, then tolerance has been perverted. And
when this perver51on starts in the mind of the
individual, in his consciousness, his needs ‘when
heteronomous interests occupy him before he
can experience his serv1tude, then the efforts to
counteract his dehumamzatlon must begm at the
place of entrance, there where the false con-
sciousness takes form(or rather: is svstemaﬂcally
formed)—it must begin with stoppmg the words
and images which feed this consciousness. To
be sure, this is censorshlp, even precensorshlp,

. but openly directed against the more or less hid-
den censorship . that permeates the free medla

Where the false consciousness has become prev—
alent in national and popular behavxor it trans-
lates itself almost immediately into practice:
the safe distance between 1deology and reality,
represswe thought and repressive action, be-
tween the word of destruction and the deed of
destruction is dangerously shortened. Thus, the
break through the false consciousness may pro-
vide the Archimedean point for a larger emanc1-
patlon—at an 1nﬁmte51mally small spot, to be
sure, but it is on the enlargement of such small
spots that the chance of change depends.

The forces of emancipation cannot be identi-
fied with any social class Wl‘llCl’l by virtue of its
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material condition, is free from false conscious-
ness. Today, they -are hopelessly dispersed
throughout the society, and the ﬁghting minori-

ties and isolated groups are often in opp051tlon .
to their own leadershlp In the society at large’

the mental space for denial and reflection must
first be recreated. Repulsed by the concreteness
of the administered society, the effort of eman-
cipation becomes “abstract”; it is reduced to
facilitating the recognition of what is going on,
to freeing language from the tyranny of the Or-
wellian syntax and logic, to developing the con-
cepts that comprehend reality. More than ever,
the proposition holds true that progress in free-
dom demands progress in the consciousness of
freedom. Where the mind has been made into a
subject-object of politics and pohcxes intellectu-
al autonomy, the realm of “pure” thought has
become a matter of political education (or rath-
er: counter-education).

This means that previously neutral, value free,
formal aspects of learning and teaching now be-
come, on their own grounds and in their own
right, political: learning to know the facts, the
whole truth, and to comprehend it is radical crit-
icism throughout, intellectual subversion. In a
world in which the human faculties and needs
are arrested or perverted, autonomous thinking
leads into a “perverted world”:’ contradiction
and counter-lmage of the established world of
repression. And this contradiction is not sxmply
stipulated, is not simply the product of confused
thinking or phantasy, but is the logical develop-
ment of the given, the existing world. To the
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degree to which this development is actually
impeded by the sheer weight of a repressive so-
ciety and the necessity of making a llvmg in it,

repressmn invades the academic enterprise 1tself

even prior. to all restrictions on academic free-
dom. The pre-empting of the mind vitiates im--
partnahty ‘and ob;ectmty unless the student
learns to think in the opposite direction, he will
be inclined to place the facts into the predomn—
nant_framework of values. Scholarshlp, 1.e. the
acqu:smon and communication of knowledge,
prohibits the purification and isolation of facts
from the context of the whole truth. An essential
part of the latter is recogmtlon of the frightening
extent to which hlstory was made and recorded
by and for the victors, that is, the extent to
which hlstory was the development of oppres-
sion.. And this opp! ession is in the facts them-
selves which it establishes; thus they themselves
carry a negative value as part and aspect of their
fact1c1ty To treat the great crusades against hu-
manity (like that agamst the Albigensians) with
the same 1mpart1al1ty as the desperate struggles
for humanity means neutrahzmg their opposite
historical function, reconciling the executioners
with their victims, distorting the record. Such
spurious neutrality serves to reproduce accept-
ance -of the dominion of the victors in the con-
sciousness of man. Here, too, in the education of
those who are not yet maturely integrated, in the
mind of the young, the ground for liberating

“tolerance is still to be created.

Education offers still another example of
spurious, abstract tolerance in the guise of con-
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creteness and truth: it is epitomized in the con-

cept of self-actualization. From the permissive-

ness of all sorts of license to the child, to the con-

stant psychplogical concern with the personal
problems of the student, a large-scale movement
is under way against the evils of repression and
the need for being oneself. Frequently brushed

aside is the question as to what has to be re-

pressed before one can be a self, oneself. The in-
dividual potential is first a negative one, a portion
of the potential of his society: of aggression,
guilt feeling, ignorance, resentment, cruelty

which vitiate his life instincts. If the identity of

the self is to be more than the immediate realiza-
tion of this potential (undesirable for the indi-
vidual as human being), then it requires repres-
sion and sublimation, conscious transformation.
This process involves at each stage (to use the
ridiculed terms which here reveal their succinct
concreteness) the negation of the negation,
mediation of the immediate, and identity is no
more and no less than this process. “Alienation”
is the constant and essential element of identity,
the objective side of the subject—and not, as it
is made to appear today, a disease, a psychologi-
cal condition. Freud well knew the difference
between progressive and regressive, liberating
and destructive repression. The publicity of self-
actualization promotes the removal of the one
and the other, it promotes existence in that im-
mediacy which, in a repressive society, is (to use
another Hegelian term) bad immediacy

- (schlechte Unmittelbarkeit). It isolates the indi-

vidﬁal from the one dimension where he could
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“find ~himself”: from his political existence,
which is at the core of his entire ‘existence. In-
stead, it encourages non-conformity and letting-
go in ways which leave the real engines of re-
pression in: the society .entirely intact, which
even strengthen these engines by substituting the
satisfactions of private and personal rebellion for

a more than private and personal, and therefore -

more authentic, opposition.{: The desublimation
involved in this sort of self-actualization is itself
repressive inasmuch as it weakens th¢ necessity
and the power of the intellect, the catalytic
force of that unhappy consciousness which does
not revel in the archetypal personal release of
frustration—hopeless resurgence of the Id which
will sooner or later succumb to the omnipresent
rationality of the adfffinistered world—but which

. recoghnizes the horror of the whole in the most

private frustration and actualizes ‘itself in this
recognition. : -

I have tried to show how the changes in ad-
vanced democratic societies, which have under-
mined the basis of economic and political liberal-
ism, have also altered the liberal function of tol-
erance. The tolerance which was the great
achievement of the liberal era is still professed
and (with strong qualifications) practiced, while
the economic and political process is subjected
to an ubiquitous and effective administration in
accordance with the predominant interests. The
result is an objective contradiction between the
economic and political structure on the one side,
and the theory and practice of toleration on the
other. The altered social structure tends to weak-

Y



116 Repressive Tolerance

en the effectiveness of tolerance toward dis-
senting and oppositional movements and to
strengthenconservative and reactionary forces:

Equality of tolerance becomes abstract, spurious.

With the actual decline of dissenting forces in
the society, the opposition is insulated in small
and frequently antagonistic groups who, even

where tolerated within the narrow limits set by
the hierarchical structure of society, are power-

less while they keep within these limits. But the
tolerance shown to them is deceptive and pro-
motes coordination. And on the firm foundations
of a coordinated society all but closed against
qualitative change, tolerance itself serves to con-
tain such change rather than to promote it.
~These same conditions render the critique

of such tolerance abstract and academic, and the
proposition that the balance between tolerance
toward the Right and toward the Left would -

have to be radically redressed in order to restore
the liberating function of . tolerance - becomes
only an unrealistic speculation. Indeed; such a re-
dressing seems to be tantamount to the establish-
ment of a “right of resistance” to the point of
subversion. There is not, there cannot be any
such right for any group or individual against a

constitutional governmentsustained by a majori-

ty of the population. But I believe that there is a
“patural right” of resistance for oppressed and
overpowered minorities to use extralegal means
if the legal ones have proved to be inadequate.

Law and order are always and everywhere the.

law and order which protect ;the'established

hierarchy; it is nonsensical to. invoke the abso-
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lute authority of this law and this order against
those who suffer from it and struggle against it
—not for pefsonal advantages and revenge, but
for their share of humanity. There is no other
judge over them than the constituted authorities,
the police, and their own conscience. If they use
violence, they do not start a new chain of vio-
lence but try to break an established one. Since
they will be punished, they know the risk, and
when they are willing to take it, no third person,
and least of all the educator and intellectual, has
the right to preach them abstention. -

POSTSCRIPT 1968

Unper the conditions prevailing in this
country, tolerance does not, and cannot, fulfill
the civilizing function attributed to it by the
liberal protagonists of democracy, namely, proQ ‘
tection® of dissent. ‘The progressive historical
force of tolerance lies in its extension to those
modes and forms of dissent which are not com-
mitted to the status quo of ‘society, and not con-
fined to the institutional framework of the estab-
lished society. Consequently, the idea of toler-
ance implies the necessity, for the dissenting
group or individuals, to become ~illegitifnate if
and when the established legitimacy preventS'
and counteracts the development of dissent. This
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would be the case not only in a totalitarian soci-
ety, under a dictatorship, in one-party states, but
also in a democracy (representative, parliament-
ary, or “direct””) where the majority does not
~ result from the development of independent
thought and opinion but rather from the monop-
olistic or oligopolistic administration of public
opinion, without terror and (normally) without
censorship. In such cases, the majority is self-
perpetuating while perpetuating the vested in-
terests which made it a majority. In its very
structure this majority is “closed,” petrified; it
repels “a priori” any change other than changes
within the system. But this means that the major-
ity is no longer justified in claiming the demo-
cratic title of the best guardian of the common
interest. And such a majority is all but the op-
_posite of Rousseau’s “general will”: it is com-
posed, not of individuals who, in their political
functions, have made effective “abstraction”
from their private interests, but, on the contrary,
‘of individuals who have effectively identified
their private interests with their political func-
tions. And the representatives of this majority, in
ascertaining and executing its will, ascertain and
execute the will of the vested interests which
have formed the majority. The ideology of
democracy hides its lack of substance.

In the United States, this tendency goes hand
in hand with the monopolistic or oligopolistic
concentration of capital in the formation of pub-
lic opinion, i.e., of the majority. The chance of
influencing, in any effective way, this majority
is at a price, in dollars, totally out of reach of the

P
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radical opposition. Here too, free competition
and exchange of ideas have become a farce. The
Left has no equal voice, no equal access to the
mass media and their public facilities—not be-
cause a conspiracy excludes-it, but because, in
good old capitalist fashion, it does not have the
required purchasing power. And the Left does
not have the purchasing power because it is the
Left. These conditions impose upon the radical
minorities a strategy which is in essence a refusal
to allow the continuous functioning of allegedly
indiscriminate but in fact discriminate tolerance,
for example, 2 strategy of protesting against the

- alternate matching of a spokesman for the Right

(or Center) with one for the Left. Not “equal”
but more representation of the Left would be
equalization of the prevailing inequality.

Within thg solid framework of preestablished
inequality and power, tolerance is practiced in-
deed. Even outrageous opinions are expressed,
outrageous incidents are televised;and the critics
of established policies are interrupted by the
same number of commercials as the conservative
advocates. Are these interludes supposed to-
counteract . the sheer weight, magnitude, and
continuity of system-publicity, indoctrination
which operates playfully through the endless
commercials as-well as through the entertain-
ment? i -

- Given this situation, I suggested in “Repres-
sive Tolerance”. the practice of discriminating
tolerance in an inverse direction, as a means of
shifting the balance between Right and Left by
restraining the liberty of the Right, thus counter-
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acting the pervasive inequality of freedom (un-
equal opportunity of access to the means of
democratic persuasion) and strengthening the
oppressed - against the oppressors. Tolerance
would be restricted with respect to movements
of a demonstrably aggressive or destructive
character (destructive of the prospects for peace,
justice, and freedom for all). Such discrimination
would also be applied to movements opposing
the extension of social legislation to the poor,
weak, disabled. As against the virulent denuncia-
tions that such a policy would do away with the
sacred liberalistic principle of equality for “the
other side,” I maintain that there are issues where
either there is no “other side” in any more than
a formalistic sense, or where “the other side” is
demonstrably “regressive” and impedes possible
improvement of the human condition. To toler-
_ate propaganda for inhumanity vitiates the goals
not only of liberalism but of every progressive
political philosophy. o ‘

I presupposed the existence of ‘dem(;nstrable
criteria for aggressive, regressive, destructive
forces. If the final democratic criterion of the
declared opinion of the majority no longer (or
rather not yet) prevails, if vital ideas, values,
and ends of human progress no longer (or rather
not yet) enter, as competing equals, the forma-
tion of public opinion, if the people are no longer
(or rather not yet) sovereign but “made” by the
real sovereign powers—is there any alternative
other than the dictatorship of an “elite” over the

people? For the opinion of pedple (usually des-

ignated as The People) who are unfree in the

N
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very faculties in which liberalism saw the roots
of freedom: independent thought and independ-
ent Speech, can Carry no overriding validity and
authority—even if The People constitute the
overwhelming majority.

If the choite were between genuine democ-
racy and dictatorship, democracy would cer-
tainly be preferable. But democracy does not
prevail. The radical critics of the existing polit-
ical progess are thus readily denounced as advo-
cating a?i,“elitism,” a dictatorship of intellectuals
as an alternative. What we have in fact is govern-
ment, representative government by a non-intel-
lectual minority of pofi?’icians, generals, and
businessmen. The record of this “elite” is not
very promising, and political prerogatives for
the intelligentsia may not necessarily be worse
for the society as a whole.

- In any case, John Stuart Mill, not exactly an
enemy of liberal and representative government,
was not so allergic to the political leadership of
the intelligentsia as the contemporary guardians
of semi-democracy are. Mill believed that “in-
dividual mental superiority” justifies “reckoning
one person’s opinion as equivalent to more than

LI

one’: ~

Until there shall have been.devised, and until
opinion is willing to accept, some mode of
plural voting which may assign to education
as such the degree of superior influence due to
it, and sufficient as a counterpoise to the
numerical weight of the least educated class,
for so long the benefits of completely univer-
sal suffrage cannot be obtained without bring-
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ing with them, as it appears to me, more than
equivalent evils.* e :

“Distinction in favor of education, right in it-
self,” was also supposed to preserve “the edu-
cated from the class legislation of the unedu-
cated,” without enabling the former to practice
a class legislation of their own.” .

Today, these words have understandably an
antidemocratic, “elitist” sound—understandably
because of their dangerously radical implica-
tions. For if “education” is more and other than
training, learning, preparing for the existing
society, it means not only enabling man to know
and understand the facts which make up reality
but also to know and understand the factors that
establish the facts so that he can change their
inhuman reality. And such humanistic education
would involve the “hard” sciences (“hard” as in
. the “hardware” bought by the Pentagon?),
would free them from their destructive direc-
tion. In other words, such education would in-

“deed badly serve the Establishment, and to give

political prerogatives to the men and women
thus educated would indeed be anti-democratic
in the terms of the Establishment. But these are
not the only terms. ,

However, the alternative to the established
semi-democratic process is 7ot a dictatorship or
elite, no matter how intellectual and intelligent,
but the struggle for a real democracy. Part of

1Considerations on Representative Government (Chi-
cago: Gateway Edition, 1962), p. 183:

2lbid., p. 181.
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this struggle is the fight against an ideology of
tolerance which, in reality,:favors and fortifies
the conservation of the status quo of mequahty
and discrimination. For this struggle, I proposed
the practice of discriminating tolerance. To. be
sure, this practice already presupposes the radlcgl
goal which it seeks to achieve. I committed thfs
petitio principii in order to Cf)mbat the perni-
cious ideology that tolerance is already institu-
tionalized in this society. The tolerance w.hlch
is the lifd element, the token of a free society,
will never be the gift of the powers that be; it
can, under the prevailing conditions of tyranny
by the majority, waly be"won in the sustalnefl
effort of radical minorities, willing to break this"
tyranny and to work for the .eme'rgenc'e of a free
and sovereign ‘majority——.mmorn.tles intolerant,
militantly intolerant and dlsobedxen% to the rules
of behavior which tolerate destruction and sup-

pression.




