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Office ill emorandum • GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY 

TO 
Profes sor~ . .:(~u igley 

DATE: 

I .· am ' retu·rning with thanks the copies of the two 
• v ' '··. .. . •'• 

versions of . your Galbraith .review and enclose a copy 
\ .!. .:~.;~?··. · .ji ....... }. .s! .. 
of the remarks I wrote for the Education committee, 

As you will see, · I profited from your 

·r eflections, ·· but went into a differe nt: direction in my 

·• 
assessment, than the one you v1rote. 

I f an opportunity arises, I would like to d isc u ss 

the matter with you further, especia lly i n view of your 

attitude toward the -faults of current t eaohing which I 

share with you. 

Thanks aga in 



I 
by Jos~f So lt~:~ r, Ph.Do 

ca~roll Qui~ley , in the most circumspect rev iew of the N PW 

:tndustrial State I have seen , The Sunday St.ar, June 25 , J.967 . shows 

in h is opening sentence the significance of this book for -the work 

of our committee . He writes: "This is am immensely important book. 

It should be read, analyzed, and unenot iona lly discussed, not by 

economists, but by citizens. The economists, as most academicians, 

are ~ampered· by their s pecialist training from seeing their subiect 

in the f ul l social context , and will be particularly offended by 

this volume, wh ose lessons, if generally a ccepted , would des t r oy 

e c onomi c s as a separate inte l lectual discipline, or , at least, 

would reduce it back to poli·tical economy from which it emerqed 

i n the eighteenth century ." 

Formally e xpressed . the book deals with the problem of the 

dialectical interrelat ions of man's work a nd h i mself (about 3/4 

o f the book) and the c onsequences of these in the ordering of 

society, in which t ask the leading rol e is assigned t o a n acade mic 

elite. 

The me r e posing of this problem, quite foreign t o traditiona l 

U~S . t hinking , and broadcasting it as a b est seller, justifies in 

my opinion, Quigley ' s open~ng sentence. 

Without acknow l edging it, t he author ac t ually e l aborates the 

dependan ce e ffect of his earlier work, i . e . ,the abandoning of the 

concept o f consumers ' sovereign ty , substitut ing for fr the tech ­

nical r equ. irements of production as the last r eason for producing 



and inf l~encing the public and the ~o~er~~ent b y a dve r t ising an~ 

other means to want to consume just this ou~p~t. 

T·, is book is written by a passionate r eformer , r athe r than by a 

sober sch olar. Thus n o connections are sought 1.vith t he '1.-Jork of 

Engel, Schumpeter, .Veblen, Berle & Means, of recent Marxist phil-

osophers on alienation, of mathematicians as Schouten .&Becker, 

Pfaff 's p roblem and differential analyzer as dialect~cal mode ls 

and of still other writers among 1..,1hom Teilhard de Chardin c erta in ly 

occupies a foremost place among modern students o f de ve lopment . 

This emphasis end its shortcoming, I fel t particularly in t h e 

last part of the book, dealing with t~ e proposals of ordering future 

social. life. It is self-contradictory, assertive, and angry. 

I n this respect, it seems to me that it might b e u seful, at 

a later stage of our work, t o stu.dy Pr ofes s or Rudolf .Alle r ' s 

r ef lections, who in his last years took up the problem of the 

dialectics of work. Here are three artiales by fuim on this subiect. 

a) The Product. 
I 

R~marks on the Metaphysics of Human Creat i v i ty 19 58 

b}T~e Subjective and Objective 19 59 

c)Reflections on Co- operation and Communication 1 960 

~he neglect of associating h is work with that of o t h e r students 

o f dialectical syste ms, as we ll a s h is reformist ardor , might be 

an explanation why Galbraith, the Scotch dissenter, ~espa ired in 

finding wisdom among all people and l i mit future esthetic and mor a l 



·-

i ns i ght ·t o an acad~mic e li te , without i ndicat i n g , ho•.ve 'i2 :C , ho·.v or 

why only t hese peop l e wo u ld arrive a t such prec i ou s knowle dge 

ti 

Ga lbr .a i th, as did Ve b l en and B~rle & Me a n s , hi.s una c k nowl edged 

American a ncestors, re}ected as unreal, the bas ic assumpt ions of 

classical economic theory, and mos t curre nt economic t each ing , a nd 

also of the ancient common law trad ition that t h e economy consis t s 

()f a l. large number of smal l firms w'ithout market p0111er who can only 

ad j ust t h eir actions to the sovereign will of consume rs. His evi denc e 

tha·t only a sma 11 group of large corporations dominat es A;nerj c an 

e c onomic life is e xagger9 ted to the degree of fals i fic a tion; 

n evertheless, thi s assertion serve s well-.as an illu stration of a 

more g·enera l way of considering a social economy : I t envalves not 

o n l y an adjus tme nt o f g i ven scar~e me ans to inde penda n t wants a nd 

t echnolo g i e s , o r poses n o t on l y an o pt imiza tion problem o f a ~ loca-

tionof r e sources s o define d, b u t ra t h e r b e comes a n i nteg ration 

p r oble m of a continuously i nnovationg t echnostruct ure seek i ng the 

pmver of r emaining and growing . 

Ga lbraith indica tes, again in vastly e xaggerate d t erms , how 

th is happened in t he U.S. The g i ant corpora tions f r eed t h ems e lves 

from the contro l of outside fina nce . Th ey a c quire d the capacity 

to influence aggrega t e demand t o abs orb t he output \vhich t h e 

t e chnos tructure d emanded by t h e management of wants , and they 

tra n sformed the ir de cis ion ma ke r s Qnd 

seeking t h eir larges t persona l p rof it 

employees f rom i ndepe ndants, 

Adi u s t the i r goa ls 
to t eamworkers who *t o t h e 

commo n end of t he super-corp0 r a tions of growing ever l arge r . 



Th i s mega-economy, according t o Ga lbraith , depends also on 

the cooperation of the government, who purchases that pa rt of the 

ever- increasing output which cannot be absorbed by the consuming 

public and which takes the form of military hardware to deal with 

the political instabilities all over the world. 

This symbiosis of the technostructure and political '.government 

is the New I ndustrial S t ate in this country and , acco~ding to 

Galbraith, is ~Histinquishable from t h at of the Sov iet Un ion or 

any o ther modern industria l state. 

Th roughout the major part of the book, t here is the sugg es­

tion that the expansionist drive, the emergence of giant i ndustrial 

organizations, their fusion with the government and the adaptat ion 

of pers onal wills to t~requirem~nts of the techno- structure is 

an inevitable conseq uence of an advancing t echnology. 

Later, however, this is calle d an evil, c ancerous g r owth. 

which brings all life in a gigantic brain washing operat i on under 

the d omination of the techno-structure . 

The salvation is to come from the "intellectual and scientifi c 

estate' ' whose task i s to break the strangle h old of the i ndu s t r ial 

state on higher education, v ia separation of government from the 

mega- economy; indeed a strange remedy t o suggest a fter hav ing 

spent the larger part of the book i n the demonstration i·ha t t h e 

mega-economy has taken over the go vernment and this not b y arbitrary 

acts of will but by the necessit i es of e xpansion. 



I II . 

Galbraith appears to me\ bewildered ln h is ou tlook o n the 

future. Quigley concurs in t ·i s judgmen t , and adds that Galbraith , 

still a narrow economist despite h is attempted escape t o a broader 

vision of social life. forgets tb cons ider two preliminary need s 

for orderly economic development without the danger of losing 

personal independance: An acquisitive outlook by all and domestic 

tranquillity. 

For our purpose, however, of extracting guidelines. for a ssess ­

ing the future role of Georgetown , I would j udge Galbraith's work 

diffe rently. As mentioned earlier, I see its merit, despit e all 

e xaggerations and incons istencies, in his suggesting as the maior 

educa~onal problem of our times and the future, the problem of 

in t egrability of dialectica l processes in all fields~ t he establ i sh­

ment of the ir ends or the invariances in d evelopment, whi ch could 

serve as goals in the restructuring academic action. 

It so happens that Father He sburgh, speaking on the f uture of 

Notre b ame apparently had s imilar thoughts. In h i s addr e ss a t the 

conclusion of a r ecent symposium for u.s~ educators, he saw 

g r eatness rather t han excellence for a c atholic university in 

dedicating itself to the further e xploration of the two paths of 

human developmen·t , as h a ve b een indicate d by Te ilhard de Chardin, 

one involving the humanization of all creat ion by man, and the 

othe r ; the supe rnatur al t ransforma tion embodied in the Christian 

message . All univ~rsities . h e sa id, are commi tted to t h e former 

end. .c atholic 1.m iversities must also be conce rne d with the 

Teilhard i a n s uper na tural deve lopme nt. Father Hesburgh mentione d 



that this comeback to greatness ha s already begun in many places , 

Notre Dame being one of them. 

January, 1968 


	Solterer 0
	Solterer 1
	Solterer 2
	Solterer 3
	Solterer 4
	Solterer 5
	Solterer 6

