But rarely

pletely and as

a fashion changed as com

dramatically as the

enth century, and, tndeed, as 1t

In the Twentles, as in the ninete

had been for hundreds of years, utopias were "ideal” societies.

Their most important attributes were peace and plenty wlith a dash

of sexual freedoms Since 1929 the whole tone of utopias has changed,

and this tendency has reached its stunning culmination in George

Orwell's picturs of Oceania in 1984,
The change in utopias is, of course, merely é symptom of a

much more fundamental change, the change lIn men'gs 1deas of the

nature of man., The nineteenth century felt that man was 1nnaté1y
good and that the occasional evll in his actions arose from the
oppression of bad institutions and the frustration of man's
instincts by such 1ns£1tutionsa Accordingly, the nineteenth cen-

tury was convinced that all would be for the best if man could -

merely be freed from his social environment, and his nature glven

free réin to develop itself through exercisa.




The dlsasters we have experienced since 1929 have undermined

these bellefs so completely that they have been largely abandonned

and are in danger of being replaced, in a natural reaction, by

belief Iin thelr oppositess Belief in the innate goodness of man

is rapidly belng replaced by belief in the innate evil of man;

faith in inevlitable progress 1s belng replaced by expectation of
lnevitable dlisaster; advocacy of freedom as the key to all success

has been followed by advocacy of discipline as the only hope of
salvation.

This, perhaps, is what might be expecteds The history of mankind
seems to iIndicate that he procedes by a process of oscillation from
one extreme to 1ts opposite, passing through the sénity of the middle

ground only enroute from one lunatic fringe to another. .- /{ - /
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All of this is obvious enough, and Orwell's book makes much
2
of it Nineteen sighty=-four, in his inspired vision, is to be 180
opposed to the utopias of the nineteenth century, It is a world

of war, of 1ulia.nt,. of evil, of discipline, of repression. But Orwell's

- book has more than this. If 1t had only this,it might be worth
reading, but it would hardly be worth discussing. Because it has
more, it demands reading, medi'tation; and discussion. At the central
core of Orwell's utopia 1s a concept which raises his volume to the

highest lesvel of poetlic perception. This is the concept of "double-
think™ with all _its connotations, Orwell's book 1is more than the

opposite side of a nineteenth century utopia because in this concept

he has extended but not reversed the nineteenth century, and he has

-




placed this concept at the center of his whole system,

What 1s this principle of "doublethink" which dominates
the whole soclal system of Orwell's book. Briefly the double-

think of 1984 is the semantics of 1945 grown up. Semantics holds
that the meanings of words are fluid and change as one uses them,

and that this condition 1s both necessary and good. Only in

this way, apparently, can words reflect reality, The argument goes
something like this: reality is fluild and changeable; the words
with which we deal with reality must reflect this condition; if

they do not but instead remain rigid and constant, they will deal
with an artificial world of unreality.

. Doublethink goes further than semantics merely because it is :

sophisticated enough to resalize that it is possible to change
reality by changing the content of wordss This is the éxXplanation
of the Party slogan of 1984: "Who controls the past controls the
future; who controls the preseﬁt controls the past.,"” It 1is also

evident in the Party slogans: "War is Peace. Freedom 1is Slavery.

Ignorance 1s Strength."”

The process ‘by which doublethink grows out of semantics
CAaisre
is but one link in a long change of intellectusal development of =

the most _fundamental importance, In this chain there are six

links of which four are historical (covering

Christian

the period of the

era already elapsed) and two are éxtrapolations into the

future (covering the period from the present to 2050 AeDe)o The

»




The slx links with their approximate dates are as follows:

Classical dualism o400 BeCo= C.1150 A.D.
Scholasticism 1150 = 1300

Modern rat ional‘ism 1300 - 1820

Semantics i890 -

Doublethink Ce 1.984

Newspeak ' ¢+ 2050

Classical dualism began with the discussions of the Gree
rationalists, reached its highest achievement with Plato, anc
continued on, reinforced and corrupted by the influx of orier

’7 ideas and religions after 330 B.Cse, to 1ts defeat at the hanc
- Abaelard, Albertus Magnus,and Thomas Aquinas., 1In general th
point of view considered the universe to represent a dualism

spirit and matter, the first unchanging, eternal, and good a:

the latter mutable, temporary, and corrupt. Only the former

be the object of knowledge because it did not exist in the t

world where the presence of time, and thus of change made all
lmpossible. This point of view, originated by Pythagoras, F

and others, and built into a system by Plato, was powerfully

by the dualistic oriental importations of Gnos 18, Manachaen]

zoroasterism, and others tapped by the conquests of Alexande

Great and of Rome 3itself.



Thils universs of an antithetical dualism was sharply challenged

by the arrival of Chrlstlanity, because the Christian belief that
Christ was both Trus God and true Man made it necessary to work out
a phllosophy able to reconcils the opposition of eternal 1ldea and

temporary matter, The debate continued for more than a thousand
years (150-1250) during which period one dualistic heresy after
another was defeated. The area of conflict shifted from pulplt

to church council, from field of battle to heretlcs stake, from
monastic cloister to university lecture hall., Neo~Platonlsm,
Gnosism, Arianilsm, Manichea’j}sm, Catharlsm and others were overcoms

or driven underground, ultimately, 1f we can belleve Denls de

Rougement, to take refuge under the dlsgulse of the troubadours
romantlic poetrye The €hristian answer to dualistic heresy reached

1ts culmination in Aquinas. This answer might be summed up as

follows. Reality 1s not dualistic but hierarchical, being a gamut
from matter without form to form without matter, or expressed
differently from pure potentiality to complete all=inclusive

realization, from amorphous matter (which can do nothing but to

which anything can be done) to pure Reason (which can do anythlng
but to which nothing can be done), from slavery to freedom., 1In
this hierarchy all development 1s upward, the unfolding of poten-
+1alities into actualities, a process which clearly establishes
that the achlevement of beatitude can be made only by living
through the lower levels. Salvation is found only by living 1n
this world and living through the flesh not Dy re jecting the world
and the flesh. Indeed, salvation for all required that the

divinity bacome flesh as well. The Incarnation became the ultlimate
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repudlation of ancient dualism and its\horrible progeny of heresiles.

This Ghrlstian ldeology worked out a philosophy of three parts:

;Egig concerned with the rules of thought; metaphysicg concerned

eplstemolo concerned with the

In this system the logic was clear

with the nature of reality; and

relationship between the CWOa,

and rigid,and the necessary adjustments between thought and reality
were made In the epistemologys A sharp distinction was made between

validity and truth. Logic gave validity to a conclusion, if its
e —

rules were obeyed. BRut this conclusion was not necessarily true~-

| vV ¥
that was something to be tested according to the rules of epistemology.

v e ,
Truth rested in £E¥2;5§sics and not necessarily in the mind, When

Aqulinas saild "Nothing exists in the intellligence whlich was not first

ﬁ in the senses" and added "It is not possible to transfer from the

ideal to the actual," he at once destroyed the ancient rationalistic

dualism and established the real basis of modern science, Unfortunatelyy

the victory was a precarious one,

When the Protestant revolution of the slxteenth century rejected

the Catholic religion it felt compelled to reject the Christian

philosophy: the Aristotelian logic, the Thomistie éplistemology,

and the hierarchial metaphysics were thrown together on the trash

ﬂm

heap. The work of destruction was made easier and more complete

because the Catholic practicehad neven peen completely consistent

with the Catholic phllesophy, and, indeged, many Cathollcs were

ignorant of the philcsophy in all its panorama of logical and empir-

ical consistency,

.

1The old Platonist corruption was still alive,




and 1n the Augus-

tinlan order, of which Luther was a member, This Platonist tra-

dition now revived, and, in accordance with 1ts teaching, the

hierarchical metaphysic of the medieval church was replaced with

a dualistic rationalism. The Thomistic eplstemology was discarded

actuality 7~
——*
exXlisted in an opposed parallel/&_/mn This 1s the parallelism of

our cnaine Accordlng to its assumptions, idesa and

O the subjective and the objective world. It was assumed that the
e, |

objective world was rational and logical and _that its nature could

i | e 4 ™
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be f'ound by logical that 1s mathematical processes alone. This

s e

belisf is the basis of the whols system of Descartes and of Newton

and thus the basic of the whole modern (as opposed to contemporary)

ldeologye Since \the objective world is not logical nor rational,

1life, for these modern rationalists, became a bitter and disillusioning
experience., From this disillusionment came three divergent develop=-

ments: scepticism, empiricism, and semantics, All three were re-

¢

actlons to the discovery that reason cannot, by loglc alons ind
—-""—__'-_\____——-L————-—‘

actuality, since actuaiity 1s not necessarily logical or rational,
W‘
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Of the three results from ratlonalistic disillusionment only

one, empiriclism, offered the slightest hope for the futuree.
Scepticism led stralght to frustration and stalemate:; semantics led

to disaster and doublethink; only empiricism offered any hope for

the future. This hope rested in the fact that empiricism was dealing
with (the area betwsen thought and actualitX where the Reformations
rejection of episfemology had Ieft a great gap. Epistemology was

the keystone of the arch; 1t was the key to science, to reality,

and to sanity because it was the connecting link between thought

and the external world., Empiricism offered hope because of the

“——--ﬂ_'__—'___~

possibllity that it might, if examined diligently, be able to
reconstruct some of' the lost principlss of epistemology, and be-
i cause of the fact that its own ob'vious inadequacy if it did this,
would compel 1t to procede into logic on the one hand and into
me taphysics on the other. This hope has to some extent baen
realized. The develcpment cof modern science, along this path,
from Galileo to Einstein and Oppenheimer, has succeeded in
creating the only widely held ldeclogy possessing an adeqguate
epistemology avallabtle in the modern world, As a result such men
as Elnstein, Schrédinger, “ecomte du Nolly, snd Oppenheimer provide

the only really hopeful sign in this field., The line which they

f'cllow converges with that of the nec-=Thomists who seek to cope

v X -ﬂnt'_ 1-. : - ,-. "nr'-'-:'? . .‘ﬂ' - b Y
wWith: the I1decloglcal crisias by geolng b

Z back to the philosophy which




core of the Western Christlan
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reach of whim or propagsndd and that sanity and the good life \K-
can be obtained vy the struggle te find that Truth and cling. \

)

to 1t. Rut this possibility 1s menaced 'by the terrible threac
of sementics. .

Semantics, l1ike gcepticism and ermpliricism, 1s a direct
consequence on the disappaarance of eplstemology and the subsequent
discovery of the inadaquacy of raticnallsme The rationalists-
belisved that the truth could bs found by the use of reason and
loglc alone because they had assumec that thse T.'s'cn:’].t:i was rational
and logical., Because the world 1s not raticnal snd logical they
had falled,, The sceptics aqcordingly doubted the capac 1ty of the |
mind to know; the empliricists rej‘ectéd the use of reason and tried
to deal with the world by the 3ensé_s alone; the semanticists tried
to deal with thé world by bringing 1ts lack of logic‘ and raﬁionality
Into the mind 1tself. They did this, not by redlscovering the ru]es
of epistemology but by changing tha rules of logic. To them the
old loglc--Arlistotelean loglc, as they called 11:----::&3 the source of
all modern confuslon, error, frustration and lnsanity, Accordingly,
they tried to replace it by a non-Arlstotelean logic whose basic
Innovation was that it re jected the principle of contraditiono The
abandorrlng of this princ lple~~which they called the "either-or
princlple”"~~reant that they rsjacted sll rigid categories or defin-/

ltions and were prepared to act with vague, variable and over~lappilng



definitions whose content varied during use in order tc reflsct
the adnltted dynamlc quality of the external world, Thus ths
2C Co maks thought nicre elfactive and conte
with I'act more immedlate by introducing the irraticnality,
dynamism, and vagueness of the external world into the mental
processes, They wers satisfled that the best way to deal with
the mess we call the world would be to introduce this messiness
into the mind. Their argumentrs for doing this, always based on
pe;'suasive everyday evidence, were convinclng to those who had
never heard of epistemology. Aristotelean logic says "night is
not day and day 1s not night", The sematicists answers "what

is twillight?" and we are expected to abandon Aristotelean logice.

If Aristotelean logic says "male 1is not female and vice=versa",

the semantlicists says "what about homosexuals?" and we are expected

to glve up Aristotelean logic.
Such arguments are very persuasive. But, as a matter of
fact,the semantliclsts' analysis 1s mistaken both in its dlagnosis

and in its remedy. VUur errors do not arise from the mistakes of

Arlstotelean logic but from the loss of épistemology as an intel-

lectual discipline. Moreover, Aristotelean logic 1s not mistaken

Was 80 nalve or stupid as to believe i1t did,

Aristotelean logic




And

among these rules of eplstemology one of the basic ones stated,

n7t 1s not posslble to transfer from the i1deal to the actual."
As long as the Aristotelean-Thomistic tradition insisted
that the 1ideal is not the same as the actual we are protected from

decublethinks, But once the semanticists can make us believe that

the 1deal must be the same as the actual we are wide open to
doublethink, The old Aristotelean tradition believed in both
the 1deal world and the actual world and regarded both as part
of objective reality, the ideal forming the upper levels of the
hierarchy and ths world df spacéutimexforming the lcwer levels,
The contrast bestwesn the two had nothing to do with ocur modern

(hcontrast between subjective and objective since, for example,

the rules of mathematics were 1deal but stil} cbjective truth
quite 1Independent of any thinking human mind,

The efforts of the semanticlists to bring the variety of
reality into the mind makes 1t necessary I'or them to abandcn ths

Aristotelean~Scholastic bellef that cohcepts are rigid and fixed

and to adopt, in 1its place, what they sometimes call "multiordinal
terms™, According to thils belief eVeETY wdrd'has an infinite number

of meanings since the meaning varies with the context, and there

' e - : : ~ I ~ i
are an in*in;te.number oi contexes,' The "igh a® icdentity is
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time it 14 used,
have an indefinite numbep of meaning

which 1t {is appliedsesesall speculat?

as, for instance, 'what g fact or reality ist

general l1llegitimate, as the only

Correct answer 1s that 'the terms

are multiordinal ang devoid of meanlng outside of a context'™ Thus

spoke Korzybski,

Applied to an enemy 1t means that
he 1s such a degreded scoundrel that he woculd be willing to say

that black is white., Applied to = friend it means that his loyalty

eéxceeds all logic or reality to the point where he would be willing

to accept black as white, In the Oceania of 1984 the propaganda

ministry which deluges the people with lies is called the Ministry

o Truth; the ministry which wages war 1s called the Ministry of

Peace; the economic agency, whose chief task is to curtail productiocn

and ration artifically=-created scarclty, is called the Minlstry of

Plenty. « Freedem 1s called Slavery and Slevery is ¢alled Freedom,

sppreaciing shadow

santics. Alrsady the prophets of

-
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L he political Right and the political Left are making use of

Mo We are told that an election in the United States,
sn England,or in Italy 1s an example of brutal class oppressicn

while an election in Poland, Russia, or Bulgaria 1s an exercisese

in free democracys People like James Burnham tell us that the
situation now exlisting between the United States and Russia is

war and that the only way to establish peace 1is to make an

immedlate military assault on Russia. People 1like John Flynn are
given- access to the nine million subscribers of The Readers Digest
to tell us that the New Deal 1is slavery, while Sénator Bricker tells
us that the Truman administration is Socialism. The subjection

of millions of miners to the whims of John L. Lewils i1s called

independence and freedcms,

The final 1ink in our chain, thse Newspeak which Orwell
envisions for 2050, is perhaps hypothetical but is again a logical

development of doublethink and of semantics. If words have no

Tixed meaning (semantics) then the meanings can be changed for

polltical and propaganda purposes (doublethink) and ultimately

“l___-m

people can be kept in ccmplete intellectual subjection by being
deprived of all words which refer to politically unacceptable

'1deas (Newspeak).




