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DEMOCRACY. By Herbert J. Muller (Harper % Row, 1953 58.52)

This, the sscond of Professsor Muller's thres volumes on the
distory of Freedom, reaffirms my impression of nis ovarly-praised
first volume: ths suthor has no real adpreciatlon of the naturs of

fresdom or the procssses vy waich it has ebbed and flowed. Insteéd,

‘he has merely wrltten a history of Europe from I3 to 18130, reflscting

hls own unexamined prejudiceées, most of which are of late ninetsenth
century vintaze: he likes thes Greeks, lgnores the Hebrews, dislikes
ths Darit Ages and the medleval period, sess "hunanism' as the chief
foaturs of the Renaissance, and thus marches through nistory along
the paths st out by hundreds of conventional textbooks. Ths con-
vantional naturs of the whole svproach is indicated in the 2i pages
dasvoted to Islam, not becauss. it contrivuted anytnlng to the hlstory
of Freedom out simply because it is treated 1n every other taxtoook.
‘uller disliktes the "Dark Ages" falling to ses the doubls con-
trivution it made to freasdom by 1Ts shifting of European socilsty
from a slave basizs in a unitary political Syﬂtem {imperiun) to a

fres basis in a pluralist society {(whose chief attribute, relizion,

was no longer merely an aspect of an autocratic state). The ending
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cf slavery in the Dark Ages was based on the fact that 1T was a period

of rapld techﬁolsﬂical progress wilch shifted neavy work from men to
animals and thus mada slavery obsolescent. Muller has two references
to Lynn Whlte's Pamous article on tnils {(pp. 45, 75), but he dses not

see that it refers to the Dark Ages nor that it was the vital factor

in the decllne of slavery. Moreover, he fails to see how the Dark



Azes, by demonstrating in the West, that 1t was possible to ﬂava
a soclety witnout a state, ended the rule over men's minds of the

totalitarian Grssk polis and the totalluarian Roman Imgerium

botan of which, by continuing in the tradition of ths Bast, provided

the basis for Byzantine, Ottoman, Czarist, and Sovist despotisms.
To Muller the Dark Ages 18 simply a periocd of regrstably low civil-
ization {p.33)s But in the history of freedom, 1t was nuch more.
Muller has squally great misconceptions sbout the nature of
Christianity, its impact on philesophy, and ths boon to fresdom
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from both of thess. He misses ths process by whieh tha Christian

emonasis on individual salvation led to philosophle recognition of

the reglity of the individual in ths face of allepsrvading Platonilc
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and neo=-Platonic emphasis on the reality of the univ al. %hi
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led to later socilal individuallism and philosophic nominalismwitn
thelr great contrivutions to fresdom. In a simllar fasghion, tlebrew
emphasis on the goodness of this world and the body, handed down
against the challenges c¢f Zoraastsr and Plato, contridbuted mucn to
later humanitarianlam and soclal imorovements. uller's statement
(pe57) sbout a Christian tradition of vredestination "reaching
back throuzh St. Augustine to St. Paul® is doubly erronsous becauss
he falls to ses that the roots of "predestination” ars Greek and
that this was rejscted 1n medleval times by all orthodox Christians

(includingz the two Greek-influenced anclent Christiars he naves).
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Muchh of Mullerts difflculty rests on his neglect of ths Hedbrew influence
{as contrasted with the Greex) in Christlanity, which strengthened
fresdom by 1ts emphasis oﬁ such factors as the importancs of time
and change, of the individual, and of the individuall!s fresdom and
responshhllity {all factors which were bslittled in the most influ-
ential Gresk thinkers).

Muller falls to see that much cof fresdom has rlssn from the
appeal of plufalism against unity {and espacially-unif roity) and

that the great Gresek contributlon here was the effort to bsach a
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soclal consensus by dlscussion in the market place. Prom thls came
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the dlglogus form of philosopaic expositlion (as in Avslard's

fon or Aguinas' Quasstiones), and ons of the sources of our fongrss-
sional debates (the other source, equally nezlected by Muller, is

ﬁhe Indo-European assembly of warriors).

M1ller also mlsses the medleval contribution To {reedom from
the perlod's emphasls on procedural matters (or on methods in ﬁener&l)
rathsr than on goals, Most of cur human fresdom today rgsts cn 1 egal
and constltutional emphasis on procedures of this type incluvdlng rule
of law, separation of powers, and methods of ﬂial, all of whicn are
mediaﬁ&l rathsr than anclent or modern.

The role played by legal changes 1s largely mlssing in tals
nistory of human freedom. The rediscovery of Classical antiquity

'in the West, espscilally the revival of Roman law end of its totalitarian



sovereign state, during the late medieval and Benalssance period,
brought a new strength to despotlsm in the west from its assaults
on plurallsm (espsclally on all autonomous organlzations, including
ralizlon). Thase assaults, to this day, are hampered by pluralisms
and nrocedural techiniques of medleval origln. Does HMuller know
'_that ths Td&or Court of Star Chambsr used Roman law and procedures

and was established by the same dynasty wnlehn sougnt, by e ndowing
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us Professorships at 0xford and Cambridse to replaceg the Comion
Law witn the more daspnotic Roman Law, a8 was occuring coniemporan-

eously in Germany. Or, inowing thls, does luller ges 1ts slznificance?

Carroll Quigzley
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